Unknown Knowns: The Past, Present,
and Future of Graduate Preparation

for Two-Year College English Faculty
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he 2016 Guidelines for Preparing Teachers of English in the Two-Year College,
T assembled by a national Two-Year College English Association (TYCA)
taskforce, present the organization’s position on the types of preparation
that best equip graduate students to be effective professionals in two-year
college settings. Like predecessor statements, released in 1971 and 2004, the
2016 Guidelines affirm the distinctive missions and student populations served
by open admissions two-year colleges, and they recognize the need to prepare
future two-year college faculty across and beyond the multiple disciplines that
make up English studies. Like the 2004 document, the new Guidelines promote
the “teacher-scholar” professional identity advanced in other TYCA statements
over the last decade, emphasizing the importance of career-long scholarly engage-
ment and participation in disciplinary professional organizations (“Research and
Scholarship”; Characteristics). In these ways, the 2016 Guidelines further TYCA’s
ongoing effort to articulate two-year college English teaching as a “distinct and
significant profession” (Holladay-Hicks and Reynolds ix).
Each Guidelines statement has responded to the exigencies of its historical
moment. The 1971 Guidelines for funior College English Teacher Training Programs
(Cowan) were an early effort by two-year college members of the Conference
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on College Composition and Communication (CCCC) to convey the particular
knowledge and experience needed by English teachers at a relatively new and
rapidly growing institution type. The document’s main audience was the many
university English departments creating specialized graduate programming to
meet the demand for qualified faculty during a period when new community
colleges were being founded almost weekly. More than three decades later, the
2006 Guidelines for the Academic Preparation of English Faculty at Two-Year Colleges
(TYCA) communicated a set of ideal academic and professional characteristics to
multiple audiences: graduate students who aspired to teach in two-year colleges,
university faculty preparing those students, adjunct faculty seeking two-year col-
lege teaching positions, and those charged with hiring two-year college English
faculty. That statement advanced TYCA’s efforts to establish the teacher-scholar
professional identity as normative (Andelora, “Teacher/Scholar”; “Forging”).
The 2016 Guidelines speak to our own moment, extending the previous
documents in key ways. First, they take up the recent public turn among two-year
college English faculty, who increasingly identify themselves as “teacher-scholar-
activists” (Andelora, “Teacher/Scholar/Activist”; Sullivan). This emerging
professional identity responds to the current educational policy climate, which
has heightened the need for two-year-college professionals who are not only
equipped to teach diverse student populations, but also prepared to advocate for
their students, their disciplinary knowledge and values, and their professional
authority in both institutional and public contexts (Hassel and Giordano; Toth,
Griffiths, and Thirolf; Sullivan; Calhoon-Dillahunt; Hassel etal.; TYCA; Toth,
Calhoon-Dillahunt, and Sullivan). In that activist spirit, the new Guidelines are
addressed primarily to an audience of English studies graduate programs, which,
with some notable exceptions, do not yet meet their responsibility to prepare
students to be two-year-college professionals. More than 40 percent of the
nation’s postsecondary English instructors now teach at two-year colleges (Oc-
cupational), which in turn serve nearly half of all US undergraduates, including a
disproportionate percentage of students from underrepresented socioeconomic,
racial, and linguistic backgrounds (Cohen, Brawer, and Kisker). In solidarity with
the 2016 Guidelines, we are motivated by the conviction that the near-invisibility
of two-year colleges in our graduate programs is neither justifiable nor just.
While the previous Guidelines statements outlined specific competencies,
characteristics, coursework, and experiences needed by two-year college English
faculty, the 2016 Guidelines seek deeper changes in the underlying assumptions of
graduate education in English studies. Toward that end, the document presents
four guiding principles for reform: develop curricula relevant to two-year college
teaching; collaborate with two-year college colleagues; prepare future two-year
college faculty to be engaged professionals; and make two-year colleges visible
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to graduate students. It outlines concrete actions graduate programs can take to
advance each of these principles based on their institutional contexts, resources,
and their students’ goals. Perhaps the document’s most radical assertion is that
all graduate students should be made knowledgeable about two-year colleges
and their students and faculty, regardless of whether they plan to teach and/
or research in these settings. This shift aligns with recent calls in the Modern
Language Association (MLA) to reform graduate education from “a narrative of
replication to a narrative of transformation” (MLA Task Force 12). Such trans-
formation should, the Guidelines argue, include presenting all English studies
professionals with an accurate and fair-minded representation of the actual
landscape of postsecondary literacy instruction in the United States.

Effecting this transformation requires historical consciousness. Two-year
colleges have long been underrecognized and underrepresented in the com-
position literature (Lewiecki-Wilson and Sommers; Alford; Lovas; Hassel and
Giordano; Hassel), and some of their faculty members experience a persistent
sense of institutional bias within our professional organizations (Toth, Griffiths,
and Thirolf; Toth). However, two-year faculty have carved out a more prominent
place for themselves in CCCC than two-year college instructors have been able
to secure in many other disciplines (Andelora, “Professionalization”; “TYCA
1991-1993”; “TYCA 1994-1997”; “Forging”; Palmer): two-year college faculty
have made—and continue to make—important scholarly contributions to com-
position studies (Tinberg, “Seeing Ourselves”; Border Talk; “Teaching English”;
Nist and Raines; Lewiecki-Wilson and Sommers; Andelora, “Teacher/Scholar”;
Reynolds, “T'wo-Year-College”). Further, and unknown to many in the field,
there is a significant history of specialized graduate programs for teaching English
in two-year colleges. The fates of many of these programs—dissolution, despe-
cialization, or relative obscurity—offer instructive considerations for renewed
efforts to reform graduate education to meet the needs of what Holly Hassel and
Joanne Giordano call “the teaching majority” (117). In this article, we examine
the past and current status of graduate preparation for two-year college English
faculty in order to imagine possible futures. Ultimately, our overview supports
the 2016 Guidelines’ four principles for reform. These principles offer the best
hope for preparing a// graduate students in English studies to advance the in-
terests of diverse postsecondary learners from whatever professional positions
those graduate students go on to assume.

It is a particularly timely moment to take up these issues on the pages of
College English. The election of writing studies scholar Anne Ruggles Gere to the
presidency of MLA has spurred renewed conversation about the relationships be-
tween the multiple disciplines that make up English studies. Often called upon to
be “expert generalists” (Reynolds, “T'wenty-Five” 233), two-year college English
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faculty defy easy disciplinary categorization and therefore constitute an important
shared concern across our professional organizations. While the bulk of their
teaching is typically first-year composition, these faculty members may teach a
variety of other writing courses, including technical and professional writing and
contextualized writing courses matched to specific careers. Furthermore, basic
(often called “developmental”) writing is often an important part of the teaching
and curricular work in two-year college English departments. Many colleges have
multiple levels of basic writing and/or reading courses, a curricular area that is
currently the subject of both internally driven and externally mandated reform
(Hassel et al.). At some colleges, English departments oversee writing centers
and instruction for English language learners. In addition, two-year colleges also
offer a variety of creative writing and introductory literature courses, ranging
from traditional American and British literature surveys to ethnic literatures
and popular genres, as well as courses in areas like film studies, critical theory,
and general humanities. Some two-year college English departments sponsor
student publications, participate in interdisciplinary honors programs, or of-
fer undergraduate pre-majors, concentrations, or certificates. Faculty in these
departments are credentialed through graduate programs—both master’s and
doctoral—across the English studies disciplines. Thus, we believe all English
studies graduate programs have an obligation to examine their assumptions and
their curricula in light of the overview we present here.

