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ABSTRACT 
 

Walking the walk:  

How Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral programs prepare their graduate students 

for intersectional Writing Studies research 

by 

Michelle Nicole Petty Grue 

 
My dissertation, titled Walking the walk: How Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 

doctoral programs prepare their graduate students for intersectional Writing Studies 

research, responds to recent, repeated calls for a large-scale review of the doctoral programs 

in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Studies (de Müeller and Ruiz, 2017; Craig & 

Perryman-Clark, 2019) by applying a higher education research focus to the field of  

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition (WRC). I call this review a Black feminist intervention 

(Hocks, 1999), bringing attention to the power dynamics embedded in the discipline while 

creating an opportunity for reflection on the WRC’s traditional education structures. I 

surveyed over 90 programs for patterns, such as degree-required and elective courses about 

race or gender, faculty who study intersectional topics, and theory and methods course 

descriptions. Twelve programs that model intersectional Writing Studies were selected after 

this review. Writing program administrators and faculty can use this actionable data to 

address structural issues of race and gender in their program’s curriculum. I also analyzed 

digital spaces that graduate students and others use to research and enact intersectional 

Writing Studies when it is missing or peripheral in their departments, which graduate 

students and their advisors can use for resources, networking, and mentorship.    

 

 



 

 

ix 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Title Page……………………………………………………………………………..i 
Signature Page………………………………………………………………………..ii 
Copyright Notice …………………………………………………………………….iii 
Acknowledgements…………………………………………………………………..iv 
Vita……………………………………………………………………………………v 
Abstract……………………………………………………………………………….viii 
Table of Contents……………………………………………………………………..ix 
Chapter One: Introduction ............................................................................................. 1 

Walking the walk: past and present ............................................................. 5 
Methodological frames ................................................................................ 7 

Intersectional Writing Studies defined .............................................. 9 
Methodological Overview ................................................................. 10 

Chapter Summaries .................................................................................... 16 
Chapter 1: Introduction and Methods ............................................. 17 
Chapter 2: Intersectional writing studies “by the numbers”: ....... 18 
A numerical analysis of race and gender representation in the structures 
of writing, rhetoric, and composition doctoral programs .............. 18 
Chapter 3: “A New House”:  Renovating Rhetoric and Composition 
Doctoral Programs into Inclusive Spaces ........................................ 19 
Chapter 4: Digital intersectional publics in Writing, Rhetoric, and 
Composition ........................................................................................ 19 
Chapter 5: Conclusion ....................................................................... 20 

Chapter 2: Intersectional Writing Studies “By the Numbers”: .................................... 26 
A Numerical Analysis of Race and Gender Representation in the Structures of Writing, 
Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral programs ............................................................ 26 

Intersectional Writing Studies: Defined and contextualized ..................... 32 
Reviews of the field, a brief history ........................................................... 36 
Methods ..................................................................................................... 44 

Researcher’s Positionality ................................................................. 44 
Framework ......................................................................................... 45 
Data Collection ................................................................................... 50 

Department degree requirements: a look to the past and the present ........ 52 
The past vs the present: degree-required core courses .................. 52 

Course offerings: an intersectional lens ..................................................... 58 
Required courses ................................................................................ 59 
Theory courses ................................................................................... 60 
Methods courses ................................................................................. 60 
Elective courses .................................................................................. 61 
Faculty ................................................................................................ 61 

A path forward for the discipline and intersectional Writing Studies ....... 62 
References .................................................................................................. 81 

Chapter Three .............................................................................................................. 77 
“A New House”: .......................................................................................................... 77 
Renovating Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Doctoral Programs ......................... 77 

Theoretical Frame ...................................................................................... 79 
Methods ..................................................................................................... 83 



 

 

x 

Positionality Statement ...................................................................... 88 
Intersectional Writing Studies Doctoral Programs .................................... 90 

Power .................................................................................................. 90 
Purposes .............................................................................................. 96 
People .................................................................................................. 98 
Financial support for graduate students............................................ 99 
Places ................................................................................................. 108 
Parts .................................................................................................. 113 
Processes ........................................................................................... 121 
Products ............................................................................................ 128 

Conclusion ............................................................................................... 133 
References ................................................................................................ 135 

Chapter Four: ............................................................................................................. 147 
Digital Intersectional Publics in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition ...................... 147 

Digital Intersectional Writing Studies Publics — A History of Liberation Work
 ................................................................................................................. 149 

Critical Digital Literacies ................................................................ 151 
Methodological Concerns ........................................................................ 152 

Positionality statement .................................................................... 152 
Ethics of sharing data from counterpublics .................................. 153 
Mainstream digital Writing Studies spaces ................................... 155 

Digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces .......................................... 162 
Digital hush harbors ........................................................................ 164 
Digital salons .................................................................................... 169 
DBLAC: Digital Black Lit (Literatures and Literacies) and Composition 
(DBLAC) ........................................................................................... 173 
The nextGEN listserv ...................................................................... 182 

Digital public squares .............................................................................. 186 
Coalition of Feminist Scholars in the History of Rhetoric and Composition 
(CFSHRC) ............................................................................................... 189 
Conclusion ............................................................................................... 200 
References ................................................................................................ 202 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................. 207 
Building representation ............................................................................ 217 
Pedagogy and classroom content: How I walk that walk ........................ 221 
Closing ..................................................................................................... 225 

Appendix One: Methods ............................................................................................ 233 
Methods Overview ................................................................................... 233 
Coding ...................................................................................................... 236 

Appendix Two: Model Program Profiles .................................................................. 239 
New Mexico State University .................................................................. 239 
PhD in Rhetoric and Professional Communication ................................. 239 
North Carolina State University .............................................................. 241 
PhD in Communication, Rhetoric, and Digital Media (CRDM) ............. 241 
University of Kansas, ............................................................................... 243 
Specialization in Rhetoric and Composition, Department of English ..... 243 
University of Hawai’i Mānoa .................................................................. 244 
Graduate Certificate in Rhetoric and Composition, Department of English244 



 

 

xi 

University of California, Irvine ............................................................... 247 
PhD in English, Rhetoric concentration .................................................. 247 
The University of Texas at San Antonio ................................................. 249 
PhD in English, Composition and Rhetoric concentration ...................... 249 
East Carolina University .......................................................................... 251 
PhD in Rhetoric, Writing, and Professional Communication.................. 251 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania ......................................................... 254 
PhD in Composition & TESOL ............................................................... 254 
University of California, Davis ................................................................ 256 
PhD in English, Designated Emphasis in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 
Studies ...................................................................................................... 256 
University of Louisville PhD in Rhetoric and Composition ................... 259 
Michigan Tech University ....................................................................... 262 
PhD in Rhetoric, Theory and Culture ...................................................... 262 
Kent State University ............................................................................... 264 
PhD in Rhetoric and Composition: Literacy, Rhetoric, and Social Practice264 

Appendix Three: ........................................................................................................ 266 
Oversized Images and Tables .................................................................................... 266 
 

 



 

 

1 

Chapter One: Introduction 

It could no longer be denied. Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Studies (WRC) had 

a race problem, and a gender one, too. The problem did not begin in March of 2019, but the 

series of conversations and events that followed the 2019 Conference on College 

Composition and Communication (CCCC), culminating with an anonymous poster taking on 

the mantle “Grand Scholar Wizard” (invoking the KKK Grand Wizards), pulled aside any 

shroud of disbelief to which the discipline’s members might previously have clung. What 

galvanizing force would bring a scholar to align themselves with the KKK in an attempt to 

silence conversations around race and language use? Simply put, a Black1 male Writing, 

Rhetoric, Composition scholar, in the position of CCCC chair, saying that to uphold 

“Standard Academic English” as the standard by which all other Englishes must be judged, 

no matter how compassionately done, is to uphold White language supremacy (Inoue, 2019). 

