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teaching writing. Sandra L. Tarabochia argues that a pedagogical approach to 
faculty interactions in Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) and Writing in 
the Disciplines (WID) contexts can enhance cross-disciplinary communication 
and collaboration and ultimately lead to more productive, sustainable initia-
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teacher-learners, she uses a pedagogical framework to analyze conversations 
between writing specialists and faculty in other disciplines, drawing on tran-
scripts from interviews and recorded conversations. The author identifies the 
discursive moves faculty used to navigate three communicative challenges or 
opportunities: negotiating expertise, orienting to change, and embracing play. 
Based on this analysis, she constructs a pedagogical ethic for WAC/WID work 
and shows how it can help faculty embrace the potential of cross-disciplinary 
communication.
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cccc studies in writing & rhetoric

Edited by Victor Villanueva, Washington State University

The aim of the CCCC Studies in Writing & Rhetoric (SWR) Series is to 
influence how we think about language in action and especially how writ-
ing gets taught at the college level. The methods of studies vary from the 
critical to historical to linguistic to ethnographic, and their authors draw 
on work in various fields that inform composition—including rhetoric, 
communication, education, discourse analysis, psychology, cultural stud-
ies, and literature. Their focuses are similarly diverse—ranging from in-
dividual writers and teachers, to work on classrooms and communities 
and curricula, to analyses of the social, political, and material contexts of 
writing and its teaching.

SWR was one of the first scholarly book series to focus on the teach-
ing of writing. It was established in 1980 by the Conference on College 
Composition and Communication (CCCC) in order to promote research 
in the emerging field of writing studies. As our field has grown, the re-
search sponsored by SWR has continued to articulate the commitment of 
CCCC to supporting the work of writing teachers as reflective practition-
ers and intellectuals.

We are eager to identify influential work in writing and rhetoric as it 
emerges. We thus ask authors to send us project proposals that clearly situ-
ate their work in the field and show how they aim to redirect our ongoing 
conversations about writing and its teaching. Proposals should include an 
overview of the project, a brief annotated table of contents, and a sample 
chapter. They should not exceed 10,000 words.

To submit a proposal, please register as an author at www.editorial 
manager.com/nctebp. Once registered, follow the steps to submit a pro-
posal (be sure to choose SWR Book Proposal from the drop-down list of 
article submission types).
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Cross-Curricular Literacy Work as Pedagogical  

Activity

talk about writing among faculty from different disciplines is 
the cornerstone of Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC)/Writing 
in the Disciplines (WID) initiatives (Bazerman et al., 2005; Rus-
sell, 2002). While WAC/WID efforts today take many forms—
writing-intensive (WI) requirements; peer review of teaching pro- 
jects; writing fellows programs; co-teaching opportunities; depart-
mental curriculum mapping, assessment, and design; first-year writ- 
ing seminars—cross-disciplinary interactions among faculty remain  
central. Indeed, relationships between writing specialists and fac-
ulty in other disciplines continue to be recognized as an essential 
component of cross-curricular literacy (CCL) work (Condon & 
Rutz, 2012; Jablonski, 2006; Jacobs, 2007; Kuriloff, 1992, p. 94; 
Paretti, McNair, Belanger, & George, 2009).1 At the same time, the 
challenge of initiating and sustaining interdisciplinary relationships 
in CCL contexts is well documented (Kaufer & Young, 1993; Lillis 
& Rai, 2011; McCarthy & Walvoord, 1988; McConlogue, Mitch-
ell, & Peake, 2012; Paretti & Powell, 2009; Soliday, 2011). Meet-
ing these challenges matters now more than ever as trends toward 
globalization and internationalization in higher education and the 
professional world (Gustafsson et al., 2011) reinforce the need for 
college graduates to communicate across disciplinary lines. While 
stakeholders recognize the need for writing instruction across the 
curriculum (Addison & McGee, 2010; Thaiss & Porter, 2010), the 
current climate of higher education tests commitments to cross-
curricular writing initiatives. If postsecondary educators are to re-
cruit and retain students and help them develop complex literacies 

1

1
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to navigate a multidisciplinary world, we must cultivate what Myra 
Strober (2011) calls interdisciplinary “habits of thought”—ways of 
“thinking, presenting, interacting, and questioning” and relation-
ship building across disciplinary lines (p. 37). Toward that end, this 
book is about how faculty from different disciplines can engage 
more productively in conversations about (teaching) writing.

Such conversations take place in the context of increasingly di-
verse CCL initiatives that involve a range of consultation dynamics. 
Foundational WAC/WID faculty development models such as the 
workshop (Fulwiler, 1981; Magnotto & Stout, 1992), collaborative 
research (McCarthy & Walvoord, 1988), collaborative teaching 
(Kuriloff, 1992), and embedded writing fellows (Haring-Smith, 
1992; Hughes & Hall, 2008; Mullin, 2001) remain valuable. More 
recently, Michael Carter (2003) developed an outcomes-based ap-
proach in which writing specialists work with groups of disciplin-
ary faculty to make explicit their goals for student learning and 
recognize their expertise in (teaching) writing in their disciplines 
(p. 5), an approach that inspired the University of Minnesota’s 
well-known Writing Enriched Curriculum Program (“University 
of Minnesota WEC Home Page,” n.d.). In a similar vein, Anson 
and Dannels (2009) describe the collaborative process of compos-
ing “program profiles” by conducting individual and group consul-
tations focused on formative assessment of Communication Across 
the Curriculum (CAC) initiatives within departments. Paul Ander-
son’s work with small groups of faculty in learning communities 
at Miami of Ohio (Rutz, 2004), the many approaches to working 
with faculty writers in Geller and Eodice’s (2013) recent collection, 
and the “distributed consultancy model” involving writing special-
ists, disciplinary faculty, and librarians (Harrington, MacKenzie, & 
DeSanto, 2016) further evidence the breadth of CCL consultation 
dynamics. Condon, Iverson, Manduca, Rutz, and Willett (2016) 
illustrate how a rich blend of formal and self-directed writing-
focused faculty development efforts—including writing portfolio 
assessment (see also Rutz & Grawe, 2009), teaching workshops, 
summer course development grant programs, and campuswide 
initiatives on topics such as critical thinking and quantitative in-

bChap1-1-28-Tarabochia.indd   2 10/2/17   10:32 AM



Cross-Curricular Literacy Work as Pedagogical Activity  /  3

quiry—have implications for faculty as well as student learning. As 
these examples suggest, configurations of CCL consultations vary 
across efforts and contexts, each dynamic sharing commonalities 
with the others and creating unique challenges and opportunities 
for cross-disciplinary communication. 