THE Boom YEARS

To identify the range of models for preparing two-year college English faculty,
past and present, we reviewed the scholarly literature and published professional
statements, searched the archives of the Writing Program Administrators list-
serv, direct email queried more than 1000 TYCA members, and drew on our
own networks of colleagues. This broad survey yielded a fascinating collection
of materials reflecting two significant waves of innovation in two-year college
English graduate preparation: a period of rapid development in specialized
university-based programs in the 1970s in response to the community col-
lege “boom years,” when the number of community colleges mushroomed to
more than one thousand nationwide, and a period of renewed interest in inter-
institutional graduate training programs initiated by two-year college English
faculty themselves in the late 1990s. These periods of activity correspond with
the publication of the two previous Guidelines statements, and they reflect the
evolving professional identities of two-year college English faculty over these
decades.

Published evidence that conventional graduate preparation was not meeting
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the needs of two-year college English faculty began appearing in the 1960s. In
1963, incoming NCTE president Alfred Kitzhaber published a widely circulated
report, The Two-Year College and the Teaching of English, that painted a damning
portrait of the profession. T'wo-year college teaching was, he argued, character-
ized by “excessive workloads, unevenly prepared staffs, low professional status for
teachers, often an unintellectual if indeed not an anti-intellectual atmosphere”
(15). As Jeffrey Andelora observes, this high-profile indictment reflected the
assumptions and values of the university-based professoriate and “likely did
considerable harm to the discipline’s perception of two-year colleges” (“Pro-
fessionalization” 9). However, it also helped spur two-year college instructors’
efforts to articulate their distinctive professional needs within the organization.
In 1965, NCTE published two volumes that foregrounded the perspectives of
two-year college faculty: Research and the Development of English Programs in the
Two-Year College (Archer and Ferrell), which compiled the proceedings of the
1965 National Conference on the Teaching of English in the Junior College;
and English in the Two-Year College, a joint NCTE-CCCC report written by
Samuel Weingarten and Frederick P. Kroeger, both of whom were two-year
college English instructors. Each of these publications examined the state of the
field and articulated the need for specialized training programs that focused on
teaching in two-year college settings.

Such calls mounted throughout the decade. In the late 1960s, two-year
college English instructor Roger Garrison published two texts intended for a
wider audience that addressed the shortcomings of existing graduate prepara-
tion: funior College Faculty: Issues and Problems (1967) and Teaching in a Funior
College: A Brief Professional Orientation (1968) (see Koeppel). In 1969, Richard J.
Worthen and Michael F. Shugrue surveyed 3,000 English faculty members at 263
two-year colleges, and respondents indicated that instruction at their institutions
would be improved by more preparation in several areas: teaching composi-
tion and basic reading, defining and measuring course objectives, curriculum
development and articulation, varying teaching techniques, and understanding
the characteristics of junior college students. Faculty members also expressed a
desire for more knowledge of psychology, learning theory, and other relevant
disciplines (Worthen and Shugrue; see also Cowan, “Guidelines”; Knodt). These
publications demonstrate that teaching English in two-year colleges presented
distinctive professional and pedagogical demands that graduate programs were
not addressing. Further, faculty members were actively discussing what they
needed at emerging regional organizations, at CCCC, and in print (for more
on the role of the regional two-year college English conferences in identify-
ing these needs, see McPherson, “Remembering”). Indeed, conversations on
this topic were so extensive that, by 1970, Nancy S. Prichard wrote in College
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Composition and Communication, “All the recommendations in these and other
reports and reviews on the subject have such uniformity that one soon begins
to wonder not at the scarcity of information and guidelines for the preparation
of junior college English teachers, but at the relative scarcity of programs set
up to do the preparing” (48-9).

As Garrison’s texts suggest, two-year college English faculty soon began
producing their own materials to fill the gaps, often with graduate students in
mind. In the introduction to their 1970 volume, Teaching English in the Two-Year
College, Thomas L. Barton and Anna M. Beachner inform readers that they “were
unable to find a single publication which attempted to bring together the inter-
relationships of the burgeoning community college, the multi-faceted discipline
of English, and the differing needs of students” (v). They present their book
as a “primary source” for “departments in four-year colleges and universities
which have responsibilities for preparing teachers of English and for develop-
ing courses” (v). The volume’s major topics include the mission and student
populations at two-year colleges, approaches to reading and writing instruction,
“remedial and developmental” writing, “evaluation” (what we would now call
“assessment”), and critical discussions of language variation (vii—viii). This book
focuses on distinctive issues still common in the journal Teaching English in the
Two-Year College (TETYC) today, demonstrating that faculty at these institutions
have long faced a consistent set of concerns.

By the early 1970s, English departments were (finally) responding to the
demand for two-year college faculty by developing specialized graduate cur-
ricula and programs. Two-year college leaders in CCCC quickly stepped in to
assert their authority as the experts on what such programs should entail. The
1971 Guidelines for Junior College English Teacher Training Programs, produced
by a committee of elected two-year college representatives and four-year col-
leagues, was “based, in large part, on what junior college English teachers [had]
been saying for nearly a decade.” Presented as “a checklist against which the
suitability and value of training programs, both existing and proposed, can be
measured” (Cowan, “Guidelines” 304), the Guidelines state that English graduate
programs need to undertake fundamental changes in order to prepare faculty
for two-year college contexts:

Such programs, if they are to serve the junior college well, must be based on a
recognition that the teaching of English in junior colleges, although similar in
some ways to teaching English in the first two years at senior colleges, is different
in some important ways. Junior college English teachers are called upon to fill
new roles: they must go outside the traditional methods of teaching composition
and literature in order to make literature accessible, and effective writing possible,
for a much wider spectrum of the population than has ever before attended col-
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lege. If junior colleges are to succeed in their undertaking, they must recognize
and adapt to social changes; they must become familiar with changes in related
disciplines and apply those changes where they are relevant to English; and they
must be willing to initiate and adopt changes in their own discipline. (Cowan,
“Guidelines” 303)

From its opening paragraph, the 1971 Guidelines document articulates key
themes that emerge continually in the two-year college English scholarship:
the distinctive nature of the profession, the moral charge to meet the needs of
diverse learners, the inclination toward transdisciplinarity, and the insistence
that two-year college faculty can and should actively reshape knowledge-making
in their discipline.

The 1971 Guidelines are radical even now in their resistance to established
academic authority. Objecting to “false and irrelevant standards followed merely
because such standards have traditionally prevailed,” the Guidelines assert that
“training programs must produce instructors determined to teach for the good
of the students rather than the expectations of the universities” who can “keep a
balance between what [the instructor] thinks the student needs, what the student
thinks he needs, and what the community thinks the student needs” (“Guide-
lines” 303). The document goes on to argue for the importance of responding
to the “diverse value systems” students bring, of fostering critical awareness of
how language can be used to “manipulate,” and of expanding the traditional
classroom canon to include “minority literature” (“Guidelines” 305-6). Re-
markably, the 1971 Guidelines anticipate the 1974 Students’ Right to Their Own
Language statement, which was authored by a committee that included several
of the same two-year college faculty (most notably Elisabeth McPherson, who
became the first community college faculty member to chair CCCC in 1972—
see Smitherman; Parks). The Guidelines recognize that “all dialects are equally
valuable and that the academic insistence on a so-called ‘standard’ English for
all situations is an unrealistic political and social shibboleth based on unsound
linguistic information” (“Guidelines” 305). They call for two-year college faculty
who “understand how to work within the academic system in order to change the
system” (“Guidelines” 306). The need for such change—and the right and re-
sponsibility of two-year college faculty to pursue it—is presented as self-evident.