And most WRC departments, from undergraduate courses to doctoral programs, play a part 

in this every day. I say “most” intentionally, because the impetus of this dissertation is not to 

 
1 The discipline’s conversation about White language supremacy and the teaching of what Baker-Bell (2020) 
calls White Mainstream English continues in the wake of the upswell of the Black Lives Matter movement and 
Black scholars in the discipline have worked with CCCC to release the Black Linguistic Justice demands 
(Baker-Bell, Jackson, Johnson, Kynard, McMurtry, & Williams-Farrier, 2020). These demands are forthright, 
clear, and bring their receipts. They are also, like this dissertation, concerned with systemic issues, not just the 
practices of one teacher or program. The demands are comprehensive, addressing the need for readings by 
Black scholars and assignments that “give Black students the option to explore or connect with their cultural 
knowledge and perspectives” (Baker-Bell, et al., 2020), but they also go beyond classroom issues. Professional 
organizations, including NCTE/CCCC, but also universities, are called to center Black language scholars’ work 
in substantive ways. Journals and scholarly presses are called to change their review practices such that there 
are more diverse pools of reviewers and the expectations of scholarship centered on Black language and culture 
to include citations from Black scholars (Botex, Grue, Hatcher, Hidalgo, House, & Roundtree, 2020). Finally, 
and most pertinent to this dissertation, is the demand that “graduate programs in the fields of composition 
studies and English education develop the next generation of researchers’ Black Linguistic Consciousness of 
citationality politics and a Black activist research disposition” (Baker-Bell et al., 2020). This dissertation helps 
doctoral programs and the discipline as a whole answer this last demand by performing a comprehensive review 
of the field, pointing out clear areas that need to be addressed, and by providing rich examples of how programs 
might go about making those changes. I also illustrate how the discipline’s Black and other marginalized 
scholars have been doing intersectional Writing Studies work in their digital communities while the discipline 
as a whole does its renovations. In essence, this dissertation helps scholars, instructors, and program 
administrators stop just talking -- or writing -- the talk. It’s time to walk the walk. 
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unpack Inoue’s speech or the conversations surrounding it that took place in the WPA-

Listserv, the nextGen Listserv, Twitter, Facebook, hallways, and department watering holes. 

No, this dissertation intends to both reveal what, exactly, the discipline is doing about race 

and gender in its doctoral programs, but also to shine a light on the institutions and digital 

publics that, by centering intersectional Writing Studies scholarship, defy and begin to 

dismantle White language supremacy.   

To provide some context for Asao Inoue’s claim (2019) for readers who may not be 

familiar with Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition as a discipline, allow me to sketch an 

incredibly broad outline of the field, as relates to this issue. Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition, as a discipline, is a complex field. A wide range of epistemological frames 

exists in each name that labels the discipline (Phelps & Ackerman, 2010). Additionally, 

WRC’s interdisciplinarity extends beyond the discipline itself, because the questions 

members of the field ask -- what people write and communicate, how, in what forms, for 

what purposes, in what spaces -- are sometimes asked by other fields with different lenses 

and methods (Communication, Media Studies, Linguistics, etc.). Yet, this interdisciplinarity 

is also because WRC professors tend to teach First-Year Composition (FYC) courses and 

work with Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) efforts. WRC scholars are also housed in a 

wide variety of departments (English, Education, Communication, Media Studies, 

Linguistics, etc.), each with different epistemologies of their own, different stakeholders at 

their universities, and different departmental histories dictating what FYC and other WRC 

courses can be and do (Brown, Enos, Reamer, & Thompson, 2008; Phelps & Ackerman, 

2010).   

Against this backdrop lies competing ideas of what WRC studies itself should be and 

do. Is its role to preserve a single standard of Academic English? Are FYC and other writing 
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courses supposed to make sure students can write well? What do we mean by writing well 

(Logan, 2011; Phelps & Ackerman, 2010)? Should writing classes allow students to practice 

21st-century literacies? Do these literacies include the digital environment (Blair, 2014)? 

Yet, complicating these questions are the efforts of many WRC scholars to push past a 

service model of writing courses and instead allow them to be about the discipline (Phelps & 

Ackerman, 2010), as is the case with courses offered by other disciplines, such as English or 

Linguistics. The service model of writing courses present on many college campuses adds to 

the notion that WRC courses should teach students to write “well” or “correctly” (Baker-

Bell, 2020), and to many university stakeholders, these notions of writing well and 

correctness are rooted in an expectation of Standard American English (SAE) (Baker-Bell, 

2020). Yet, many scholars in the field, while still having an appreciation for the usefulness of 

SAE, also want students to have a right to their own languages (Perryman-Clark, 2013). As 

Flaherty succinctly states, WRC faculty consider “how, and if, to push students with … 

diverse ways of speaking and writing toward a single register. What’s gained – and lost – 

when a student learns the way she and her family have spoken together all her life isn’t 

‘correct’?” (2019). Moreover, I would ask what is gained and lost when writing instructors 

tell students their language is not “correct” when, in fact, there is ample evidence to show 

that there is no such thing as an inherently correct language, that what we are telling them is 

an untruth, because SAE is merely a social construct that privileges one register and dialect 

above others (Baker-Bell, 2020).   

The discipline’s conversation about White language supremacy and the teaching of 

what Baker-Bell (2020) calls White Mainstream English continues in the wake of the upswell 

of the Black Lives Matter movement and Black scholars in the discipline have worked with 
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CCCC to release the Black Linguistic Justice demands2 (Baker-Bell, Jackson, Johnson, 

Kynard, McMurtry, & Williams-Farrier, 2020). These demands are forthright, clear, and 

bring their receipts. They are also, like this dissertation, concerned with systemic issues, not 

just the practices of one teacher or program. The demands are comprehensive, addressing the 

need for readings by Black scholars and assignments that “give Black students the option to 

explore or connect with their cultural knowledge and perspectives” (Baker-Bell, et al., 2020), 

but they also go beyond classroom issues. Professional organizations, including 

NCTE/CCCC, but also universities, are called to center Black language scholars’ work in 

substantive ways. Journals and scholarly presses are called to change their review practices 

such that there are more diverse pools of reviewers and the expectations of scholarship 

centered on Black language and culture to include citations from Black scholars (Botex, 

Grue, Hatcher, Hidalgo, House, & Roundtree, 2020).  

Finally, and most pertinent to this dissertation, is the Black linguistic justice demand 

that “graduate programs in the fields of composition studies and English education develop 

the next generation of researchers’ Black Linguistic Consciousness of citationality politics 

and a Black activist research disposition” (Baker-Bell et al., 2020). This dissertation helps 

doctoral programs and the discipline as a whole answer this last demand by performing a 

comprehensive review of the field, pointing out clear areas that need to be addressed, and by 

providing rich examples of how programs might go about making those changes. I also 

illustrate how the discipline’s Black and other marginalized scholars have been doing 

intersectional Writing Studies work in their digital communities while the discipline as a 

whole does its renovations. In essence, this dissertation helps scholars, instructors, and 

program administrators stop just talking -- or writing -- the talk. It’s time to walk the walk.  