A rich body of WAC/WID scholarship contributes to these ef-
forts in important ways but rarely addresses day-to-day interactions 
among writing specialists and faculty in other disciplines. Research 
rooted in genre theory (Soliday, 2011) and textual analysis of writ-
ing assignments (Melzer, 2014) speaks to pressing programmatic 
and curricular issues. Studies draw on surveys, retrospective narra-
tive accounts, and interviews with faculty to create useful portraits 
of challenges and benefits of cross-disciplinary collaborations, the 
forces enabling and constraining relationships, and various ap-
proaches experienced practitioners take to their work (Kaufer & 
Young, 1993; McCarthy & Walvoord, 1988; Walvoord, Hunt, 
Dowling, & McMahon, 1997). While researchers usefully identify 
forces impacting cross-disciplinary relations (Jacobs, 2007; Paretti 
et al., 2009) and attempt to codify writing specialists’ tacit expertise 
(Jablonski, 2006), few attend to face-to-face exchanges so vital for 
cultivating productive cross-disciplinary relationships. As a result, 
practitioners find little guidance in how to engage productively in 
cross-disciplinary conversations about (teaching) writing. 

Traditional approaches to WAC/WID consultations emerge im-
plicitly in the history and professional discourse of the field and 
tend to be associated with stages of the WAC movement. Jablonski 
(2006) maps a rather linear progression of stages across time, each 
perspective and corresponding interactional practices responding 
to needs of writing specialists and disciplinary faculty in particular 
historical moments and addressing shortcomings of the previous 
stage. For example, stage one is associated with missionary models 
in which writing specialists seek to convert “content area” instruc-
tors to student-centered, expressivist practices with “messianic zeal” 
(Jablonski, 2006, p. 183). While the approach may have been valu-
able, even necessary, for launching a fledgling WAC movement, 
second-stage efforts sought ways to grow and sustain vulnerable 
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programs (McLeod, 1989). Born out of social constructionism, 
stage two perspectives criticized writing specialists for “colonizing” 
colleagues, urging instead an anthropological stance in which disci-
plinary rhetorical conventions are studied in order to socialize stu-
dents into disciplinary discourse communities (Bazerman, 1991; 
Jablonski, 2006, p. 186; Waldo, 1996). In turn, stage three critical 
approaches, exemplified by Mahala and Swilky (1994), LeCourt 
(1996), Malinowitz (1998), and Villanueva (2001), bemoaned 
the “conservative tendencies of both WAC and WID” and sug-
gested writing specialists have a responsibility to take on the role 
of cultural critic advocating for students’ agency and educational 
access (Jablonski, 2006, p. 184). For his part, Jablonski forwards a 
“more professional” fourth stage model in which writing specialists 
“foregroun[d] our role as rhetoricians . . . who assume an ideologi-
cal and ethical responsibility for teaching others the value of rhe-
torical knowledgeability” (p. 189, 190). Although the stages do not 
represent static, inflexible models, especially in practice, Bergmann 
(1998) and Jablonski (2006) argue they can become “reified into 
fixed, prescriptive categories,” the maintenance of which “bears 
little resemblance to the work of CCL specialists” (Jablonski, 2006, 
p. 187). They lack a coherent underlying philosophy, rooted in em-
pirical understanding of professional practice, that resonates with 
the “ontology” or “way of being” characterizing faculty interactions 
in CCL contexts (Paretti, 2011). As a result, existing models may 
fail to help writing specialists adapt to shifting, unpredictable cir-
cumstances. 

As Condon and Rutz (2012) point out, and the many types of 
consulting outlined above illustrate, “WAC as a phenomenon does 
not possess a single, identifiable structure; instead, it varies in its 
development and its manifestation from campus to campus” (p. 
358). As a grassroots movement, WAC treasures local variety, but 
variation can be difficult to navigate when professional literature 
does not reflect the rich, messy materiality of CCL work. Jablonski 
(2006) observes, “[O]ur professional discourse socializes us to ac-
cept [the] competing positions” represented in “paradigm wars” (p. 
185). Various approaches become “subject positions demarcating 
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identity and professional values” leaving (particularly new) writ-
ing specialists hopping between “camps” in order to respond to 
the complex situations we find in the field (p. 185). A study that 
helps us better understand the dynamics of cross-disciplinary talk 
is needed to help writing specialists more effectively adjust their 
strategies for building relationships and revising writing curricula 
in ever-shifting circumstances. 

In that spirit, I suggest we break the linear progression of stages 
and models of CCL work and seek out a more dynamic and flex-
ible vision to guide our practice. The nature of CCL work calls 
for a guiding ethic, a spirit, habit of mind, or set of philosophi-
cal principles that is coherent enough to be useful and malleable 
enough to address the complexity of our daily work. A guiding 
ethic is apt given the unique challenges CCL interactions present. 
For one thing, the impetus for conversations—often top-down 
administrative mandates or faculty frustration with student writ-
ing—can generate conflicting attitudes and expectations. Further, 
institutional and departmental politics can complicate relational 
dynamics among conversation partners. Various epistemological 
assumptions undergirding disciplinary ideologies can make it dif-
ficult to find common ground (Gere, Swofford, Silver, & Pugh, 
2015). Moreover, faculty conversations in WAC/WID contexts of-
ten exist at the intersection of several types of professional practice 
including professional development, university service, interdisci-
plinary collaborative research, faculty learning communities, and 
teacher development. Each practice involves different assumptions, 
challenges, and opportunities participants must navigate. 

Under these unique circumstances, conversations among writ-
ing specialists and disciplinary faculty constitute what Karen Tracy 
(1997) calls “dilemmatic situation[s]—communicative occasion[s] 
involving tensions and contradiction” (p. 4). Acknowledging the 
dilemmatic nature of CCL conversations can make challenges seem 
less “diffuse and hard to articulate,” make the inner workings of 
conversations more “sensible,” and make the moral and/or prac-
tical intentions behind communicative action seem less obscure 
(Tracy, 1997, p. 5). The dilemmatic nature of CCL conversations 
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reinforces the need for a guiding ethic that responds to recurring 
tensions faculty face in conversations about (teaching) writing and 
provides creative discursive practices to address key communica-
tion challenges. The purpose of this book is to flesh out an ethic 
for faculty interactions in CCL contexts that resonates with and ex-
pands our understanding of the ontology of CCL work. A guiding 
ethic will help writing specialists adjust communication strategies 
to foster productive conversations with faculty in other disciplines, 
build sustainable relationships, and revise writing curricula amid 
complicated, ever-changing dynamics.