In addition to outlining the need for preparation across multiple areas of
English studies, including linguistics, literature, rhetoric, writing, reading, speak-
ing, “teaching skills,” and “evaluating” (“Guidelines” 306-9), the 1971 Guidelines
emphasize the value of hands-on teaching experience at two-year colleges:

Every program for preparing junior college English teachers should include a
strong intern system . . . The traditional TA experience, with its carefully screened
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students in conventional transfer composition courses, is not an adequate substi-
tute . . . What the candidate needs is on-the-job responsibility for his own junior
college classes, with intensive supervision from an experienced, carefully selected,
successful junior college teacher. (“Guidelines” 309-10)

Notable here is the insistence that graduate students need both experience
in the two-year college classroom and mzentorship from expert two-year college
English faculty. The Guidelines assert that two-year-college faculty members
should be included in all areas of the graduate program: “Experienced junior
college teachers should be involved as consultants when the programs are
being planned; as seminar directors and teachers while they are going on; as
participants on evaluating committees after the programs are established; and
as full-time members of the training staff” (“Guidelines” 311). Indeed, the docu-
ment asserts that “it is absolutely necessary that the entire staff of the training
program”—including university faculty advisors—“be aware of, be knowledge-
able about, the nature and problems of junior college teaching” (“Guidelines”
311). Thus, the Guidelines call for interinstitutional collaboration in graduate
education that recognizes and integrates the distinctive expertise of two-year
college English faculty.

The 1971 Guidelines were published during a period of the rapid growth
for community colleges as well as a surge in “nontraditional” students enter-
ing into universities, and this document helped usher in a period of greater
contact and collaboration across postsecondary sectors (Fearing). The 1970s
witnessed the proliferation of English department-based programs designed
to prepare future two-year college faculty. The nadir of these specialized pro-
grams was the mid-1970s, when Gregory Cowan—one of the authors of the
1971 Guidelines—compiled a “National Directory of Graduate Programs for
Junior/Community College English Teachers” at the behest of TETYC editor
Keats Sparrow (Annotated; “National Directory”).! Then, as now, the master’s
degree in English was the minimum and most common credential for teaching
English at most two-year colleges (Cowan, “Guidelines”; Knodt; Townsend and
Twombly), and many of the new programs were specialized master’s degrees,
concentrations, or post-master’s specialist or certificate programs. Several
California universities offered programs leading to the California Community
College Credential, which until 1990 was required for teaching in the state’s
two-year colleges (California Community Colleges). Some programs, like those
at Carnegie Mellon University (CMU) and East Carolina University (ECU),
were specifically designed for current two-year college English faculty seeking
additional professional development.

"The 1970s also saw the growth of a different kind of degree: the Doctor of
Arts (DA). The DA, first established in 1932, was a terminal disciplinary teaching
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degree meant to be on par with the PhD, and it became a prominent option as
community colleges experienced rapid expansion in the 1960s and 1970s (White
and McBeth). Ellen Andrews Knodt, a graduate of CMU’s well-regarded DA pro-
gram for two-year college English faculty, recounts program founder Jan Cohn’s
rationale for these degrees: “[Tlhe impetus for the Doctor of Arts programs came
from a ‘reform movement’ to promote ‘graduate education that took seriously the
training of teachers [in which] research skills remained significant but were not
seen as the sole purpose of graduate study’” (128). As Cohn herself documents,
CMU’s DA was developed with extensive—and occasionally contentious—input
from the experienced two-year college faculty participants who came together
in Pittsburgh each summer. The DA movement was supported by influential
forces like the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, and many leaders
hoped the degree would become the standard credential for teaching in two-year
colleges (Knodt). Stephen R. White and Mark K. McBeth found that more than
15,000 DA’s had been granted by 2003, reflecting a sense among many two-year
college faculty that these degrees were well-suited to the nature of their work.
Indeed, a number of prominent two-year college English teacher-scholars who
have led the profession into the twenty-first century are proud graduates of these
programs (Newman, Matthews, and Coppersmith; Knodt).

Cowan laboriously compiled his list of graduate programs through surveys
mailed to universities across the country between 1974 and 1976. The two docu-
ments he produced, a CCCC report and a directory, were meant to be a resource
for aspiring two-year college English faculty seeking suitable training programs
as well as two-year college hiring committees who wanted more information
about an applicant’s graduate preparation (4nnotated). The Directory, published
in TETYC in 1978, listed a total of forty-three institutions with programs that
directors described as appropriate for this career track. Sixteen universities had
at least one degree program focusing specifically on preparing two-year college
English faculty. These included five specialist or certificate programs, eleven
master’s degree programs, two DA programs, and one PhD. All but two of these
nineteen degree programs were housed within English departments.

An additional twenty-seven universities were listed as offering “Programs
Particularly Applicable for Jr/Community College Teaching” (“National
Directory” 179)—that is, they were not specifically focused on two-year col-
lege English instruction, but they offered coursework and other professional
development experiences that program directors believed were well-suited to
aspiring two-year college faculty. These included three certificate programs,
twenty master’s programs, four DA programs, and eight PhD’s. Many of these
programs backed their claim to being “particularly applicable” on the strength
of their course offerings and teaching assistantships in rhetoric and composition.
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In 1978, it seems, this emphasis signaled an attention to lower-division writing
that was more relevant to two-year college English teaching than the standard
literature degree.

It is important to note that listings in the Directory are based on program
self-report: what university faculty believed constituted appropriate prepara-
tion for two-year college English teaching may or may not have reflected what
experienced two-year college faculty felt such programs should entail. How-
ever, the program criteria articulated in the 1971 Guidelines are evident in the
program descriptions in the 1978 Directory. In addition to listing major areas
of coursework, these descriptions indicated whether experienced two-year col-
lege English faculty were teaching in the graduate program or otherwise closely
involved. Likewise, they noted whether internships were available. Importantly,
all but one of the specialized programs required a teaching internship at a two-
year college. Most program descriptions also reported figures on enrollment,
graduation, and placement into two-year college teaching jobs. By and large,
these programs appear to have been highly successful in placing students into
two-year college faculty positions during the 1970s. In 2016, however, only a
handful of such specialized English department-based programs remain (see
Appendix). What happened?

RETRENCHMENT AND RESPONSE

Perhaps the most significant reasons for the decline in specialized graduate
programs for two-year college English teaching were changes in employment
and labor conditions. As JoAnn Buck and MacGregor Frank observe, the com-
munity college boom years of the 1960s and early 1970s supported the growth
of such programs, but, by the late 1970s, institutional expansion had slowed and
hiring tapered off. By the 1980s, full-time faculty positions were hard to come
by: “There was less demand for two-year college faculty training programs
when teaching positions became unavailable. Most of these specialized programs
simply withered away” (Buck and Frank 242). This shift was the result not only
of fewer new institutions, but also the “adjunctification” of the two-year college
teaching force. As Knodt asserts, “The fact that community colleges employ
almost twice as many adjuncts as full-time faculty . . . may account for a decline
in the demand for the DA, because adjuncts have few incentives and no financial
support to enter graduate programs” (130). This reasoning would seem to apply
to specialized master’s and certificate programs, as well.

The causes of the decline in programs might also be disciplinary. In the early
1970s, the MA in English was almost invariably a literature degree. As Cowan’s
1978 Directory suggests, significant coursework in rhetoric and composition was
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considered important for a degree that provided meaningful preparation for
two-year college teaching, and such coursework was not always common. The
ascendance of rhetoric and composition as a full-fledged academic discipline
with its own graduate concentrations and degree programs may have absorbed
much of the demand for aspiring two-year college English teachers. This is what
happened at high-profile DA programs like CMU’s, which “was phased out in
favor of a PhD in rhetoric when rhetorical study achieved national prominence
in the 1980s” (Knodt 128). While we would agree that rhetoric and composition
offers the most useful disciplinary foundation for most two-year college English
faculty, we question whether the typical “rhet/comp” graduate curriculum—then
or now—operates from a sufficiently inclusive understanding of postsecondary
literacy instruction to provide adequate preparation for teaching in two-year
colleges. As we will discuss, scholarship and professional statements emanating
from TYCA in the twenty-first century suggest otherwise.