 
2 https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/demand-for-black-linguistic-justice 
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Walking the walk: past and present 

 
Of course, these scholars are hardly the first to walk the walk. Scholars in writing, 

rhetoric, and composition (WRC) studies have been interrogating race and gender in the 

context of college writing instruction, faculty experience, and writing program administration 

(WPA) for decades. Indeed, WRC scholarship, as seen in the top journals of the field and as 

represented in conference presentations, provides examples of WPA work and writing 

instruction that engages in anti-racist and feminist work. This anti-racist and feminist work is 

most often in the form of institutional or classroom specific research (Grobman, 

2017; Omolade, 1987; Perryman-Clark, 2013; Williams-Farrier, 2017). When WRC 

scholarship has taken a field-wide lens, it at times ignores race or gender altogether (Blair, 

2014; Covino, Johnson, & Feehan, 1980; Miller, 2014), or has looked at “race” but not 

“gender” (Barlow, 2016; Khadka, 2018), or “gender”, but not “race” (Ballif, Davis, 

and Mountford, 2008; Kazan & Gabor, 2013).   

However, despite the contributions to the field these scholars have made, they sound 

the call for more feminist and anti-racist work in WRC research, programmatic structure, and 

instruction. Indeed, the field still needs to “substantially build upon this work in systematic 

ways that intersect” with race and gender (de Müeller and Ruiz, 2017). Racism and sexism 

are systematic and systemic issues, and thus need to be studied at a system-wide level. The 

field needs to know what is happening within its programs to train graduate students before it 

can decide what changes may be necessary and act on those decisions. To answer this call, it 

is necessary to consult with scholarship within and beyond Writing Studies, both for models 

of research questions and methods for answering those questions. The questions and methods 

developed in a study of sociology graduate school programs designed and executed by Bashi-
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Treitler, Grue, and Gow (2018) inspired this dissertation. Their research questions were as 

follows:   

• Among the top 50 Ph.D. granting sociology departments, how many programs offer 

their students training to research topics of race and gender?   

• Of programs that do offer training on race and gender, what is the extent of that 

training?   

The study answered their questions by collecting the degree requirement data available via 

the top 50’s websites and coding that data for evidence of race and gender. Bashi-Treitler and 

her team then ranked the programs according to how difficult it would be to study race or 

gender in that department. Like Bashi-Treitler et al. (2018), I de-identified the departmental 

data and shared my findings as descriptive statistics, themes, and patterns.   

This dissertation project modifies the above research questions and methodologies to 

fit the context of a different field: Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition. Thus, the questions 

and methodologies are extended and modified to fit the thrust of the study explained herein, 

as well as to acknowledge the centrality language has in the discipline. The Black feminist 

methods in this study will also examine the ways they are connected. My research questions 

ask:   

1. Are Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Ph.D. programs “walking the walk” of 

preparing their graduate students for intersectional scholarship and teaching? 

a. Sub-question: How do Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral program 

websites implicitly and explicitly convey that they do intersectional Writing 

Studies work? 

2. What digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces do graduate students seek as they 

learn how to study and teach intersectional topics in the context of Writing Studies? 
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Tracking the official ways in which students are/not taught about race and gender provides a 

data-rich resource that other scholars, WPAs, and faculty can use to expand this research 

area further while better serving students of color, gender diverse students, LGBTQ+ 

students, and all our students.      

The dissertation proposed herein studies how Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 

doctoral programs prepare their graduate students for intersectional Writing Studies, but also 

what other spaces graduate students prepare themselves to do intersectional Writing Studies. 

It does so by intentionally applying a “birds-eye view” analysis of the discipline, which 

started by analyzing the 91 rhetoric and composition programs listed in rhetmap3 and within 

the Consortium for Doctoral Programs in Rhetoric and Composition program profiles4. It 

also provides actionable data WPAs and faculty can use to address structural issues of race 

and gender in their programs through the above analysis, not just in the “by the numbers” 

review, but in the use of the twelve model programs to frame the renovation project of 

doctoral programs in WRC. Lastly, this dissertation considers how the identities and public 

histories of marginalized graduate students impact the creation and maintenance of digital 

publics devoted to intersectional Writing Studies efforts. 

Methodological frames 

In short, I use critical digital literacy (boyd, 2007; Goodfellow, 2011), antiracist 

(Baker-Bell, et al., 2020; Inoue, 2015), and Black feminist (Collins, 1986, 1990; Crenshaw, 

1991; Kynard & Eddy, 2009; Royster, 2014) frameworks to study the doctoral programs in 

WRC to determine what the field is teaching its future professors about race, gender, and 

other marginalized identities. For the sake of concision when referring to intersectional topics 

 
3 http://rhetmap.org/doctoral/ 
 
4 https://ccccdoctoralconsortium.org/members/ 
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like “race” and “gender”, I use these terms to stand in for the complex and wide-ranging 

concepts they encompass5. Race, when mentioned here, includes ethnicity. When discussing 

its relation to theory, for example, it includes things like critical race theory, decolonial 

theory, etc. Gender theories include queer theory, feminist theories, etc. Of course, the binary 

I am creating here by trying to make discrete variables out of race and gender is flawed, 

because these identities are intersectional, but pulling them apart for a moment to look at 

each closely helps answer this research question.  

Intersectionality does not simply mean that people have multiple identities and that 

those identities are complex and intertwined. Intersectionality focuses on how these identities 

are related to social inequality and power. To use intersectionality as a research method, one 

has to do more than look at ways in which the research participants’ multiple identities are 

involved in a particular topic. Rather, intersectionality as a methodology considers how those 

identities, and the spaces in which the people who embody those identities live and work, are 

influenced by organizational, institutional, social, political, and economic power. If, as 

Collins and Bilge (2016) assert, Black feminism is less about what it is and more about what 

it does, then applying Black feminism to a critical digital literacy methodology is about 

ensuring that, like Goodfellow (2011) states, anyone engaging in critical digital literacy 

research should ask whose literacies are dominant and whose are marginalized or resisted. 

Black feminist epistemologies would push this a step forward by forwarding a methodology 

that asks how these power structures can be changed for liberatory purposes.  

Specifically, I used antiracist, Black feminist, and critical digital literacy frameworks 

to guide my analysis of the data collected herein, particularly those that focus on the 

 
5 For more detail, see Appendix One: Methods. It contains the code lists used in the study.  
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undisciplined wreck that Black feminists bring to bear on Writing Studies commonplaces 

(Duthely, 2017; Pough, 2004, 2011). By making clear the realities of what doctoral programs 

are/not doing regarding race, gender, and more, I hope to not just “allow for Black 

voices…to be inserted into the mainstream” (Duthely, 2017, p. 202) of writing, rhetoric, and 

composition, but to “transform [WRC] to focus on their needs from their perspective” (p. 

202). I intend to disrupt the usual academic discourse of Ph.D. student preparation and 

“wreck it” (Pough, 2004) by centering race and gender as key aspects of that training. This 

feminist intervention (Hocks, 1999) brings attention to the power dynamics embedded in the 

discipline while creating an opportunity for reflection on the field’s identity in both the 

physical and digital environments it inhabits. These commonplaces are brought to light via a 

comprehensive review of the degree requirements of doctoral WRC programs and an 

overview of the digital spaces graduate students turn to, especially when they find their 

doctoral programs are not fulfilling their needs. 