M e t h o d o L o g y

A guiding ethic must be rooted in the conversational realities of 
practitioners. In the spirit of sociolinguistic approaches that study 
how talk constructs relationships among people, disciplines, and 
institutions (Black, 1998, p. 20), I examine recorded spoken ex-
changes among writing specialists and disciplinary content experts 
to capture discursive strategies of interaction. I ask: What chal-
lenges to cross-disciplinary communication do faculty face in CCL 
contexts? How do dilemmas manifest discursively through interac-
tion? How do participants discursively respond to the challenges 
they face? How might studying discursive practices of faculty in 
CCL contexts help others approach cross-disciplinary conversa-
tions more productively? 

My methodology is inspired by Karen Tracy’s (1995, 2005)
action-implicative discourse analysis theory (AIDA), a blend of 
interpretive and critical approaches to inquiry, “melding the goal 
of constructing a rich understanding of how a practice operates 
(interpretive) with the goal of aiding a practice’s participants in re-
flecting about how they might act more wisely (critical)” (Tracy, 
2008, p. 150). Embracing this dual purpose, I identify the discur-
sive moves that characterize faculty interactions in CCL contexts, 
not to determine best practices, but to stimulate reflection about 
how we conceptualize and engage in cross-disciplinary interactions. 
In focusing on writing-related talk, I join a rich tradition in compo-
sition studies of using discourse-based methods to study interper-
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sonal exchanges around writing (Mortensen, 1992). I take a slightly 
different tack in that I do not focus on talk that “assumes writing as 
its primary object” (Mortensen, 1992, p. 116) because I am not in-
terested in discerning relationships among reading, writing, speak-
ing, and listening practices in relation to written texts. Instead, I 
focus on conversations about (teaching) writing in CCL contexts 
as a form of professional practice that is increasingly prevalent and 
uniquely challenging. My goal is to enhance this practice by identi-
fying the communicative intentions, strategies, and implications of 
the discursive moves faculty use to interact with one another.

Theoretical Framework

Examination of conversations among writing specialists and dis-
ciplinary faculty demands what Karen Tracy (1997), citing Gary 
Bateson, calls a “situational frame” or “set of expectations about 
the nature of an occasion, the social meaning of a unit of interac-
tion” (p. 6). As Tracy (1997) points out, the choice of frame is not 
trivial. How we conceptualize professional practices impacts how 
we understand the difficulties communicators face and the extent 
to which we can generate communication strategies that respond 
to the nature of the practice (Tracy, 1997). I use pedagogy as an 
interpretive frame for understanding CCL conversations among 
faculty, defining pedagogy as an inquiry-based process of collabora-
tive meaning-making undertaken by teacher-learners (Gallagher, 
2002; Kameen, 2000; Lee, 2000; Qualley, 1997; Stenberg, 2005). 
As opposed to traditional orientations that view pedagogy as a hi-
erarchical, hegemonic, classroom-bound, one-directional transac-
tion from teacher to student, I understand pedagogy as “ongoing 
learning, study, and development” by individuals-in-collaboration 
in a range of contexts (Stenberg, 2005, p. xviii). Inspired by Gal-
lagher’s (2002) descriptions of pedagogy-centered alliances, Brian 
Lord’s (1994) notion of “critical colleagueship,” and Anne Ellen 
Geller’s (2009) call to approach “WAC work through the lens of 
Peter Elbow’s ‘methodological believing’” (p. 28), my framework 
treats CCL conversations as pedagogical opportunities for facul-
ty to inhabit one another’s beliefs, to listen more deliberately. In 
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8  /  Cross-Curricular Literacy Work as Pedagogical Activity

choosing pedagogy as a frame, I take seriously calls for composi-
tionists to “make pedagogy a central disciplined activity” (Stenberg, 
2005, p. xviii; Gallagher, 2002; Gallagher, Gray, & Stenberg, 2002) 
and extend the call to writing specialists in CCL contexts.

In her introduction to Professing and Pedagogy, Shari Stenberg 
(2005) outlines several characteristics of a sophisticated view of 
pedagogy that anchor my analytical framework: Pedagogy recog-
nizes the interplay of theory and practice; pedagogy is ongoing, 
requiring a sustained commitment to reflexivity; and pedagogy 
is made and remade with each encounter among teacher-learners 
who are changing constantly (xviii). In other words, pedagogy is 
epistemic, reflexive, and relational. I will briefly elaborate on each 
dimension and explain how it works as a lens for understanding 
faculty interactions in CCL contexts.

Pedagogy Is Epistemic 

Pedagogy, as I conceptualize it, is not a matter of transmitting or 
translating knowledge; rather I embrace a “complex understanding 
of pedagogy as shared knowledge building” (Gallagher, 2002, p. 
xvi). Individuals participate in pedagogical relationships when they 
focus less on what they know and more on what meanings they 
can generate by putting their own experiences and partial under-
standings in conversation with others’. As Gallagher (2002) puts it: 
“pedagogy is what happens when people seek to produce knowl-
edge together” (p. xvi). Applying a pedagogical view to CCL con-
versations, then, anticipates collaborative meaning-making rather 
than transmission of knowledge. It perceives writing specialists and 
content experts as both teachers and learners, resists expert/nov-
ice designations, and expects cooperative knowledge building. It 
does not presume participants will merely tolerate or uncritically 
celebrate alternative disciplinary discourses, but that participants 
will “engage those other discourses, making them a central part of 
[their] evolving work” (Gallagher, 2002, p. 165). 

Highlighting the epistemic dimension of pedagogy (Berlin, 
1987) acknowledges that “subject matter” is not incidental but ac-
tively shapes and is shaped by interactions among learners (Galla-
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gher, 2002). Emphasizing the Deweyian spirit of this relationship, 
Gallagher (2002) holds that “the subject matter matters only to the 
extent that teachers and learners can engage it, use, and ultimately 
reconstruct it” (p. xvii). He goes so far as to claim that “pedagogy 
produces disciplinary knowledge,” as “teachers and learners collabo-
rate in the construction of their objects of study” (Gallagher, 2002, 
p. xvii). In this view, writing specialists and faculty in other dis-
ciplines are not deliverers or receivers of the subject matter at the 
heart of CCL work but co-creators of it. Disciplinary knowledge 
from one field is not transmitted and applied to another. Rather, 
the disciplinary knowledge writing specialists and content experts 
bring to CCL conversations is developed, altered, created, and re-
vised as participants collaboratively construct new subject matter 
across disciplines—subject matter that didn’t exist before in quite 
the same way. Embracing the epistemic facet of a pedagogical frame 
for CCL work leads me to ask: (How) do participants make mean-
ing together? For what purpose? Which discursive moves enable or 
constrain shared knowledge building?