Specialized programs for teaching two-year college English declined after
the 1970s, but that has not changed the fact that teaching in these contexts
presents distinctive pedagogical and professional demands. These concerns
resurfaced in the late 1990s, as two-year colleges faced the prospect of mass
retirement among faculty hired in the 1960s and 1970s, struggled to find and
retain qualified adjuncts, and observed the mismatch between English studies
graduate curricula and the realities of the academic job market. During this
period, English faculty at several two-year colleges around the country began
developing their own internship programs for graduate students in partnership
with nearby universities. While there may well have been similar initiatives at
other two-year colleges during this period, three published on their experiences:
Spokane Falls Community College (Elder et al.), Guilford Technical Community
College (Buck and Frank; T. Cowan, Traver, and Riddle; Frank and Buck), and
College of Lake County (Murphy; Murphy, Aiossa, and Winter).

There are some notable similarities across these programs as described by
the faculty members who developed them. They all assert that two-year college
English faculty are the rightful experts on what constitutes effective preparation
for teaching at their institutions, but they also highlight the benefits to both long-
time faculty and graduate students of building inter-institutional disciplinary
partnerships with university colleagues (Elder et al.; Buck and Frank; Murphy).
Likewise, they all emphasize the importance of hands-on teaching experience
in actual two-year college classrooms and writing centers, as well as the value
of close mentorship from effective two-year college English faculty (Elder et
al.; Buck and Frank; T. Cowan, Traver, and Riddle; Frank and Buck; Murphy;
Murphy, Aiossa, and Winter). Furthermore, two of the programs describe striv-
ing not only to provide rigorous and immersive preparation for teaching, but to
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professionalize graduate interns into the range of additional activities in which
full-time two-year college faculty engage, including attending department and
committee meetings, reading and discussing relevant scholarship, participating
in disciplinary professional organizations, and presenting at conferences (Buck
and Frank; Frank and Buck; Murphy; Murphy, Aiossa, and Winter; see also
Jensen and Ely).

All three programs found that their participants expressed high levels of
satisfaction with their internship experiences, and many went on to secure full-
time faculty positions in two-year college English departments (Frank and Buck;
Murphy, Aiossa, and Winter; Jensen and Ely). While sustaining these programs
with limited resources presented challenges (Murphy, Aiossa, and Winter), the
enthusiastic partnership of university faculty contributed to long-term success
(Elder et al.; Buck and Frank; Frank and Buck; Murphy, Aiossa, and Winter).
The pedagogical and professional benefits experienced by the interns in these
programs demonstrates the enduring value of providing specialized, collabora-
tively designed graduate preparation for aspiring two-year college English fac-
ulty. The university-based programs may have dwindled, but the need remains.

This persistent need is clearly articulated the 2004 Guidelines for the Aca-
demic Preparation of English Faculty at Two-Year Colleges, published shortly after
the initial burst in scholarship on teaching internships. This document invokes
the specter of mass faculty retirements and the challenges of overreliance on
adjunct faculty labor. Likewise, it observes the shortcomings of many English
studies graduate programs, asserting, “Recent graduates of master’s and doctoral
programs are often applicants for [full-time] positions, yet many have not been
appropriately prepared by traditional English graduate degree programs to
confront and address effectively the needs of two-year college students” (10). To
identify what these candidates lack, more than a quarter of the 2004 Guidelines
document is devoted to explaining the distinct institutional mission and student
demographics at two-year colleges, outlining major theoretical developments
in the field of rhetoric and composition that ought to inform pedagogy in this
setting, and providing a detailed list of desirable coursework for aspiring two-
year college English faculty from the bachelors degree through master’s and/
or doctoral programs.

"The 2004 Guidelines’ overarching goal is to present a coherent vision for the
ideal academic preparation, personal characteristics, and professional practices of
the two-year college teacher-scholar. Toward this end, the document offers sev-
eral by-now-familiar suggestions for English studies graduate programs: provide
relevant coursework across multiple disciplines, create two-year college teaching
internships in which students work closely with experienced faculty mentors,
and collaborate with two-year college colleagues to design graduate programs



Unknown Knowns

that reflect the needs of their institutions. Further, the 2004 Guidelines explic-
itly extend the scope of professionalization beyond the classroom, stating that
future two-year college English faculty should be equipped to engage in lifelong
professional development, including producing scholarship and participating in
professional organizations. Recognizing that universities are unlikely to address
(or even hear) such demands without pressure, the 2004 Guidelines encourage
graduate students to “lobby for change in institutions where ‘reformed’ graduate
programs are unavailable” (15-16).

In addition to the expected audience of graduate programs and students,
the 2004 Guidelines document is directed at “faculty, staff, and administrators
who are involved in hiring English teachers for two-year college classes” and
“those who seek adjunct teaching roles at two-year colleges” (9). A key purpose
of this document, then, is to help two-year college English faculty define pro-
fessional expectations for future colleagues within their own departments. The
document states that adjunct faculty at two-year colleges “should have the same
qualifications as full-time hires, specifically, a master’s degree in English with
significant coursework in composition theory” (9). Thus, the 2004 Guidelines
attempt to marshal the authority of the national professional organization to
establish and maintain disciplinary professional standards often undermined by
two systemic factors: a) the large number of nominally qualified job candidates
with English studies degrees from programs that provide little relevant prepara-
tion for two-year college teaching; and b) the exploitative labor practices that
have developed in recent decades that make it difficult to expect or support the
professionalization of the majority of two-year college English faculty.

The 2004 Guidelines statement has circulated widely within TYCA and
is frequently cited by two-year college teacher-scholars. It has also influenced
graduate students (like us) who needed to create largely self-designed programs
of study within traditional graduate programs. Itis harder to determine the extent
to which the document has been taken up by two-year college hiring commit-
tees. However, the inability to offer adequate compensation, job security, or
professional development opportunities for part-time instructors has made it
nearly impossible for many two-year colleges’ English departments to support
contingent faculty in meeting such standards. In many ways, then, the 2004
Guidelines have remained an aspirational rather than descriptive articulation of
TYCA’s vision for teacher-scholar professionalization.

THE CURRENT LANDSCAPE

In the years since the publication of the 2004 Guidelines, there has been little
improvement in either the overreliance on adjunct instructors—who went from
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63 percent to 70 percent of two-year college faculty between 2003 and 2009
alone (Cohen, Brawer, and Kisker 93)—or, with a few notable exceptions, in the
availability of specialized graduate preparation for teaching English in two-year
colleges (see Appendix). Our extensive searches and queries turned up a total of
twenty-one programs, only seven of which are housed in English studies depart-
ments; most are located in schools or colleges of education. The bulk of these
programs are certificates that can be earned alongside a disciplinary master’s or
doctoral degree or as a post-graduate credential.?

Our review of the curricular information available on these programs’
websites suggests that the professional preparation they offer varies. Some pro-
grams, such as University of Cincinnati’s Certificate in Postsecondary Literacy
Instruction, have a well-integrated disciplinary component despite being housed
in a college of education. Aimed at both current graduate students—master’s
and doctoral—as well as practicing teachers seeking additional professional
development or credentials, Cincinnati’s program focuses on adult literacy
learning, including (but not limited to) instruction in two-year colleges. Its cur-
riculum combines hands-on internship experiences in two-year colleges or other
community settings with coursework in literacy studies, composition studies,
and second-language acquisition. The program, led by rhetoric and composi-
tion scholar Connie Kendall Theado, “believes strongly that our positionality
brings the interrelated disciplines of reading education and writing education
into critical conversation” (Theado, personal communication, January 5, 2016).
Done well, such interdisciplinary programs can transcend the limited scope of
conventional English studies curricula to provide rich preparation for teaching
the diverse student populations at two-year colleges.