Intersectional Writing Studies defined 

What, then, is intersectional Writing Studies? Drawing from Logan’s (2011) work on 

the values of the discipline, intersectional Writing Studies is about framing the investigation 

of race, gender, class, and other matrices of power as central to the work we do, not 

tangential or marginal, but inherent to our discipline’s inquiry into what is writing, who is 

writing, how are they writing, to whom are they writing, and to what end. Further, 

intersectional Writing Studies would work toward shaping the field such that the most 

marginalized are brought into the center not just in the scholarly pursuits of the discipline, 

but also in its pedagogy, interpersonal interactions, in financial concerns, and career 

development. Intersectional Writing Studies does not seek to replace or erase the academic 

traditions already present in the field that address issues of race, gender, class, and other 
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marginalized identities. Intersectional Writing Studies is not about reinventing existing 

wheels, but, rather, about making clear that unless the separate sub-disciplines are in 

conversation with each other, they can also overlook the intersecting identities and power 

dynamics in their field of study. WRC feminists need to consider race, and critical race WRC 

scholars need to be sure they are thinking about gender, sexuality, and disability. By 

combining both rhetorical listening and responsivity (Royster, 2014), with a critical and 

humble unity, intersectional Writing Studies can better work toward its goal of leading the 

field into a future in which all its members are adequately prepared to engage in the full 

spectrum of potential areas of study. Intersectional Writing Studies works to ensure that 

disciplinary meaning-making includes intersectionality at the forefront, not as an 

afterthought.  

Methodological Overview 

One key factor for the methods is the persistent difficulty to answer questions about 

how the field of WRC prepares graduate students to study and teach about race and gender 

(Miller, 2014). This difficulty is due in part to the lack of a governing association that heavily 

influences the structures and expectations of Ph.D. programs, such as those in engineering 

(the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology), psychology (the American 

Psychological Association), and sociology (the American Sociological Association). 

Additionally, as noted in the introduction, most WRC studies that relate to race and gender 

are related to a specific program, though there are exceptions.  

Two of these exceptions are the recent broad-view studies by Craig and Perryman-

Clark (2019) and de Müeller and Ruiz (2017). Craig and Perryman-Clark’s (2019) book on 

race and WPA that actively included PWIs and HBCUs, which features a variety of chapters 

about WPA successes around race drawing from multiple perspectives and methodologies. 
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Another broad-view practice includes using large scale qualitative surveys. In their 2017 

article, de Müeller and Ruiz began this work by creating a qualitative survey-based study to 

understand how writing instructors and administrators “perceive the function of race in 

writing programs,” in which they found that many writing programs “either do not consider 

or only marginally consider race when developing and administering their writing programs” 

(p. 20) These methods of inquiry answer the question of race and WRC in important ways, 

yet their texts acknowledge that more work is needed. I, like Craig and Perryman-Clark 

(2019), plan to answer my research questions by engaging in a multi-branched, iterative 

inquiry (Saldaña, 2013). This process enables me to unpack both the official and unofficial 

ways in which graduate school students are trained in intersectional Writing Studies.  

Corpus of data 

To ensure research question one is answered, I investigated the knowledge-making 

structures in WRC Ph.D. programs. The data collected included information from department 

websites and the Program Profiles assembled by the Consortium of Doctoral Programs in 

Rhetoric and Composition (CDPRC). Research question two was answered by a combination 

of observations of digital publics that do intersectional Writing Studies and data drawn from 

published studies about such places. The first corpus was organized in Excel documents and 

stored in a secure file sharing system. The second corpus was detailed in my research 

memos. Details about the data in this corpus are further explained in the data collection 

section that immediately follows.  

Data Collection 

With a team of undergraduate researchers, I gathered degree requirement information, 

course descriptions, and both faculty and student research interests to paint a picture of how 

students in those doctoral programs were prepared to research or teach courses on race or 
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gender. Because of time delays on university websites, I also drew from the Program Profiles 

assembled by the CDPRC. I triangulated between both rhetmap and the program profiles to 

create a list of WRC doctoral programs. My team and I assembled a corpus of the data 

available from the aforementioned resources. Based on the results of an analysis of that data, 

I determined that twelve schools were exemplary in their design of doctoral programs, which 

allowed students to study intersectional writing studies. That determination was based on the 

procedures described in the “Analysis Plan” below. I performed case studies on these model 

schools, which allowed me to present both broad patterns within the field that were 

discovered in this first part of the research project, but also uncover insights into the specific 

intersectional aspects of the programs and how they are structurally organized. The data in 

the digital publics section of this dissertation consist of published narratives and testimony 

about digital publics and counterpublics, as well as detailed observations I have made as a 

member of some of these digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces, from the platforms 

and styles of these spaces to the rhetorical movements within them. Because the data 

collection for the digital publics section was largely a process of writing down my 

observations of those spaces, I focus here on the data collection process for the “by the 

numbers” review.  

Official Programmatic Data. 

Data regarding official program training on race and gender is primarily gathered 

from materials available on department websites and the Consortium of Doctoral Programs in 

Rhetoric and Composition (CDPRC), as well as from information solicited by the 

questionnaire. My research team and I searched the department websites and CDPRC and 

then collected the information listed in the bulleted items that immediately follow this 

paragraph, which was organized into an Excel document on Box to allow for asynchronous 
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and multi-location data entry by undergraduate researchers (URs) and me, as well as 

password-protected storage of the data. This document was then uploaded in smaller chunks, 

divided by institution, into a qualitative analysis software for analysis.  

Official program information gathered: 

• Degree requirements 

• Courses offered in the past three years, as most Ph.D. students are completing their 

course work in 2-3 years) 

• Course descriptions 

• Comprehensive/qualifying exam concentration areas 

• Faculty research areas 

• Student research areas 

• Emphases offered outside of the department that relate broadly to race or gender 

• Within department specializations 

In the model programs’ reviews, I also looked for additional information on the program 

websites, such as descriptions of degree milestone processes and departmental policies for 

funding graduate students. 

Analysis Plan 

These data were coded6 for indicators of intersectional Writing Studies opportunities 

for doctoral programs’ graduate students (Blair, 2014; Lauer, 1980; Miller, 2014; 

Prendergast, 1998; Royster, 1996; Royster & Williams, 1999; Villanueva & Moeggenberg, 

2018). Pre-codes were developed as a research team and refined into main codes and sub-

codes after a test analysis and a round of norming (Saldaña, 2013). Based on the work done 

 
6 For more details, see Appendix one: Methods 
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by Bashi-Treitler, Grue, and Gow (2018), attention was paid to what they found as key 

indicators of intersectional sociology programs.  

Indicators: 

• Courses offered in the past 2 years 

• # & frequency of courses 

• If courses were required or elective 

• Courses offered in or out of the department 

• If listed, comprehensive or qualifying exam areas or topics included race or gender 

• Faculty research areas 

The analysis was guided by the Black feminist and critical digital literacy frames that begun 

this Methods section. Further, theoretical and methodological frameworks for publics and 

counterpublics (boyd, 2007; Warner, 2002), digital rhetoric (Eyman, 2015), web-text, 

intertextual, and textual analysis (Bazerman, 2004; Huckin, 2004; Wysocki, 2004) were used 

to unpack and make sense of the emerging data.  

Based on the results of the above analyses, I sorted the programs based on a graduate 

student’s likeliness to be trained for intersectional Writing Studies. I noted which programs 

provide systemic, rich opportunities to become an intersectional writing studies scholar and 

educator; which programs offer opportunities, but mostly are student-driven; and which 

programs would make it difficult for students to be intersectional Writing Studies scholars. In 

sharing these broad-view results in the dissertation, I am not naming names. This dissertation 

is not meant as a tell-all. However, I do still want to provide a useful data set that future 

researchers can use. (It is made available in the appendix of the dissertation.) Thus, I have 

created a de-identified Excel sheet as a data set, from which I report counts and percentages7, 

 
7 Key tables referenced within the dissertation are in Appendix three: Oversized images and tables 
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describe themes, etc. For example, rather than listing the exact names of the race-related 

courses offered in all the doctoral programs, I instead share the percentage of programs that 

offer those types of courses. This data set would not include my full ranking of the programs 

that determined the ten case study programs. After analyzing the thematic and sorting results, 

I selected twelve case study departments.  