Pedagogy Is Reflexive

Shared meaning-making calls for reflexive practice, “the act of turn-
ing back to discover, examine, and critique one’s claims and assump-
tions in response to an encounter with another idea, text, person, 
or culture” (Qualley, 1997, p. 3). According to Gallagher (2002), 
reflexive inquiry brings a critical-reflective dimension to knowledge 
production; it involves teachers and learners taking “stock together 
of how they construct knowledge, how they make meaning” (p. xvii, 
emphasis added). In CCL contexts, “dialectical engagement” in the 
form of talk about (teaching) writing might inspire writing special-
ists and content expertise to be reflexive (Qualley, 1997, p. 11). The 
sense of “betweenness” that comes from engaging disciplinary dif-
ference creates opportunities for reflexive practice because “in the 
process of trying to understand an other, [individual] beliefs and 
assumptions are disclosed, and . . . can become objects of examina-
tion and critique” (Qualley, 1997, p. 11). The reflexive dimension 
of a pedagogical frame for faculty conversations in CCL contexts 
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draws attention to how writing specialists and content experts en-
gage this process—approach and experience teaching and learning 
in conversation—and if/how they “ear[n] their insights” through 
critical questioning, exploration, and connection making (Qualley, 
1997, pp. 35–37; Stenberg, 2005, pp. 74–75).

More than mere reflection, reflexivity is about understanding 
more deeply how one’s own subjectivities are in dialogue with oth-
ers. To understand reflexivity in CCL contexts, I ask if/how con-
versations support a “bidirectional process of education, one that 
allows [faculty] to continually reexamine [their] thinking from 
the perspective of [their] present encounters” (Qualley, 1997, p. 
149). Because reflexivity is recursive, that process can happen mo-
ment-to-moment as well as over time. Qualley (1997) explains:  
“[R]eflexivity is a process that we engage in by degrees, like peeling 
the layers from an onion” (p. 121). It involves recursively nudging 
(and being nudged) “out of stasis,” as well as “com[ing] to a new 
balance,” making different sense of subjects and selves and tem-
porarily “restor[ing] a center of gravity” (Qualley, 1997, p. 159). 
Thus, reflexivity as part of a pedagogical frame for CCL work re-
spects the often excruciatingly slow pace of faculty learning and 
change and the nuanced sensibilities writing specialists and content 
experts employ to determine when to “nudge” or be nudged from 
comfortable “ready-made and coherent perspective[s]” and when 
to embrace reorientation and momentary stasis (Qualley, 1997, p. 
159). In short, I “understand pedagogy as the reflexive inquiry that 
teachers and learners undertake together” and explore the potential of 
writing specialists and content experts’ discursive strategies for sup-
porting such inquiry during conversations about (teaching) writing 
(Gallagher, 2002, p. xvi). 

Pedagogy Is Relational

A pedagogical framework calls for attunement to the relational—
to the interplay among teacher-learners, context, and subject mat-
ter because “pedagogy is always a form of collective action” that is 
made and remade among particular people in particular contexts 
(Gallagher, 2002, p. xvii; Stenberg, 2005, p. xviii). There is no ped-
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agogy without relation (Bingham & Sidorkin, 2004). Relational 
attunement precludes clean models for teaching and learning be-
cause “pedagogy cannot be finished” (Stenberg, 2005, p. xviii; Lee, 
2000, p. 89); it is a “vision that can never be enacted the same way 
twice because any ‘version’ will evolve out of local practice” (Gal-
lagher, 2002, p. 155). To identify templates for pedagogical activ-
ity, Amy Lee (2000) explains, “would require that the conditions 
we teach within remain stagnant, and that our instructional praxes 
somehow produce universal and guaranteed results” (p. 89). Such 
is not the case with CCL work. Thus, a relational lens compels me 
to treat writing specialists and content experts “as complex subjects 
always in process” and to “attend to the impact and fluctuation of 
the conditions [they] work within” (p. 89). Applying a pedagogical 
frame to conversations in CCL contexts not only highlights the 
importance of faculty relationships but also allows previously un-
recognized or unexamined types of relationality to emerge.

I look for ways writing specialists and disciplinary faculty use 
discursive strategies to establish trust, build camaraderie, and pur-
sue enjoyment, as well as to navigate conflict and address commu-
nicative challenges. I look for ways communication practices are 
loosely associated across participant groups but also differ accord-
ing to the uniqueness of individual participants. The relational di-
mension of my pedagogical frame allows for variance in the discur-
sive techniques used in CCL interactions because it recognizes that 
meaning does not evolve from the writing specialists’ or content 
experts’ “experiences, interests, or knowledge, but precisely from 
the meeting of these” (Gallagher, 2002, p. 156). A relational frame 
acknowledges both sides of what Paul Kameen (2000) calls “the 
transformative equation of pedagogy” (p. 32)—positioning partici-
pants simultaneously as teachers and learners. 

A pedagogical frame that assumes interactions among writing 
specialists and faculty in other disciplines are epistemic, reflexive, 
and relational challenges the potentially rigid roles and expecta-
tions forwarded in traditional models. It usefully disrupts the linear 
progression of “stages” of WAC, each replacing and defining itself 
in relation to the last, but never fully capturing the richly com-
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plex nature of this work. A pedagogical frame generates new un-
derstandings of the communication challenges and opportunities 
that enable and constrain cross-disciplinary conversations about 
(teaching) writing, brings “fresh insights to reflection” about this 
unique communicative practice, and invites targeted conversations 
about “better and worse ways for [faculty] to conduct themselves as 
they juggle the multiple aims of [CCL] practice” (Tracy, 2008, pp. 
158, 157). On this foundation, I construct a guiding ethic to help 
faculty realize the pedagogical potential of CCL interactions.

Methods

In order to root a guiding ethic for CCL work in faculty prac-
tice and experience, I collected data from five participant groups 
from four different postsecondary institutions. Snowball sampling 
was used to recruit writing specialists. I contacted several WAC/
WID/CAC directors directly and posted a call on the WPA and 
WAC listservs. Because my goal is to map a range of communica-
tive strategies used in CCL consultations, rather than cull “best 
practices” exclusively from high-profile experts, I did not establish 
rigid criteria for participation. I recruited folks who served as writ-
ing specialists in their institutional contexts and planned to meet in 
that capacity with a colleague from another discipline at least twice 
during the Fall 2012 semester to discuss teaching writing. As a re-
sult, writing specialists in the study represent a range of professional 
training, practical experience, and disciplinary knowledge. 

Once writing specialists agreed to participate, they described 
the study for content experts at their institutions with whom they 
planned to meet, and I obtained consent from willing participants. 
Disciplinary content experts were faculty members or instruc-
tors from a field outside composition or writing studies who were 
teaching writing and planned to meet with a writing specialist to 
discuss strategies and experiences. With Jablonski (2006, p. 14), I 
acknowledge that terminology can be problematic—content experts 
can suggest that writing specialists’ expertise does not have content; 
disciplinary faculty may imply writing studies is not a discipline; 
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further, the use of the term faculty may imply a tenured or tenure-
track department member, although one graduate student writing 
instructor from an art education program participated in the study. 
While faculty/instructor in other disciplines seems most appropriate, 
it can be cumbersome to repeat. Therefore, I use these terms inter-
changeably. 