Based on limited curricular information available on their websites, how-
ever, many certificate programs appear to offer fairly traditional English studies
coursework while “outsourcing” the two-year college-related content to higher
education programs. Such outsourcing is better than no exposure to two-year
colleges at all, and there is undoubtedly useful learning happening in those pro-
grams. However, we worry about the reductive, skills-based notions of literacy
that often characterize higher education research and policy (Rose). Likewise,
higher education programs are typically aimed at preparing community college
administrators, rather than disciplinary faculty, and might do little to challenge
the neoliberal instrumentalism that often undermines academic freedom, shared
governance, and instructor working conditions at two-year colleges (Levin, Kater,
and Wagoner). While we believe future faculty need to understand higher educa-
tion discourses in order to be effective teacher-scholar-activists, we wonder how
students in these certificate programs are being equipped to contend with the
competing ideological orientations they might encounter in their coursework.
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Furthermore, while English departments may offer conventional courses
in composition theory and pedagogy, most of the education-based certificate
programs appear to lack disciplinary coursework in crucial areas like basic writing
and the history, practice, and politics of two-year college English. Such programs
may fail to introduce graduate students to the rich body of scholarship produced
by and for two-year college English faculty, or to involve students in relevant
professional organizations like the regional and national TYCAs and the Council
on Basic Writing (CBW). Even when these certificate programs offer teaching
assistantships and training—and not all do—few provide opportunities to gain
hands-on experience teaching in actual two-year college classrooms or writing
centers under the mentorship of experienced faculty. On a structural level, the
outsourcing model may also perpetuate the near-invisibility of two-year colleges
within the core English studies graduate curriculum, thereby allowing the major-
ity of graduate students and faculty to evade the challenging work of accounting
for two-year colleges in their knowledge-making and teaching.

So what other, more integrative options exist? Our survey of the current
landscape reveals that the DA may not offer a viable alternative for many universi-
ties. As recently as 2004, George Mason University was touting its interdisciplin-
ary DA program for two-year college faculty on the pages of TETYC (Salmon,
“National Center”; “Practicing”). By 2016, however, all of the once-prominent
DA programs for preparing two-year college English faculty had gone the way
of CMU’s. The State University of New York-Albany established a PhD in
Writing, Teaching, and Criticism in the 1990s (Knodt) and discontinued its DA
entirely in 2004. Likewise, Idaho State University converted its DA to a PhD
program in 2009. The 2014 Report of the MLA Task Force on Doctoral Study cites
Saint John’s University as home to the last DA in English, but that program
was also converted to a PhD in 2015 (Steven Mentz, personal communication,
January 9, 2016). Even George Mason’s DA program is no longer accepting
applicants, and the English department launched a new PhD with a teaching
concentration in 2016 (Jan Arminio, personal communication, December 11,
2015). The national organization representing DAs has been inactive since at
least 2004 (Jarvi).

Just as we were prepared to declare the DA in English dead, however, we
found that Murray State University had just launched a new DA in English
Pedagogy and Technology (“Doctor of Arts”). This program, which has strong
ties to the National Writing Project, offers five specializations that focus on
teaching and learning in each of the following areas: English language, English
literacy (K-adult), English literature, writing, and K-12 language, language
arts, and literacy. Several of these specializations involve coursework in rhetoric
and composition, English language learning, integrated reading and writing
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instruction, adult literacy learning, and teaching culturally diverse learners. The
program emphasizes hands-on teaching experience, pedagogical theory, and
reflection across the board, and all students complete coursework in curriculum
design, assessment, and teaching technologies. In many ways, then, the program
appears to address distinctive pedagogical concerns that two-year college English
faculty face. As of Fall 2016, however, the program website does not specifically
mention community-college teaching as a possible career trajectory through the
program, nor does it appear to offer coursework, professional participation, or
practica experiences specifically related to two-year college teaching contexts.
Likewise, there is no indication whether two-year college faculty have been
involved in designing or teaching the program.

There are a handful of other English department—based graduate programs
that model alternative approaches to preparing future two-year college faculty.
Marymount University’s Literature and Languages Department, for example,
offers a specialized certificate in two-year college English instruction aimed at
both current graduate students and those seeking an additional post-graduate
credential that will make them more competitive for full-time faculty positions.
Bess Fox, the Marymount English professor who spearheaded the certificate’s
development, sought the input of area community colleges, ultimately partnering
with TYCA leader Cheri Lemieux Spiegel of Northern Virginia Community
College (NOVA) to develop relevant coursework and learning experiences.
The curriculum for Marymount’s Teaching English in the Community Col-
lege Graduate Certificate includes applied grammar, composition theory, and
teaching with technology. Spiegel also offers a special topics course on The
History and Evolution of Community College Writing Instruction, one of the
few graduate English courses we have identified that explicitly examines the in-
stitutional and instructional contexts of two-year colleges. For their practicum,
Marymount students have the option of teaching at NOVA under Spiegel’s
mentorship (Spiegel, personal communication, May 5 2016). This certificate
program is an instructive example of an English graduate program drawing on
veteran two-year college English faculty’s knowledge, experience, and profes-
sional networks to offer meaningful professionalization for students aspiring to
teach in these settings.

Another compelling model is the City College of New York (CCNY) Eng-
lish Department’s Master of Arts in Language and Literacy, which traces itself
back to Mina Shaughnessy’s commitment to open admissions teaching (Gleason).
The program is designed to accommodate multiple professional trajectories, but
community college teaching is explicitly among them. The curriculum includes
a variety of courses related to language and literacy learning from pre-college
to post-secondary levels, including courses on adult learning and basic writing
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(“Master of Arts”). In “Reasoning the Need: Graduate Education and Basic
Writing,” program director Barbara Gleason describes the MA program’s unique
history and mission, making a case for the continued importance of graduate
courses in basic writing theory and practice. Invoking the call for such course-
work in TYCA’s 2004 Guidelines, Gleason notes the importance of making basic
writing preparation available “for graduate students aiming to teach at two-year
colleges” (61). CCNY’s program is admirable for its variety of relevant courses
and its attention to the literacy experiences of diverse adult learners.

Finally, the Department of English Language and Literature at San
Francisco State University (SFSU) models a flexible hybrid approach, offering
multiple MA options in literature, composition, linguistics, and TESOL, as
well as three graduate certificates in the Teaching of Composition, Teaching
Post-Secondary Reading, and Immigrant Literacies. Aimed at both aspiring
and practicing teachers across multiple sectors, including community colleges,
the curricula for these programs include coursework in integrated reading and
in writing across the curriculum, both areas in which two-year college English
faculty often seek professional development. Some of the certificate programs
include hands-on or service learning in academic and community settings
(“Graduate Programs”). Grounded in English studies, SFSU’s programs com-
bine coursework relevant to two-year college English faculty’s interdisciplinary
teaching roles with preparation for working with diverse student populations.