After coding8 the results of the above data to determine model programs for the case 

study, I applied an adaption of Inoue’s (2015) antiracist writing assessment ecologies to 

doctoral writing programs. Considering the twelve model programs through his seven 

ecologies –  power, purposes, people, parts, places, processes, and products – helped frame 

the areas that were most vital for a renovation of the discipline’s doctoral programs. That 

consideration of his ecologies as related to the model programs involved tracking down what 

intersectional courses the programs offer, and whether they are required or elective. Some of 

these intersectional courses were found in the following areas: theory, methods, stand-alone, 

linguistics, rhetoric, composition, new media, technical communication, and others. But 

applying an antiracist writing program assessment ecologies frame required looking at more 

than course offerings. Each program as a whole, from its milestones to its policies, was 

analyzed to uncover what could be learned to create an informed and responsive (Royster, 

2014) blueprint of what a disciplinary renovation might look like.  

Ethics 

 
Given the lack of human subjects in this project, the dissertation was not submitted to 

the Institutional Review Board (IRB). I called the Humanities and Social Sciences 

representative at the UCSB IRB office and they agreed that this project did not require their 

 
 
8 Coding lists are available in Appendix one: Methods.  
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review because all the data collected was publicly available on the departments’ websites or 

the NCTE/CCCC website. The characteristics of the digital environment that were described 

in the theoretical and methodological frames create ethical considerations that I discussed 

with them and made adaptations accordingly.  

First, given the searchability and permanence of digital spaces, I have limited my 

presentation of the data gathered from the large-scale part of the study to aggregates. For 

example, I describe patterns in, for example, ‘theory courses and race’ from across the 

doctoral programs. Second, when discussing the digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces, 

I had to consider the searchability and persistence of digital data. Including quotes, even with 

the consent of some members, could make the groups vulnerable. As such, there are some 

types of digital counterpublics that I use published descriptions of to ground the discussion of 

these digital spaces. For other digital counterpublics, I respect the people who use these 

spaces by not drawing quotes or naming names from user posts, but I name the founders and 

administrative members, which are known to the discipline in part due to the award one of 

these groups has won and the very public nature of another group. I draw quotes from the 

group mission statements and other truly public statements. Overall, the effect is an 

impression of the groups, more than an exacting account, but this method preserved privacy 

while also serving to further the discipline’s discussion of digital publics and provide 

examples of such spaces for graduate students who need them. 

Chapter Summaries 

Instead of the usual five-chapter dissertation, which has one chapter each for the 

Introduction, Literature Review, Methods, Results, and Discussion, I have opted for a three-

“article” dissertation. Each “article” chapter is lengthier than an actual article would be, but 

they are set up such that each chapter discusses a major theme from the dissertation research. 
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They each have a target journal and will be revised after the dissertation to fit the 

expectations of that journal, including word count and style guide. The “Introduction” 

chapter consists of a combined introduction and methods section, as well as an overview of 

the chapters. These chapter overviews include information about which journals I will target 

the three middle chapters when they are revised into articles. Chapter Two focuses on the 

results in the broad view, “by the numbers” analysis of the Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition doctoral programs. Chapter Three proposes the need for a major renovation of 

the discipline as a whole, starting with its doctoral programs. It uses the twelve model 

schools to provide some clarity of vision as to what a structurally supported intersectional 

Writing Studies doctoral program might look like. Chapter Four extends the notion of digital 

publics to include how marginalized groups draw on their histories of physical 

counterpublics in the creation and maintenance of digital publics, while also providing digital 

profiles of the spaces in which graduate students and other scholars are researching and 

enacting intersectional Writing Studies. Chapter Five concludes the dissertation, drawing 

together the common themes and findings, while also considering the major interventions of 

those findings and implications of the research in pedagogy.   

Chapter 1: Introduction and Methods 

The introduction has highlighted some of the recent conversations taking place about 

race and gender in the field of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition. Its focus, however, is not 

on the tumultuousness of these moments, but, rather, why talk, even conversation sparking 

talk, is not enough if not paired with structural disciplinary change. Of course, no one project 

can do everything, so this study focuses on assessing doctoral programs for if and how they 

incorporate intersectional Writing Studies. First, I argued why a detailed, comprehensive 

analysis of Writing Studies doctoral programs is necessary. Then I discussed how a 
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renovation of the discipline is necessary and how the twelve model programs can give 

doctoral program administrators and instructors insight on how to plan and enact that 

renovation. While structural change is being planned and put into action, however, graduate 

students still need spaces to learn and practice intersectional Writing Studies. I argue that 

studying digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces helps expand the discipline’s 

understanding of digital publics and introduces graduate students and their advisors to these 

publics. The main focus of this dissertation will center on how I answered the call for a 

comprehensive review of what the field is doing now, especially in terms of intersectional 

Writing Studies, which programs are studying and embodying intersectional Writing Studies, 

and how these findings can inform the choices made by WRC as a discipline as the twenty-

first century continues.  In the Methods section of the Introduction, I outline the data 

collected and analyzed in this dissertation, as well as the frameworks that guided that 

process.  

Chapter 2: Intersectional writing studies “by the numbers”:  

A numerical analysis of race and gender representation in the structures of writing, 

rhetoric, and composition doctoral programs  

 This chapter firmly establishes the rationale for the study, then moves to outline a 

history of past “reviews of the field”, most of which obscure race and gender as aspects of 

study in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition. The chapter then presents an update on the 

field broadly, providing an overview of the types of courses usually required in doctoral 

programs in WRC. Afterward, it shifts focus to how intersectional Writing Studies is and is 

not represented in these programs. It concludes by illustrating potential pathways forward for 

departments and the discipline. I aim to send this chapter to Rhetoric Review, as the journal 

has a long history of publishing these reviews of the field.  
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Chapter 3: “A New House”:  Renovating Rhetoric and Composition Doctoral Programs 

into Inclusive Spaces 

 Diving deep into twelve case study programs, this chapter focuses on establishing the 

need for structural change in the discipline as a whole and doctoral programs in particular. I 

use responsivity (Royster, 2014) and antiracist writing program assessment ecologies (Inoue, 

2015) to organize my recommendations for how to renovate doctoral programs such that 

intersectional Writing Studies is brought firmly into the center of the discipline. I argue that 

while degree requirements and course content do need to change, these are not the only 

aspects of doctoral programs that need significant revision if they are going to be welcoming 

of first-generation graduate students and other underrepresented minority graduate students. I 

use the twelve model programs to illustrate how these writing program ecologies might 

change so they can be not just inclusive, but anti-racist. This chapter, when revised into an 

article, will first be sent to College Composition and Communication, as its stated purpose 

includes considering race and gender in conjunction with Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition.  

Chapter 4: Digital intersectional publics in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 

 I begin this chapter by establishing why members of Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition have sought digital intersectional Writing Studies publics and how data from 

my analysis of WRC doctoral programs further supports the motivation for graduate students 

may need to look outside their departments for resources and support to undertake 

intersectional Writing Studies scholarship and pedagogy. Because the data from the first 

article makes evident that the vast majority of programs in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition do not offer robust, structural training in intersectional Writing Studies, this 

chapter provides profiles of digital spaces in which graduate students are receiving some 
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training and support, as well as resources for research and teaching in intersectional Writing 

Studies. Graduate students and their advisors alike should find these profiles of digital spaces 

useful in navigating the pursuit of intersectional Writing Studies. This chapter also extends 

existing research on digital publics by developing the terms digital hush harbor, digital salon, 

and digital public squares, while also illustrating how these types of digital publics are used 

by disciplinary members of WRC to find safety amongst themselves and to further develop 

intersectional Writing Studies scholarship and practice. Computers and Composition is the 

first journal I will send this chapter-turned-article, given the journal’s interest in how 

computers affect form and content for written discourse. I hope to push the journal’s 

readership to also consider how the historical and present discourse practices of a user or 

group of users may impact how those users wield computers to affect the form and content of 

their digital spaces and the discourse that takes place therein.  