Although I did not recruit nor accept/reject participants based 
on institution, the study does include a range of institutions in 
terms of enrollment, Carnegie Classification, and educational mis-
sion (see Table 1.1). One original participant group from a small, 
private, Catholic institution withdrew from the study before data 
collection began. Otherwise, all initial participants remained in the 
study. According to demographic information provided by nine of 
the eleven participants, all but one identified as white/Caucasian, 
heterosexual, and middle or upper-middle class. I did not collect in-
formation about language dialect, but one participant described her 
experience as an international, nonnative speaker, teacher, and writ-
er. All four contexts were predominantly white institutions, which 
may explain why participants rarely discussed issues of difference in 
recorded conversations or interviews. As noted during the closing 
plenary of the 2016 International Writing Across the Curriculum 
(IWAC) conference, the field remains troublingly homogeneous in 
terms of race, class, and nationality. Indeed, scholarship points to 
the need for WAC/WID research, theory, and practice that attends 
to difference, including race (Poe, 2013), class (Villanueva, 2001), 
and gender (Tarabochia, 2016b). While I did not deliberately dis-
regard these issues, because I recruited volunteers, participants and 
contexts reflect the homogeneity of the field. Future studies might 
deliberately target institutions and participants to shed light on el-
ements of difference in CCL conversations. Nevertheless, varied 
sites and participants included in my study provide an appropriate 
basis for an initial “philosophical and pragmatic reconstruction of 
practice” (Tracy, 1997, p. 18). 
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Participant Overview

Each participant group included at least one writing specialist and 
at least one disciplinary content expert. Writing specialists, three 
women and three men, represented institutional ranks from under-
graduate writing fellow to tenured professor. One writing specialist 
earned tenure during the semester I conducted the study. Writing 
specialists performed different roles at their institutions, came from 
a variety of home disciplines, and had worked in WAC/WID for 
varying amounts of time. Each brought a different type of knowl-
edge and experience to their roles as experts on campus. Disciplin-
ary content experts, three women and two men, represented five 
disciplines and ranged in rank from executive level administrator to 

table 1.1. Information on Institutions Involved in the Study 

Institution/
Region

Carnegie  
Classification

Student  
Population

Mission

University X
Midwest 

Public; doctoral  
universities: 
highest research 
activity

31,237; mostly 
in state; 14.4% 
students of color

Land grant

Private College
Midwest

Private not-for-
profit; baccalaure-
ate colleges: arts & 
sciences focus

1,400; from 
rural areas 

Liberal arts 
education

Public College
Northeast

Public; master’s 
colleges &  
universities: larger 
programs

9,260; 19%  
students of color

Comprehen-
sive; accessible 
education for 
traditional and 
nontraditional 
students

State U.
Midwest

Public; doctoral  
universities: 
highest research 
activity

55,014; 16.4% 
students of color

Public compre-
hensive research 
university
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graduate teaching associate (see Tables 1.2–1.5). While all partici-
pant groups shared a common purpose—to talk about (teaching) 
writing in disciplinary courses—the impetus for the conversations 
varied across groups. Differences among participants and contexts 
illustrate the diversity and breadth of CCL efforts. They are a sig-
nificant strength of the study, creating a rich data set from which 
to examine the complex communicative challenges of CCL work 
and the dynamic discursive practices faculty used to navigate them.

University X: Alicia and Ann 

University X is a large research university in the Midwest with a 
land grant mission and well-established campus writing initiative. 
The campuswide writing program supports students and faculty in 
satisfying a two-part writing requirement that includes one writing-
intensive course in any discipline and one upper-level writing-in-
tensive course in the student’s major. To support faculty as primary 
agents of the culture of writing at University X, the program hosts 
regular faculty writing retreats and workshops for faculty teaching 
writing-intensive courses. Alicia and Ann met at a contemplative 
writing retreat for faculty the summer before they participated in 
this study. While Ann had worked with the writing program as a 
new faculty member years ago and regularly taught a WI course 
on language disorders and children, prior to the retreat she’d had 
little contact with the program. At the time of the study, Alicia was 
an English education professor finishing her first year as director 
of the writing program, and Ann was a tenured associate profes-
sor in communication science and disorders, specializing in speech 
language pathology. The two met four times during the semester 
to discuss Ann’s assignments and activities for Ann’s WI course and 
changes she could make in the future. 

Private College: Frank, Thomas, and Chuck

Private College is a tiny, private liberal arts college in the Midwest, 
serving students from surrounding rural communities. In an ef-
fort to smooth the transition to college-level reading and writing, 
all new students are required to take a first-year seminar (FYS) in 
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the fall. While students can choose from a range of seminar topics, 
all FYS courses emphasize writing. Faculty from across the college 
teach in the program and score student writing portfolios as part of 
their institutional service. At the time of the study, Frank, Thom-
as, and Chuck were all teaching FYS courses. Frank was a tenured 
faculty member in rhetoric completing his twenty-seventh year at 
Private College. He began his career as an adjunct instructor at the 
college before he spontaneously applied for an administrative posi-
tion in the writing center. At the time of the study, Frank was di-
rector of the writing center, coordinator of the WAC program, and 
considered the writing person at Private College. In that role Frank 
invited Thomas and Chuck to have conversations about their FYSs. 

Thomas, a tenured professor in chemistry and associate dean 
of faculty, hadn’t taught an FYS since the program had undergone 
significant changes in structure and philosophy. Thomas’s seminar, 
“Water and Place,” emerged from his scientific interest in water, 
but he tried to keep the course as unscientific and “squishy” as pos-
sible in order to break out of his “chemist” mindset when it came to 
teaching and grading writing. While Frank and Thomas were long-

table 1.2. overview of Participants from University X

University 
X

gender Rank Role discipline years 
doing 

CCL Work

Writing 
Specialist: 
Alicia

W Tenure 
track, 
assistant 
prof.

Director, 
campus-
wide
writing 
program

English 
education

1–3

Disciplinary
Content 
Expert: Ann

W Tenured, 
associate 
prof.