We find the programs we foreground here compelling for several reasons.
First, they explicitly acknowledge two-year college English teaching as a legiti-
mate professional trajectory: two-year colleges are clearly visible and valued in
these programs, and they respond to the reality that many local two-year college
English faculty return to graduate school seeking more specialized coursework.
Second, they offer relevant curricula that address a range of contemporary teach-
ing and professional issues that two-year college faculty face, but they are also
flexible enough that graduate students can create programs of study that meet
their interests and needs. They are not so much “teacher training” as teacher-
scholar professional development. Finally, they avoid reliance on outsourcing.
They are situated within English departments and integrate disciplinary knowl-
edge—both within and beyond composition studies—with an awareness of the
distinctive institutional contexts in which two-year college English faculty teach.
It can be done and it is being done, although not nearly often enough and not
with the kind of broadly available local access required by many place-bound
two-year college faculty, current and aspiring. These programs offer hopeful
models as we try to imagine possible futures for graduate preparation that meets
the needs of two-year college English faculty and the diverse students they serve.
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PossiBLE FUTURES

In her 1994 chapter, “Renewed Vitality in the Twenty-First Century: The
Partnership between Two-Year College and University English Departments,”
ECU professor Bertie E. Fearing writes herself into a three-way conversation
with venerable two-year college teacher-scholars Elisabeth McPherson (“Where
Were We”) and Mark Reynolds (“Twenty-Five”). In this imagined dialogue,
McPherson observes that nearly all of the specialized graduate programs listed
in Cowan’s 1978 Directory no longer exist, which prompts the following fictional
exchange:

Mark ReyNOLDS: [Questioning the future] But where “will our future facul-
ties receive the training they need? Where, indeed, can they receive appropriate
graduate-level training for teaching in the two-year college? Graduate English
departments have not been responsive to the needs of two-year college faculties.”
(Reynolds, 1990, p. 235)

ELisaBETH McPHERSON:  [Reflecting] “It would be nice to think that the programs
disappeared because the things [the 1971 Guidelines] called for are now require-
ments for all English majors: courses in the nature of language, the appreciation

of dialects, the sociology of urban ghettos, the process of learning to compose.”
(McPherson, 1990, pp. 95-6)

In response, Fearing asserts, “If East Carolina University’s English Depart-
ment is any example, and I am encouraged to think that it is, graduate English
departments now offer an updated curriculum that meets the needs of prospective
two-year college expert generalists” (191).

More than twenty years later, we believe Fearing may have been overly
generous toward her university colleagues. We are not persuaded that most
English studies graduate curricula offer adequate professionalization for two-
year college teacher-scholar-activists. As Jeff Klausman observes,

Though I completed my doctoral work nearly two decades ago, tales from cur-
rent graduate students suggest that not much has changed in the graduate-school
universe . .. [IJn a query I posted on [the Writing Program Administrators listserv]
in March 2014, I received 14 responses, and not one respondent indicated that
a career in a two-year college was encouraged by their graduate programs; none
indicated any graduate-school preparation, and most suggested that a desire to
work at a two-year college was actively discouraged, or even seen as shameful.
(110-11)

Klausman goes on to describe “the graduate school system” as “an engine that
once running can’t quite stop,” asserting that “programs in composition and
rhetoric, and in English studies in general, churn out graduates who are unpre-
pared for positions at half of the colleges in the United States, that is, two-year
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colleges, while the number of tenure-track jobs at four-year colleges and uni-
versities dwindle” (111). It has become increasingly evident to Klausman and
many others that this “reproduction machine” is not aligned with the realities
of higher education in this country.

Those realities may be startling to some university faculty. As of 2016,
there were 7.3 million students enrolled in 1108 community colleges across the
United States—that is 45 percent of all undergraduates. Many of these students
come from groups that have historically been underrepresented in postsecond-
ary education: 62 percent of Native American students, 57 percent of Hispanic
students, and 52 percent of African American students are enrolled at two-year
institutions, and more than one third of community college students are among
the first generation in their family to attend college (American Association of
Community Colleges). Indeed, many so-called minority-serving institutions,
including tribally controlled colleges and universities, predominantly Black in-
stitutions, and Hispanic-serving institutions, are primarily associates-granting.
These figures matter for universities. Two-year colleges have long been an
important pathway to four-year institutions, particularly for students from
underrepresented groups. The American Association of Community Colleges
reports that “28 percent of bachelors degree earners started at a community
college and 47 percent took at least one course at a community college” (Mul-
lin 4). This role is poised to grow as the cost of attending universities increases,
dual and concurrent enrollment programs run by two-year colleges expand, and
municipal and state “promise” programs make community colleges tuition-free
for many students. In the near future, the majority of US undergraduates may
well be taking all of their introductory composition and lower-division language
and literature courses at two-year colleges, and deciding on their post-transfer
majors accordingly. This reality has important implications for the vitality and
diversity of our major programs and, by extension, our graduate programs and
our profession. Thus, English studies has an enormous stake in two-year colleges.

The 2014 Report of the MILA Task Force on Doctoral Study in Modern Language
and Literature signals that our major professional organizations are beginning
to recognize the disjuncture between English studies graduate curricula and the
actual postsecondary landscape. Citing widespread public criticism of humanities
graduate education, the report outlines several structural problems that have led
to the current state of affairs: the dismal academic job market, the casualization of
academic labor, and the narrow definitions of success and devaluation of teaching
that have too often defined the culture of research universities. These problems
bear directly on the near invisibility of two-year colleges in many English stud-
ies graduate programs. In response to these long-standing issues, the task force
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makes a series of recommendations for reform, several of which are directly
relevant to improving graduate preparation for two-year college English faculty:

Redesign the [graduate] program. Departments should review their programs to align
them with the learning needs and career goals of students . . .

Validate diverse career outcomes. Departments must give students a full understanding
of the range of potential career outcomes and support students’ choices . . .

Strengthen teacher preparation. A central component of [graduate] education, prepara-
tion for teaching should include coursework, practical experience, and mentoring.
Pedagogic training should introduce students to the diverse missions, histories, and
demographics of a wide range of institutions.

Expand professionalization opportunities. Departments should provide students with
ways to acquire skills necessary to scholarship and future employment . . . Internships
and work with professional associations can provide transformational experiences

Rethink admissions practices. Departments should calibrate admissions to the changing
character of [graduate] education and the broadened range of career opportunities,
taking care to build the pipeline of applicants . . . from underrepresented groups.
(MLA Task Force 2)

Although the Task Force focuses specifically on doctoral education, these sug-
gestions should extend to master’s programs in English studies, as well.

While the task force’s recommendations would likely improve almost any
English studies graduate program, we recognize that different types of universi-
ties have different missions and resources, which in turn have different implica-
tions for reform. The applicants that programs attract, admit, and enroll vary, as
do those students’ professional interests, their willingness or ability to relocate for
a job, and nature of the positions they go on to assume. In some cases, graduate
students will vary in these ways across different English studies disciplines at
a single university. Even within the same institution and discipline, the career
goals of students who enroll in doctoral programs may differ from those who
pursue a master’s degree. Thus, appropriate reforms to English studies graduate
programs must be determined locally.

We believe the key to such reform lies in the MLA Report: “Departments
should review their programs to align them with the learning needs and career
goals of students” (2). Rather than defaulting to the reproduction model, gradu-
ate programs should conduct internal studies to determine: 1) their students’
actual career aspirations, both when they enter the program and when they go
on the job market; 2) students’ perceptions of the program’s support for their
professional exploration and self-determined career goals; and 3) the kinds of
positions students ultimately go on to assume. Inquiries into students’ career
aspirations might yield surprises. Graduate students sometimes report hiding
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their interest in two-year college careers from faculty advisors, concerned that
their mentors will be disappointed or unsupportive (Gerstner et al.; MLA Task
Force; Klausman). As the MLA Task Force suggests, validating diverse profes-
sional trajectories—including two-year college careers—would help change
that dynamic, freeing students to explore the full range of career options and
pursue strengthened teacher preparation and appropriate professionalization.
Such validation would also enable graduate programs to “build a pipeline of ap-
plicants” (MLA Task Force 2) to create more racially, culturally, and linguistically
diverse two-year college English faculties that better reflect the communities
they serve (Coleman et al.).

A handful of programs at the nation’s most elite research universities might
find that few of their students seek two-year college positions. However, many
programs—particularly master’s programs, doctoral programs at less well-funded
or competitive universities, programs attracting primarily regional/place-bound
applicants, and many literature and creative writing programs—will find that
their graduates regularly go on to two-year colleges (and, indeed, may already
be teaching in them) or have an interest in doing so. Some of these programs
may also be chagrined to find that their graduates are not very competitive for
full-time positions at two-year colleges: TYCA members regularly lament the
number of applications they receive from graduates of master’s and doctoral
programs across English studies reflecting little understanding of the missions,
students, and faculty professional roles at two-year colleges. These applicants
rarely advance in the hiring process. If internal studies reveal such disjunctures
between the curriculum and students’ professional goals and outcomes, we believe
English studies graduate programs have an obligation to provide meaningful
preparation for two-year college careers.