Chapter 5: Conclusion  

I wrap up the dissertation with a discussion of the key findings of the dissertation and 

how these findings intervene in the discipline. Based on these findings, I discuss structural 

changes to build representation and otherwise renovate doctoral programs. I end with 

implications for pedagogy, because while many of the recommendations within this 

dissertation will take years to truly bear fruit, instructors reading this dissertation may want 

to do something immediately, and I provide examples of how they can do so. I close by 

encouraging those who have read this dissertation to join in the long but necessary labor of 

bending the arc of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition’s disciplinary future toward justice.  
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Chapter 2: Intersectional Writing Studies “By the Numbers”: 

A Numerical Analysis of Race and Gender Representation in the Structures 

of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral programs 

Hardly anyone in the field of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition lived through 

March and April of 2019 without feeling the shockwaves generated by people’s reactions to 

Asao Inoue’s Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC) chair's 

address, titled “How Do We Language So People Stop Killing Each Other, Or What Do We 

Do About White Language Supremacy?” I suspect part of the reason the address so 

effectively unsettled the field is that prevailing notions of what the field is doing in race and 

gender research are swayed by what people perceive to be happening – what they see 

presented at conferences and posted about in the WPA-Listserv or on heavily curated social 

media feeds, Twitter and Facebook in particular. When attending conferences, one can easily 

observe disagreements about the place of gender and race/cultural studies in Rhet/Comp, as 

well as disputes about the extent to which Rhet/Comp is “woke” or how it serves in faculty 

and students of varying minoritized backgrounds. These dissonant perceptions, often 

mediated by race and gender (de Müeller and Ruiz, 2017), are hard for people of color and 

other marginalized people in the field to combat with testimonies of how they experience the 

field. That dissonance has culminated in the wake of the renewed attention to the value of 

Black lives after the death of George Floyd and the cultural and social movement that his 

death has sparked in the country and the discipline, which led to the kairotic release of the 

CCCC Black Linguistic Justice demands (Baker-Bell, Jackson, Johnson, Kynard, McMurtry, 

& Williams-Farrier, 2020). The demands for Black linguistic justice call attention to the 

marginalization of research on Black language and rhetoric, adding to that testifying 

(Smitherman, 1977) a call for the discipline and departments to not just release statements 
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about Black Lives Matter, but make substantial changes to center Black scholars, language, 

and rhetoric in the discipline. 

This dissonance within the field led me to seek out the discipline’s  doctoral programs 

to determine how Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition assesses the value of race and gender 

as subjects of study, theoretical lenses, and methodological practices. Because of the triune 

nature of the discipline, arising through different traditions that bring with them the different 

names and focuses in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition, doctoral programs within the 

discipline go by a variety of names (Phelps & Ackerman, 2010). The most common, 

however, is Rhetoric and Composition. Because both “Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition” 

and “Rhetoric and Composition” are cumbersome phrases, there have been efforts to come 

up with a singular term that references them all. None of these have seemed to take off. The 

discipline was assigned “a code series to rhetoric and composition/writing studies in the 

federal Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP)” (Phelps & Ackerman, 2010, p. 180). 

Thus, even in an official capacity, the discipline is referred to by these three names. In this 

piece, when I refer to “intersectional Writing Studies” I include Rhetoric and Composition in 

the term Writing Studies, despite an awareness that “Writing Studies” does not perfectly 

encompass Rhetoric and Composition. Doctoral programs in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition9 are in the business of producing the discipline’s next generation of scholars, 

instructing students in the key theories, methodologies, and areas of study within the loose 

baggy monster of our discipline. What they teach students reifies what is considered central 

to the discipline, versus what is optional, peripheral, marginal. Throughout this article, I 

 
9  I tend to refer to the doctoral programs as Rhetoric and Composition, because the vast majority of these 
programs describe themselves in this manner; the disciplinary consortium of these doctoral programs is, in fact, 
called the  Consortium of Doctoral Programs in Rhetoric and Composition (Phelps &Ackerman, 2010). I 
abbreviate to Rhet/Comp when referring to doctoral programs, and at times use WRC as an abbreviation for 
Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition as a field.   
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argue that intersectional Writing Studies should be explicitly and structurally brought to the 

center of the discipline. 

Previous reviews of the Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral programs do not 

give a clear picture of what the field as a whole offers its graduate students. Past “articles on 

PhD programs in rhetoric and composition relied solely on survey data, and in many cases 

this methodology included limitations that were not explained or acknowledged in the 

articles” (Reznizki, 2016, p. 40), including low response rates or at times the unavailability of 

the actual survey instruments. While the low response rates are understandable, these 

methodological realities do make it difficult to know what exactly was being offered in the 

field at those times and considerably challenging to perform an updated version of the 

surveys previously deployed. Thus, to begin answering the questions of both if and how 

Rhetoric and Composition doctoral programs are preparing their students to do intersectional 

Writing Studies work, I have performed an analysis of over 78 Rhet/Comp doctoral 

programs10. With the assistance of my research team, I collected data from those doctoral 

programs’ websites, including degree requirements, courses offered in the past three years, 

course descriptions, faculty research areas; emphases offered outside of the department that 

relate broadly to race or gender; within department specializations on race or gender; and 

comprehensive exam lists. I provide a broad view, via descriptive statistics, of what the 

field’s doctoral programs are and are not doing to prepare its graduate students to become 

intersectional Writing Studies scholars. 

 
 
10 This analysis was inspired by similar work performed by Bashi-Treitler, Grue, and Gow (2018) on how 
sociology departments incorporate race and gender in their doctoral programs. 
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New graduate students entering the discipline find it difficult to find concrete data 

about how the field engages with intersectional Writing Studies because, as a review of 

major bibliographic databases within the discipline shows, this research is marginalized. Part 

of the problem is that Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition scholarship itself is marginalized 

in the MLA database, which hosts the annual bibliography for the Conference on College 

Composition and Communication, but otherwise more significantly serves English as a 

discipline. Moreover, MLA’s database is behind a paywall, whereas CompPile11, hosted by 

the Writing Across the Curriculum Clearinghouse, is an open-access Rhetoric and 

Composition bibliography. However, until January 2007, CompPile’s coverage began with 

1939 and ended with 1999. Given that intersectional topics did not appear in noticeable 

enough numbers to be included in reviews of the discipline until 2006 (Pierce & Enos, 2006), 

it makes sense that intersectional topics are underrepresented in CompPile. The open-access 

resource began adding 21st-century citations in January 2007, but due to the mainly 

voluntary nature of this updating process and the limited awareness of intersectional scholars 

and their work in the field as a whole, it is unsurprising that the bibliography is lacking in its 

representation of diverse scholars. In the past, CompPile has relied on scholars reaching out 

and sharing annotated bibliographies like the one submitted by Saenkhum and Matsuda 

(2010)  

However, as noted in listserv and Twitter threads in early 2020, as seen by the 

#CompPileSoWhite, the lack of diversity persists. When I searched the word “Latinx” on 

CompPile in the summer of 2020, only 18 bibliographical results came up. A search of 

“Black rhetoric” yielded three results, with African American rhetoric yielding 25 citations.  