Faculty 
instructor, 
writing-
intensive 
course on 
speech lang.  
pathology

Comm. 
science  
and 
disorders/
speech 
language 
pathology
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time friends, they’d “never really talked very much about, specifical-
ly, writing issues.” The FYS was also unfamiliar territory for Chuck, 
an assistant professor in computer science, beginning his second 
year at Private College and his first faculty position out of graduate 
school. According to Chuck, his FYS on 1980s music and culture 
was related to personal rather than disciplinary interests. Chuck 
was conflicted about teaching writing because he felt less than con-
fident about his own writing abilities, but Frank found him to have 
a “really strong interest in pedagogical issues” and exploring new 
ways to teach. Frank met with Chuck and with Thomas separately 
three times each over the course of the semester, sometimes discuss-
ing particular assignments or classroom experiences, but more of-
ten exploring larger questions about teaching and learning through 
an experiential lens. 

table 1.3. overview of Participants from Private College

Private 
College

gender Rank Role discipline years 
doing 

CCL Work

Writing 
Specialist: 
Frank

M Tenured 
prof.

Writing 
center  
director/ 
Wac  
coordinator

Rhetoric 26

Disciplinary
Content 
Expert: 
Thomas

M Tenured 
prof./ 
associate 
dean of 
faculty

Faculty 
instructor, 
first-year 
seminar on 
water and 
place

Chemistry

Disciplinary
Content 
Expert: 
Chuck

M Tenure- 
track 
assistant 
prof.

Faculty 
instructor, 
first-year 
seminar on 
1980s 
music 
culture

Computer 
science
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Public College: Bill and Lena 

Public College is a small institution serving approximately nine 
thousand undergraduates, including many first-generation or non-
traditional students. Beyond the first-year writing program, which 
is housed in the English department and consists of mostly adjunct 
instructors, Public College has an unofficial WAC program, the 
main feature of which is an interdisciplinary Writing Board that 
sponsors faculty development around the teaching of writing. In 
addition, a summer seminar focused on teaching writing was of-
fered for faculty. Bill, a faculty member in the English department 
and chair of the Writing Board who earned tenure during the course 
of my study, often co-facilitated the summer seminar. According 
to Bill, he “stumbled into . . . working with faculty on teaching 
writing” and did not claim background or training in WAC/WID 
work. Still, his research interests included literacy learning and de-
velopment and he embraced his work with teachers. 

Bill worked professionally with Lena for the first time during a 
summer seminar. Traditionally, facilitators had little contact with 
participants post-seminar as they worked to implement what they 
learned. However, at the time of my study, Bill had recently been 
named a teaching fellow for the teaching and learning center and 
decided to use his course release to follow up more directly and 
consistently with one or two seminar participants, including Lena, 
a tenured associate professor in political science, who despite her 
twenty years of teaching experience, was embroiled in a personal 
crisis around the work of teaching. Lena had become rather disil-
lusioned with teaching and was motivated and excited by the ideas 
Bill introduced. The two met twice during the fall semester to dis-
cuss Lena’s efforts to create and grade writing assignments in her 
courses including a political science course developed around elec-
tion year politics.

State U: James, Liliana, Emily, and Kim

State U, a public research university serving more than fifty-five 
thousand undergraduates, is the largest institution in my study. The 
institution sponsors a range of writing initiatives including writing-
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based research projects, a minor in professional writing, the writing 
center, various outreach efforts, and a WAC program that supports 
instructors teaching writing outside of English and composition 
courses as part of a three-tiered system of general education writing 
courses. At the time of my study, the WAC program piloted a Writ-
ing Fellows Program that paired trained undergraduate writing as-
sociates (WAs) with instructors teaching writing in discipline-based 
courses. As coordinator of the WAC program, a non-tenure-track 
administrative position, James spearheaded the Writing Fellows 
Program. He saw himself as a “nexus of knowledge” determined 
to “bring [State U’s] best teachers in conversation with each other 
about writing.” Liliana, assistant coordinator of the WA program 
and graduate student in art education, brought a multifaceted per-
spective to the pilot based on her unique combination of experi-
ences as a graduate student, a writing associate, and a writing in-
structor. Emily was a senior English major and first time WA, who 
had taken classes in writing consulting and observed writing center 
consultants working with student writers. She was assigned to sup-

table 1.4. overview of Participants from Public College

Public 
College

gender Rank Role discipline years
doing

CCL Work 

Writing 
Specialist: 
Bill

M Tenure-
track to 
tenured

Writing 
board  
chair and 
teaching 
fellow

English 
education, 
composi-
tion

4–6

Disciplinary 
Content Ex-
pert: Lena

W Tenured 
associate 
prof.

Faculty 
summer 
seminar 
participant; 
incorporat-
ing writing 
in political 
science 
course

Political 
science

bChap1-1-28-Tarabochia.indd   19 10/2/17   10:32 AM



20  /  Cross-Curricular Literacy Work as Pedagogical Activity

port Kim, an international graduate student in art education, and 
students in her second-level general education writing course. Hard 
at work on her dissertation, Kim contributed a valuable perspective 
as an international student, writer, and first-time writing teacher. 
Kim was the only participant who preferred not to be interviewed 
for the study. During four semester meetings, James and Liliana 
worked to establish a productive relationship between Emily and 
Kim, address logistical issues, encourage reflection, and trouble-
shoot challenges. The only group to bring more than two people 
into conversation about (teaching) writing, the four demonstrated 
a unique interactional dynamic.

table 1.5. overview of Participants from State U.

State U. gender Rank Role discipline years
doing

CCL Work 

Writing 
Specialist: 
James

M Non-
tenure-
track, 
PhD

WAC 
program 
coordinator; 
WA program 
pilot 
director

Medieval 
studies 

7–10

Writing 
Specialist: 
Emily

W Under-
graduate 
student

Writing 
associate

English 1–3

Writing 
Specialist: 
Liliana

W Graduate 
student 
and 
teaching 
associate

Assistant 
coordina-
tor of WA 
program 

Art 
education

4–6

Disciplinary
Content 
Expert: Kim

W Interna-
tional 
graduate 
student 
and 
teaching 
associate

Instructor, 
second year 
general  
education 
writing 
course

Art 
education
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Data Collection

Over a ten-month period, I collected several types of data from the 
five groups.

•	 I	used	a	written	 survey	 to	gather	general	 information	about	
participants and their experiences with CCL relationships on 
their campuses. With permission, I adapted the survey used 
by Paretti et al. (2009), hoping to situate my participants and 
their institutions in relation to the picture of cross-campus 
partnerships the authors paint. However, the survey mostly 
provides background information in the analysis presented 
here. 

•	 A	second	survey	was	used	to	collect	demographic	information.	
•	 I	collected	audio	and	video	recordings	of	at	least	two	meetings	

from each group (approximately thirteen hours and 352 pages 
of conversation transcripts total).

•	 I	conducted	at	least	two	interviews	(over	the	phone	or	through	
Skype) with each participant. Interviews took place soon after 
each recorded meeting and I drew on my initial analysis of 
recordings to develop semi-structured interview questions. 