Fortunately, those programs have experienced voices to turn to for guid-
ance. Two-year college English faculty have been telling graduate programs
what they want and need for decades. Their views are distilled in three of the
reform principles laid out in the 2016 Guidelines for Preparing Teachers of English
in the Two-Year College: develop relevant curricula, collaborate with two-year
college colleagues, and prepare future two-year college faculty to be engaged
professionals. As we have shown, calls for coursework relevant to the distinctive
challenges and opportunities of two-year college English teaching go back to
the 1960s. While the terminology has evolved along with social and disciplinary
changes, some themes are constant. These themes include the importance of
understanding and valuing the mission and diverse student populations at two-
year colleges; the need for disciplinary grounding in rhetoric and composition,
basic writing, reading instruction, and theories of language; the value of addi-
tional disciplinary knowledge from fields like education, psychology, sociology,
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and ethnic studies; and the necessity of hands-on teaching internships under the
mentorship of experienced instructors.

Likewise, two-year college English faculty have consistently asserted that
they are the experts on their own professional needs and that they should,
therefore, be the authorities on graduate preparation for their future colleagues.
Exercising this authority includes establishing criteria for graduate programs at
the national level through statements like the Guidelines, which are generated,
approved, and distributed by TYCA to relevant professional organizations like
CCCC, the Council of Writing Program Administrators (CWPA), CBW, and
MLA. It also includes collaborating across institutions at the local level. As in
Marymount’s certificate program, veteran two-year college English faculty
should actively participate in the design, implementation, and assessment of
English studies graduate programs that prepare students for two-year college
careers. Their professional expertise helps ensure that the curriculum is, indeed,
relevant, and it is particularly important that two-year college faculty be leaders,
or at least equal partners, in developing internship and mentoring programs
(Elder et al.; Buck and Frank; Frank and Buck; Murphy; Murphy, Aiossa, and
Winter; Jensen and Ely). These colleagues might also teach graduate courses—a
positive use of the adjunct system—and serve on thesis or dissertation commit-
tees. They can be invaluable resources for graduate students seeking to conduct
research in two-year college settings.

Opver the last several decades, TYCA has worked hard to articulate a distinct
professional identity for two-year college English faculty (Two-Year College
English Association, Characteristics; Andelora, “Teacher/Scholar”). This iden-
tity is rooted in a commitment to excellence in teaching at open admissions
institutions, but it also encompasses a wider range of professional expectations
and activities, and graduate programs should be preparing students to engage
in those practices. Such preparation includes equipping future faculty to assert
disciplinary authority over curriculum and assessment, engage in the scholarship
of teaching and learning, and advocate for their colleges, students, and profes-
sion with various publics and policymakers (Kroll; Andelora, “Teacher/Scholar/
Activist”; Toth, Griffiths, and Thirolf; Sullivan; Hassel et al.; Toth, Calhoon-
Dillahunt, and Sullivan). One crucial dimension of professionalization is join-
ing their regional and national TYCA organizations, as well as other relevant
professional associations across multiple disciplines that will support students’
development as teacher-scholar-activists. In short, graduate preparation for
two-year college English faculty should go well beyond teacher training to lay
the foundation—and, in the case of graduate students who are already teaching
in these spaces, continued support—for career-long professional, scholarly, and
political engagement.
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The fourth principle articulated in the 2016 Guidelines, one we believe
applies to all graduate programs in English studies regardless of where their
students go on to teach, is that two-year colleges should be visible across the
graduate curriculum. The Guidelines state this best:

In addition to professionalizing future two-year college English faculty, graduate
programs have an ethical and professional obligation to prepare #// students—even
those who will go on to careers at four-year institutions—to be knowledgeable
about two-year colleges, their students, and their faculty. Such knowledge is
essential for understanding the landscape of postsecondary literacy instruction
in the United States. Thus, greater awareness of two-year colleges will enable
future university faculty to be better researchers, better teachers and mentors to
their own graduate students, better colleagues to two-year college faculty within
our shared professional organizations, and better advocates for diverse learners
in policy settings. (556—this issue)

"This visibility has the added benefit of legitimizing the academic paths
taken by a growing number of graduate students. What does it say to students
who attended two-year colleges, many of whom bring diverse perspectives and
experiences that the academy desperately needs, when we either explicitly or
implicitly devalue those institutions in our curricula, advising, and profession-
alization practices? We contend that such practices function to reproduce the
inequitable structures of race, class, and coloniality that many English studies
faculty seek to challenge in their scholarly work.

We believe the histories we trace in this essay support an integrative
rather than separatist approach to preparing two-year college English faculty.
The disappearance of most of the specialized programs developed in the 1970s
suggests that isolation is vulnerability: separate programs are easily cut when
budgets tighten, hiring slows, or enrollments fluctuate. The demise of most DA
programs is telling. As Knodt asserts, the DA’s fate “suggests that we need to
look for the possibility of reform in graduate education within PhD programs,
rather than expecting a new kind of degree to take hold” (Knodt 129). While
we believe that English studies graduate programs can and should develop new
courses and professionalization experiences explicitly designed to meet the needs
of two-year college English faculty, we think the best hope for long-term trans-
formation is to keep those concentrations or certificates within larger English
studies graduate programs. This positioning enables graduate students to keep
their options open as they explore their full range of professional possibilities.
Some program applicants may not initially realize they are interested in two-
year colleges; others may not want to commit to a degree program that seems to
prematurely narrow their career trajectories. Maintaining such offerings within
English studies allows those interested or already engaged in two-year college
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careers more flexibility in their course choices. It also assures that they are at
the seminar table with peers bound for other institution types, asking questions
and raising issues that keep two-year colleges in the scholarly conversation.

We recognize such reforms may challenge the assumptions and even the
identities of university colleagues who are invested in established institutional
hierarchies. However, the longer we have studied the history of graduate edu-
cation for two-year college English, the more convinced we have become that
cherished rhetorics about democratizing humanities education will ring hollow
until all members of our disciplinary communities understand and value two-
year colleges and their faculty. John Lovas calls the comparative invisibility
of two-year colleges in rhetoric and composition “a scholarly and intellectual
failing,” arguing, “You cannot represent a field if you ignore half of it. You
cannot generalize about composition if you don’t know half of the work being
done” (276). This structural ignorance is also a 7zoral failing, one fueled by an
academic tradition of elitism that maps in shameful ways onto the relative class,
race, and ethnic make-up of our institutions. Such ideologies have shaped our
knowledge-making, and we must consciously work to deconstruct them, an effort
that may bear greatest fruit in the graduate classrooms where we professionalize
the next generation of scholars. The MLA Report wisely recognizes that modern
language studies can no longer afford such elitism. Rhetoric and composition/
writing studies, a young discipline with the opportunity to forge new traditions,
would do well to question any construct of disciplinary legitimacy that hinges
on replicating rather than transforming these institutional hierarchies and the
social inequalities they maintain.