 
11 https://wac.colostate.edu/comppile/search/ 
 
 

https://wac.colostate.edu/comppile/
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Even with the marginal nature of intersectional Writing Studies, this is hardly representative 

of the number of articles and reviews on these topics that have been published. The most 

recent call-out of CompPile in February of 2020, led by Dr. Iris D. Ruiz on Twitter. Dr. Ruiz 

is a leading Latinx scholar at UC Merced who has published work on writing pedagogies for 

Latinx and Indigenous students (UC Merced Writing Program faculty page). When Dr. Ruiz 

searched CompPile and only found three bibliographies related to second-language writers, 

she used the hashtag #CompPileSoWhite to bring this problem to disciplinary notice. After 

the attention brought by this thread, CompPile’s editors sought out the Latinx CCCC Caucus 

for assistance in supplementing their searchable bibliography. The caucus’ bibliography, 

which until recently was only used by members of the caucus, is now available via Google 

Doc on CompPile. 

Writing Studies Tree12 is another volunteer-driven resource for finding scholars in 

Writing Studies. The website is a “crowdsourced database of academic genealogies” that 

serves as “an interactive archive for recording and mapping scholarly relationships in 

Composition and Rhetoric and adjacent disciplines” (Writing Studies Tree, 2020). As is the 

case for CompPile, the voluntary nature of the updates means that they are often sporadic. 

Writing Studies Tree is also similarly less than robust in its representation of the connections 

of Black and Latinx scholars. For example, despite having been made the rank of Associate 

Professor, writing seminal articles in Writing Program Administration, and co-editing the 

award-winning book Black Perspectives on Writing Program Administration: From the 

Margins to the Center, Black feminist scholar Staci Perryman-Clark’s entry merely has her 

name. It does not include her university or position, where she studies, who mentored her, 

who she has mentored, who she works with, etc. On the other hand, White feminist scholar 

 
12  https://www.writingstudiestree.org/ 
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Jenn Fishman, perhaps because her scholarly mentor is Andrea Lunsford, has her places of 

study, where she has worked, one person mentored, 14 people she has worked alongside, and 

8 scholarly “siblings” (people share the same mentor). I chose these two women as examples 

because they are both successful women in the field who participate in the discipline through 

scholarship, conference attendance, and feminist mentorship. Both have been welcoming of 

me as a graduate student, which is part of why they came to mind when I started searching 

for people in the Writing Studies Tree. Yet, the difference in their representation in the 

database is stark. 

Further, conferences such as the Cultural Rhetorics biennial conference and the 

Feminisms and Rhetorics biennial conference, where intersectional Writing Studies are 

centered, can be difficult for financially challenged graduate students to access. At some 

graduate schools, student stipends have decreased even as the cost of living has increased (U 

of CA Office of the President, 2010). That inverse relationship can put graduate students at 

and below the poverty level at some institutions (Ludwig, 2015). While this is not a good 

situation for any graduate student, African American and Hispanic graduate students13 were 

more likely than their White peers to report being financially insecure and food insecure (U 

of CA Office of the President, 2017). Even the larger conferences, such as the Conference on 

College Composition and Communication (CCCC) and Rhetoric Society of America (RSA), 

wherein I have found the most fruitful in-person communities for intersectional Writing 

Studies, can be difficult for graduate students to take advantage of due to financial issues. 

 
 

 
 
13 I use the demographic language of the survey and report in this sentence.  
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Intersectional Writing Studies: Defined and contextualized 

At its core, intersectional Writing Studies continually seeks to observe and analyze 

how race, gender, class, and other matrices of power influence the practice and study of 

writing. An intersectional Writing Studies honors the academic traditions already present in 

the field that address issues of race, gender, class, and other marginalized identities: feminist 

rhetorics, African American rhetoric, cultural rhetorics, indigenous and decolonial 

epistemologies, Latinx rhetorics, crip rhetorics, queer writing studies theories, Black queer 

literacies, and blue-collar rhetorics. These parts of the discipline have deep, rich traditions 

and active, fertile presents. I do not posit the term intersectional Writing Studies to obscure 

that work. Instead, I choose, in the spirit of intersectionality, to push back against the 

discreteness of these labels. Should there be a feminist rhetorics that does not consider 

gender or class? Unequivocally, no. To consider the rights and needs of women, but not to 

consider the impacts of race, class, or sexuality smacks of white supremacy. Can there be an 

African American rhetoric that does not consider gender or class? Kimberlé Crenshaw (1991) 

coined the term intersectionality because legally and otherwise, to consider the power 

dynamics or race without also considering gender and class was exclusionary and led to 

Black women in particular not able to find legal protection under laws delineated just for race 

or just for gender (Crenshaw, 1991). Thus, instead of sublimating these parts of the 

discipline, intersectional Writing Studies works to bring them all into a working tandem that 

is welcoming to scholars doing intersectional Writing Studies work in the different though 

overlapping subdisciplines of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition. Scholars who do 

intersectional Writing Studies tend to work toward shaping the field such that the most 

marginalized are brought into the center through intellectual, interpersonal, and financial 
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equity. They work to ensure that disciplinary meaning-making includes intersectionality at 

the forefront, not as an afterthought.  

Shirley Wilson Logan is a strong example of someone who does intersectional 

Writing Studies. Currently a full Professor of English at the University of Maryland, she 

teaches rhetoric and composition courses along with African American literature. Her 

research, in particular, stands out as intersectional. Both With Pen and Voice: A Critical 

Anthology of Nineteenth-Century African-American Women and “We are Coming”: The 

Persuasive Discourse of Nineteenth-Century Black are foundational womanist14 texts, 

intentionally focusing on how the intersections of race and gender impacted the discourse 

and writings of African-American women of the nineteenth century, such as Ida B Wells, 

Anna Julia Cooper, Victoria Matthews, and Frances Harper. Logan also publishes on 

liberation language practices in rhetorical education in the 19th, 20th, and 21st centuries (Logan, 

2003, 2006, 2008, 2011). Her service to the field echoes these efforts, from her co-editing of 

the Southern Illinois University Press series Studies in Rhetorics and Feminisms15 to her time 

as president of the Coalition of Women Scholars in the History of Rhetoric and Composition. 

She has served on several boards for conferences and other organizations in the discipline – 

she has worked to have seats at several tables. 

With this background, it is then unsurprising that Shirley Wilson Logan (2011) wrote 

an essay for the National Council of Teachers of English NCTE/Conference on College 

Composition and Communication (NCTE/CCCC) on the values of the organization and the 

 
14 Womanism, briefly defined, is a type of feminism that focuses on the causes and concerns of Black women. 
It developed along the same time period as black feminism. For a more in-depth understanding of womanism, I 
highly recommend beginning by reading Alice Walker’s essay “In Search of our Mothers’ Gardens”, though 
Logan’s own work defines and contextualizes womanism in relation to rhetoric and composition. 

 
15 For a direct link to the series: 
http://www.siupress.com/(S(o1igg0yvc3iocd55z1zxnoqj))/Catalog/BrowseSeries.aspx?AspxAutoDetectCookie
Support=1 
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discipline more broadly. In “Sustaining NCTE Values”, Logan (2011) establishes 

connections between the values of NCTE/CCCC and the intersectional identities of its 

students and scholars. The first value she discusses is the value of writing, describing 

NCTE/CCCC as the “principal professional organization supporting research and teaching in 

the field of writing and advocating writing as a central tool for learning, thinking, and 

communication” (Logan, 2011, p. 64). Immediately after introducing this value statement, 

Logan spends time engaging in the debate around what makes “good writing”, in part 

because “all too often we assume that everyone knows what it is, who has the ability to 

produce it, and who does not” (Logan, 2011, p. 64). She points directly toward the 

NCTE/CCCC position statement affirming a Students’ Right to their Own Language 

(SRTOL). She implores readers to continue questioning:  

What [does it mean] to teach English? How does the teaching of English change in an 

increasingly global community where most English is spoken and written by people 

who have never been to the United States or even communicated with Americans? 