•	 I	conducted	a	follow-up	interview	with	each	participant	dur-
ing the spring semester with semi-structured interview ques-
tions based on ongoing analysis of recordings and transcripts 
of earlier interviews (approximately thirty hours and 624 pag-
es of interview transcripts total). 

The range of materials collected allowed me to build a rich 
description of CCL work as a professional practice. By recording 
spoken exchanges among participants, a method used in studies of 
interdisciplinary and writing-related talk in other contexts (Black, 
1998; Godbee, 2011, 2012; Nowacek, 2005, 2007, 2011)1998; 
Godbee, 2011, 2012, Nowacek, 2005, 2007, 2011 but underuti-
lized in CCL research, I was able to access potentially unconscious 
rhetorical and discursive strategies participants didn’t always recall 
during interviews. Interviews were an important complement to 
recordings, and I treated them as “metadiscourse about interactive 
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occasion[s]” (Tracy, 1997, p. 16). I used them to probe participants’ 
experiences and encourage “constructive reflection” by reminding 
faculty of particular exchanges (Yancey qtd. in Jablonski, 2006, p. 
47).

Data Analysis

Interpretive data analysis took place iteratively over two years 
and adapted methods from action-implicative discourse analysis 
(AIDA), rooted in practical grounded theory (PGT) (Craig & Tra-
cy, 1995; Tracy, 1997, 2005, 2008). Consistent with AIDA/PGT, 
my analytical goal was to reconstruct communicative practices in 
CCL contexts on three levels by: articulating “the web of . . . di-
lemmas that confront practitioners,” teasing out a range of “con-
versational moves and discursive techniques used to manage prob-
lems,” and specifying a philosophical “rationale” for interacting in 
this unique communicative situation (Tracy, 1997, pp. 11–12). 
To begin, I screened, loosely transcribed, and annotated recorded 
meetings as I received them, using initial impressions to compose 
semi-structured interview questions. Interviews and conversations 
were then fully transcribed for further analysis. I used line-by-line 
coding to analyze at least one meeting transcript from each group 
and at least one interview from each participant, noting discursive 
moves such as minimal response, question posing, changing one’s 
mind, tempering advice, shifting expectations, and referencing fac-
ulty allies. Drawing on my own previous research and experience 
as a writing specialist (Tarabochia, 2013), and using pedagogy as a 
situational frame, I grouped codes into categories that seemed to 
indicate key communicative activities and/or instances of pedagog-
ical potential: negotiating expertise, openness to change, willing-
ness to play, reflexive practice, and relationship building. Through 
constant comparison of interview and conversation data within and 
across participant groups and recursive memoing, I deepened my 
understanding of each category and identified illustrative examples 
of each. 

In the spirit of AIDA/PGT, my goal was not to quantify qualita-
tive data but to build a “rational reconstruction of practice” (Craig 
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& Tracy, 1995). Therefore, I did not segment language units or 
force one-to-one correspondence between discursive moves and 
descriptive codes. For example, transcript excerpts coded as “story-
telling” were varying lengths and sometimes associated with more 
than one category, such as embracing play and relationship build-
ing. Rather than make claims about the frequency of discursive 
moves and functions (by counting how many times writing special-
ists negotiated expertise by referring to fellow faculty, for instance), 
I gathered multiple examples of moves and functions within and 
across participant groups and used scholarship in composition 
studies, rhetorical theory, and education to consider their pedagog-
ical potential. I departed from AIDA methodology in that I did not 
systemically gather or analyze data to determine “situated ideals” 
based on “patterns of praise and blame” in participant “talk about 
the speech occasion” (Tracy, 1995, p. 211). However, the theory I 
build, based on my own practice-based research and experience and 
reading widely across disciplines, is “defensible” and implicative for 
action insofar as it prompts “thought about how a practice ought to 
be conducted and cultivated” (Tracy, 1995, p. 211).

As Tracy (2005) explains, discourse moments should be carefully 
selected for their salience in revealing communicative problems, re-
sponses, and action-implicative philosophies of interaction. In that 
vein, I chose to focus my analysis on three discursive activities—
negotiating expertise, navigating change, and embracing play—be-
cause they fit the criteria for “useful problem framing” (Tracy, 1995, 
p. 210). That is, they are specific enough to manifest in particular 
interactions and abstract enough to resonate in related situations; 
they capture the complexity of practice while simplifying it enough 
to generate useful insights; they provide opportunities to “mak[e] 
visible tacit beliefs and concerns of the communicative practice and 
the tensions that exist among them”; and they are “helpful in fos-
tering reflection about how to act” in CCL contexts (Tracy, 1995, 
p. 210). These activities make good problem frames because analy-
sis of conversational exchanges and interview comments in these 
realms reveals dilemmatic tensions at the heart of CCL work as well 
as opportunities for pedagogical engagement. I will briefly describe 
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each discursive activity and explain how I associated pieces of in-
terview and conversation transcripts as well as particular discursive 
moves within each category.

Activity 1: Negotiating Expertise

Negotiating expertise—putting one’s knowledge and experience in 
conversation with others’ differently situated knowledge and ex-
perience—creates unique communication challenges for writing 
specialists and disciplinary faculty in CCL contexts. The activity 
is relational, rhetorical, and bound up in often-complicated power 
dynamics (Hartelius, 2011). If and how individuals negotiate ex-
pertise depends on existing relationships, knowledge about the sub-
ject matter or topic at hand, and the goal of the exchange among 
other factors. Negotiating expertise can be especially challenging 
in cross-disciplinary conversations where individuals’ disciplin-
ary expertise can be vastly different, rooted in complicated insti-
tutional histories, and enmeshed in individuals’ sense of identity, 
motivation, and professional self-worth (Strober, 2011; Thomp-
son, 2009). Cross-curricular literacy work further complicates the 
negotiation of expertise because of historically vexed relationships 
between composition and more established academic disciplines 
and because of composition’s ongoing struggle with issues of dis-
ciplinarity. At the same time, the communicative act of negotiat-
ing expertise has pedagogical potential (Tarabochia, 2013). Calling 
forth, valuing, and integrating individuals’ expertise can support 
collaborative inquiry and sense making, sponsor reflexivity, and 
forge relationships around teaching and learning.