The biggest barrier to integrating two-year college-related content across
the English studies curriculum may be that relatively few graduate faculty are
knowledgeable about these institutions or well-versed in their scholarship. It
will require some listening, some learning, and, perhaps, some new habits of
mind to revise our graduate courses to reflect a wider range of institution types.
Fortunately, we now have several decades of scholarship authored by two-year
college English faculty abouta variety of issues relevant to larger conversations in
writing studies. There are many articles and a growing number of monographs by
two-year college faculty that could be included in graduate courses on composi-
tion theory and practice, basic writing, writing program administration, writing
assessment, second language writing, and writing center theory—courses that
are likely to attract students interested in two-year college careers. We defer
to the expertise of colleagues in other areas of English studies about what such
integration might look like in their graduate courses, but we suspect it would
include greater attention to pedagogical implications for diverse learners in
lower-division courses. In the same way that many of us consciously review our
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syllabi to ensure our readings include scholars with diverse racial, cultural, and
gender perspectives, we must critically examine the institutional diversity reflected
in the texts we assign. Likewise, as we develop writing assignments and other
projects for our graduate classes, we might consider how those projects could
be made more inclusive of or relevant to two-year college contexts.

While all English studies faculty members can and should reflect on their
course design in this way, we believe graduate programs that attract many as-
piring two-year college faculty might benefit from hiring a tenure-track faculty
member with scholarly expertise and experience in two-year college English
teaching. Such a faculty member can develop new curricula and courses that are
relevant to aspiring two-year college English instructors, assist other faculty in
revising existing courses, serve as a graduate advisor and/or dissertation chair
for graduate students specializing in two-year college English, and develop
curricular and research collaborations with colleagues at area community col-
leges. A faculty member with two-year college expertise is also well-positioned
to work on departmental and university initiatives related to transfer students.
Such initiatives are becoming increasingly important for university departments
as a growing percentage of undergraduate students complete their lower-division
English studies courses at two-year colleges (Gere et al.; Toth et al.; Goldblatt;
Alexander).

Our disciplinary professional organizations also have an important role to
play in supporting the transformation of graduate education. Through documents
like the Guidelines, TYCA has established its view of what aspiring two-year
college English faculty need from graduate programs. The CCCC Doctoral
Consortium has hosted workshop panels on this topic in recent years, too. A
productive next step is collaboration with CCCC, CWPA, CBW, MLA, and
other relevant organizations to develop a national community of English stud-
ies graduate programs working to reform graduate education in their own local
contexts. This could include establishing special interest groups on graduate
preparation for two-year college English faculty, compiling a comprehensive and
regularly updated list of graduate programs for prospective students interested
in two-year college English careers and/or further professional development,
and creating a listserv and online repository for relevant curricular materials.
Such collaborations might also include sharing program data about enrollment,
graduation, and job placement rates, as well as creating a forum for determining
best practices in graduate education for two-year college English faculty. TYCA
could even offer certifications or awards recognizing graduate programs that of-
fer exemplary preparation. As a broader service to two-year college job seekers,
TYCA might work with ML A and CCCC to compile national job listings for
two-year college English positions. This undertaking would enable the field to
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gather more comprehensive data on the kinds of qualifications and specializations
two-year colleges are seeking and develop responsive curricula.

Last but certainly not least, we must continue to marshal our combined
organizational resources to address the exploitative and deprofessionalizing in-
justices of the casualization of academic labor, with explicit attention to how this
issue impacts two-year colleges. The CCCC Labor Caucus’s 2015 Indianapolis
Resolution offers promising mechanisms for holding institutions accountable
for fair practices, but that potentially transformative document makes no specific
mention of two-year colleges, nor does it include TYCA on its list of professional
organizations that might enact and enforce the resolution’s recommendations
(Cox etal.). Given that two-year colleges teach half of all introductory composi-
tion courses in the United States, rely heavily on adjunct labor, and typically pay
less per course than four-year institutions, their faculty should to be central to
such discussions. In fact, many adjunct university faculty (and graduate student
instructors) are also teaching at community colleges. Thus, failing to account for
two-year colleges ultimately undermines our disciplines’ ability to comprehend
and respond to the structural challenges facing postsecondary literacy education.

In 1994, the ever-optimistic Fearing wrote, “I predict that the twenty-first
century will see strengthening, enriching partnerships between the two-year col-
lege and the university—and between two-year college English teachers and their
university colleagues” (194). The twenty-first century is young, and we see reason
for hope that Fearing’s predictions may yet come to pass. From our respective
positions as community college and university faculty, we are each undertaking
partnerships with neighboring institutions that, while preliminary, are already
beginning to yield academic and professional benefits for both undergraduates
and graduate students (Jensen and Ely; Toth et al.). We invite English studies
to join us as we continue to work with local and national colleagues to transform
graduate education to meet the needs of the teaching majority.
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NOTES

1. This was meant to be an ongoing effort, updated annually. Unfortunately, that project
ended with Cowan’s untimely death (Mark Reynolds, personal communication, January 5, 2016).
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Later calls for an updated directory were never heeded (Reynolds, “Future Faculty Training”).
While our appendix to this article offers a useful starting point, we believe a more comprehensive
and continuously updated list is needed.

2. Over the course of our research, we also learned of English studies graduate programs that
had developed communities of aspiring and current two-year college instructors who could count
on supportive faculty mentors and professional connections with alumni at area community colleges.
We were heartened to hear of such communities, which tended to be associated with programs that
emphasize rhetoric and composition. However, unless these programs explicitly foreground their
strengths in preparing two-year college faculty on their websites and other recruitment materials,
they remain largely invisible to prospective graduate students. Likewise, when such programs lack
formal emphasis on two-year college professionalization, it is difficult to assess their relevance or
consistency in this area. It is possible that our extensive searches have missed additional graduate
programs that do, in fact, provide explicit preparation for teaching English in the two-year college.
While we apologize in advance to any programs we may have overlooked, we suggest that this lack
of ready visibility highlights the need for an up-to-date online directory.

APPENDIX: SPECIALIZED GRADUATE PROGRAMS FOR TEACHING
ENGLisH IN THE Two-YEAR COLLEGE (2016)

Institution Institutional Home Credential |Tite
Arkansas State University |College of Education and Specialist | Specialist in
Behavioral Sciences Degree Community College
Teaching
California State— College of Extended and Inter- |Certificate | Certificate in
Dominguez Hills national Education Community College
Teaching
California State— College of Education Certificate | Community College
Fullerton Certificate
California State College of Education Certificate | Graduate Certificate
University—Long Beach in Community
College
Central Michigan Graduate School Certificate | Graduate Certificate
University in College Teaching
University of Cincinnati | College of Education, Criminal |Certificate |Certificate in
Justice, and Human Services Postsecondary
Literacy Instruction
City College of New York | English Department Master of  |Language and
Arts Literacy
DePaul University Department of English Certificate | Teaching English
in the Two-Year
Colleges
East Carolina University | College of Education Certificate | Community
College Instructor
Certificate
Department of English Certificate | Teaching English
in the Two-Year
College
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Towa State University

College of Education

Certificate

Community College
Teaching Certificate

University of Iowa

College of Education

Certificate

Certificate in
College Teaching

Marymount University

Department of English

Certificate

Teaching English
at the Community
College

Michigan State University

Department of Writing, Rheto-

ric, and American Cultures

Master of
Arts

Critical Studies
in Literacy and
Pedagogy

Minnesota State Colleges
and Universities

Academic and Student Affairs

Coursework

Coursework
required to teach in
a community college

University of North
Carolina—Wilmington

College of Education

Certificate

Certificate in
College Teaching
and Learning

Northern Arizona
University

College of Educational Leader-

ship

Certificate

Community College
Teaching and
Learning

San Francisco State
University

Department of English

Certificate

Certificate in
the Teaching of
Composition

Certificate in
Teaching Post-
Secondary Reading

Certificate in
Immigrant
Literacies

Seattle University

College of Education

Certificate

Post Master’s
Certification in
Community College
Teaching

Binghamton University—
SUNY

Graduate School

Certificate

Certificate in
Community College
Teaching

Texas A&M University

Department of Educational
Administration and Human
Resource Development

Certificate

Certificate in
College Teaching
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