I categorized as “negotiating expertise” moves or exchanges from 
conversation data in which a speaker treated her own knowledge or 
understanding as tentative, partial, or open for examination or in 
which a speaker sought out knowledge or experience of the other as 
a source of exploring perspectives and/or possibilities (as opposed 
to a source of definitive knowledge to be employed). Examples in-
clude: “naming or recognizing another speaker’s expertise”; “refer-
ring to experts outside the conversation”; and “using facets of own 
expertise to confirm the other speaker’s idea or practice.” When 

bChap1-1-28-Tarabochia.indd   24 10/2/17   10:32 AM



Cross-Curricular Literacy Work as Pedagogical Activity  /  25

analyzing interview transcripts, I categorized excerpts as “negotiat-
ing expertise” when they helped me understand the communica-
tive challenge and how participants oriented to it. I then returned 
to all data in this category and parsed out distinct communica-
tive “moves” that accomplished (to varying degrees) the negotia-
tion of expertise, including “drawing on institutional knowledge,” 
“acknowledging limited expertise,” “modeling,” “inviting reflec-
tion,” and “offering multiple options.” In Chapter 2, I explore the 
pedagogical potential of these moves by considering how they might 
support collaborative meaning-making, reflexivity, and relationship 
building. 

Activity 2: Orienting to Change

Faculty members’ attempts to navigate change during conversations 
about (teaching) writing—how they identify who or what should 
change, encourage or inspire change in others, and/or embrace 
change themselves—reveal a second site of communicative chal-
lenge and opportunity. Varied, vague, or conflicting perceptions 
or assumptions about change can create challenges for produc-
tive communication in CCL contexts. Divergent expectations can 
make it difficult for writing specialists and disciplinary experts to 
identify shared objectives and discursively orient to change in ways 
the other finds satisfying. Despite inherent challenges, the process 
of navigating change presents opportunity for deep, meaningful 
teaching and learning at the heart of pedagogical activity. “To teach 
is to change,” says Paul Kameen (2000) in his introduction to part 
I of Writing/Teaching: Essays Toward a Rhetoric of Pedagogy. “Or at 
least to try to,” he adds, signaling the complexity of the role of 
change in pedagogical relationships; but “who is supposed to be 
changed, in what ways, and how much, through our work?” (p. 3). 
As I will show throughout the book, particularly in Chapter 3, a 
pedagogical frame throws these questions into relief, treating cross-
disciplinary dialogues about teaching and writing as “junctures of 
circumstance” that “demand some accounting” for how we under-
stand and pursue change (Kameen, 2000, p. 3). 
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From a pedagogical perspective, change is not an individual 
accomplishment, but a collaborative, interactive phenomenon, 
grounded in a sustained commitment to openness. When popu-
lating this category, I specifically looked for discursive moves or 
exchanges wherein participants demonstrated openness to change 
(Qualley, 1997). I coded as “openness to change” any instance in 
which a speaker indicated an inclination to change assumptions, 
beliefs, behaviors, practices, or expectations. Examples include in-
stances when a speaker “indicated practices had changed over time”; 
“suggested she would apply a practice in the future”; or “indicated 
that she would not make a change after carefully considering and 
explaining why the change was not appropriate.” To make sense of 
the data in this category, I identify and analyze excerpts that depict 
various states of deep learning, strategies for embracing those expe-
riences, and/or techniques for supporting fellow learners. 

Activity 3: Embracing Play

Play initially materialized in my study as curious, seemingly pleasur-
able conversational exchanges that at first glance seemed “off topic” 
or frivolous. Intrigued, I turned to play theorists, who describe play 
as an attitude or phenomenon that is engrossing, unselfconscious, 
improvisational, and challenging (Brown & Vaughan, 2009; Csik-
szentmihalyi, 1979, 1990, 1996). Play can be fun, spontaneous, 
silly, goofy, imaginative and relational (Tanis, 2012); it can func-
tion as “a medium for teaching and learning” (Latta, 2013, p. 2) 
as “the abilities to make new patterns, find the unusual among the 
common, and spark curiosity and alert observation are all fostered 
by being in a state of play” (Brown & Vaughan, 2009, p. 128). Play 
resonates with my pedagogical framework because it can encour-
age collaborative meaning-making, sponsor reflexive practice, and 
foster relational attunement. Despite rich conversations about play 
among writing center scholars and curriculum theorists, I found 
that play is not often the focus of WAC/WID theory and practice, 
perhaps because it poses interesting communication challenges. Be-
cause play is often defined in opposition to work, it can be difficult 
to appreciate the potential for play in environments we consider 
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professional or serious. In CCL contexts, participants’ expectations 
are also influenced by the no-nonsense transactional attitudes at 
the heart of service and consultancy models of WAC/WID that 
can foreclose opportunities for play. To respond to the discursive 
challenge (and realize the potential benefits) of enacting play, we 
need a better understanding of how play can look and function in 
CCL contexts.

Toward that end, I used “embracing play” to name moments 
when a speaker allowed for (or embraced) uncertainty, disorder, 
lack of clear purpose or direction, including instances in which a 
speaker “followed a line of thinking without a clear tie to writing 
or teaching writing”; “demonstrated openness to following the con-
versation where it led”; “made intuitive connections that resonated 
with a fellow learner”; or “acted silly or spontaneously” among oth-
ers. I noticed relatively few instances of play in my data, and the 
majority seemed to be associated with one participant group. Still, 
the challenge and pedagogical potential of these instances made it a 
worthy problem frame. Drawing on play theorists and adult learn-
ing scholars, I analyze data in this category to distinguish forms 
of play and begin to understand their discursive and pedagogical 
impact on CCL interactions. 

As Karen Tracy (1995) explains, the rigor of interpretive re-
search such as AIDA is not determined by validity or reliability in 
an empiricist sense, but according to usefulness for guiding future 
practice. That is, analyses should: be “plausible and persuasive” by 
“direct[ing] attention to things that would normally go unnoticed,” 
by “bring[ing] clarity to confusion, mak[ing] visible what is hidden 
or inappropriately ignored, and generat[ing] a sense of insight and 
deepened understanding” (p. 209); “advance[e] a coherent central 
claim” that ties discursive techniques to “situated problems” (p. 
210); and be implicative for action within the community of schol-
ar-practitioners (p. 211). In accomplishing these ends, the study 
at the heart of this book makes a unique contribution to CCL 
scholarship and practice. Using pedagogy as a frame for analyzing 
discursive moves in relation to key communicative activities sheds 
new light on the dilemmas of CCL work, illuminates the peda-
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gogical potential of particular exchanges, and identifies communi-
cation strategies for making conversations and relationships more 
pedagogical. In the following chapters, I draw on current work in 
rhetorical theory and learning theory to conceptualize the nature 
of the communication challenges and opportunities study partici-
pants faced. I then “theorize out” of particular conversational ex-
changes among writing specialists and disciplinary content experts, 
analyzing excerpts from interview and conversation transcripts to 
construct a guiding ethic for CCL work and suggest how it can be 
“enacted, critiqued, expanded, and revised” (Lee, 2000, p. 11, 10). 
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