How can NCTE help us writing teachers expand our students’ understanding of the 

extent to which the dialect of American Standard Written English we offer them is 

one of many (p. 64).  

These questions fall well within the considerations of intersectional Writing Studies. The 

results discussed in this chapter and other findings produced out of this study can be useful 

for considering how we train teachers of English to continue answering these questions. 

Intersectional Writing Studies can work toward meeting the Black Linguistic Justice 

demands (Baker-Bell, Jackson, Johnson, Kynard, McMurtry, & Williams-Farrier, 2020) by 

addressing Logan’s last question, that what Baker-Bell (2020) calls White Mainstream 
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English is only one dialect of English. Moreover, intersectional Writing Studies can help 

scholars and instructors alike better represent the diversity and value of the Englishes and 

other languages that students bring to the classroom. 

Logan (2011) also establishes the value of diversity to NCTE/CCCC. As she 

mentions, these organizations have put their money where their mouth is: 

CCCC, for example, offers financial support to various categories of participants so 

that they can attend the Annual Convention and thus ensure diverse representation. 

The Chairs' Memorial Scholarship, the Scholars for the Dream Travel Award, the 

Professional Equity Project Grants, and the Tribal College Faculty Fellowship also all 

work toward that goal. NCTE currently posts at least 29 statements affirming or 

reaffirming various kinds of diversity (“NCTE Position Statements on Diversity”). 

This financial support from the leading organization within the discipline allows students the 

opportunity not just to actually attend this major conference, with all the attendant benefits of 

conference attendance, but also introduces them to the discipline as key graduate students to 

watch. This introduction can pay dividends in both opportunities for research and service in 

the field outside of one’s home institution. Additionally, being introduced in this way can put 

graduate students on potential search committees’ radar. These scholarships provide 

substantive, structural support to students, many of whom are engaged in intersectional 

Writing Studies. 

Logan (2011) posits a question that does not merely resonate with my own research 

question, but also cuts to the quick of what the discipline needs to decide as it moves into this 

next decade of the 21st century: “how do we increasingly frame these activities and 

conversations” (Logan, 2011, p. 66) [about SRTOL, intersectionality, and other identity-

related topics] might “inspire, challenge, and sustain” the discipline? (Logan, 2011, p. 67). 
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Reviews of the field, a brief history 

By reviewing articles that analyze doctoral programs collectively, I demonstrate that 

in the past, intersectional Writing Studies has been largely ignored in these reviews and, 

when present, lumped with and sublimated into other specializations. Following this review, 

I reveal the current, complex, marginality of intersectional Writing Studies in Rhet/Comp 

doctoral programs and point to a way forward that structurally brings intersectional Writing 

Studies into the center of the work we do. To provide background on the methodological 

choices behind this study, while also contextualizing this study in the history of the 

discipline, I use the paragraphs that follow to narrate a textual timeline of past structural 

reviews of the field’s doctoral programs. I start with reviews conducted in the 1980s, when 

the discipline began its doctoral specializations and programs, and continue up through the 

early twenty-first century. This overview contextualizes where this article fits within the 

birds-eye-view studies of the field previously published in Rhetoric Review, amongst other 

locations. Detailed reviews of this history exist already. I particularly recommend 

Skeffington’s (2010) piece, in which she spends several pages carefully describing and 

contextualizing the pieces I briefly mention that predate her article. 

Thirty years before Skeffington’s (2010) discussion of specializations in Rhetoric and 

Composition, Lauer (1980) examined the early structures of the field. In her 1980 article, 

“Doctoral programs in rhetoric”, Lauer focuses on the formative questions about the field: 

• What ought to constitute the core of studies in a graduate program in rhetoric? 

• What proportions of the coursework should be devoted to historical and modern 

theory? 

• What other disciplines are important for the study of rhetoric, such as literature, 

linguistics, communication, education, philosophy, or psychology? 
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Rhet/comp scholars have asked these questions in several studies over the past four decades;  

in recent years, though, the question of whether intersectional topics – like race, gender, and 

class – should be a core part of rhetoric and composition graduate programs has come to the 

forefront. I argue that intersectional Writing Studies should be brought to the core of doctoral 

programs’ course content. The study of rhetoric is deeply about rhetors and audiences, and 

race, gender, and class identities impact both the rhetor’s motivations for rhetorical 

communication and the audience’s perceptions of the rhetor and their message. Yet, I do 

understand the questions surrounding whether courses on these topics should become part of 

the core curriculum of Rhet/Comp graduate programs and, if they should, how to go about 

doing so. Should programs design separate courses or integrate the topics into existing core 

courses, or should there be some of both? And who should teach these courses? What 

training should instructors be expected to have so they can sensitively engage in challenging 

topics – like race, gender, or class – with their students? These questions, while perhaps 

daunting at first, are still well-worth taking the time to answer. Lauer (1980) cites the 

Rhetoric Society’s first constitution, in which it stated in 1971 that its purposes were to 

“gather information from all relevant fields of study…, to identify new areas within the study 

of rhetoric in which research is especially needed, and to stimulate such research” (p. 191). I 

wholeheartedly believe that intersectional Writing Studies falls within this purpose for not 

just the Rhetoric Society, but the field as a whole. 

         Not all the reviews of the field in the earlier years were based on what programs were 

doing at that time. Others, like Covino, Johnson, & Feehan’s (1980) study, focused more on 

what Rhet/Comp graduate students and faculty envisioned for the discipline, what their 

attitudes were about the discipline and its core values. After mailing 920 copies of a 

questionnaire to 45 universities, Covino et al. (1980) received 395 completed questionnaires 
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from 31 institutions. Respondents included faculty (212) and grad students (183). Of 

particular interest to my research, Covino et al. (1980) include a list of course titles the 

respondents thought should be included in a Rhet/Comp doctoral program. These titles 

include: Theoretical Analysis of Western Discourse, History of Literary Criticism, The 

Rhetoric of Written Composition, Current Theories of Composition, Classical Rhetoric, 

Major Figures in Modern Rhetoric, General Linguistics, Psycholinguistics, Sociolinguistics, 

Educational Psychology, Test Construction and Evaluation, Literary Periods, Literary 

Genres. Table 1 in Appendix Three shows the percentage of respondents who supported 

these courses belonging to Rhet/Comp doctoral programs. When I first read this article, I 

wondered how many programs still offer these courses or similar ones. While the research 

question that propelled the larger study from which this article draws focuses on 

intersectional Writing Studies, I did collect sufficient data to answer this curiosity. Table 2 in 

Appendix Three shows the percent of programs offering these courses, as well as other core 

courses that are now in the doctoral curriculum. 

Chapman & Tate (1987), like Lauer (1980), profiles Rhet/Comp doctoral programs; 

38 in total. The Consortium of Doctoral Programs in Rhetoric and Composition has prepared 

a similar document with program profiles, which is now available on the CCCC Doctoral 

Consortium website16.  Chapman and Tate (1987) found that while 53 of the surveyed 

schools that responded positively that graduate students could specialize in Rhet/Comp, only 

38 of these schools (the same 38 included in the Consortium’s profiles) could provide written 

materials substantiating this claim and many admitted that their programs were either not 

formally recognized or did not have sufficient faculty to sustain their program. In my 

 
16 https://ccccdoctoralconsortium.org/members/ 
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research, I found 91 programs that offer specializations in Rhet/Comp and regularly produce 

students who successfully defended their dissertations. Now, we have a robust and 

sustainable discipline. 

Chapman and Tate’s (1987) study of the discipline in its nascent stages went beyond 

profiling Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition’s doctoral programs. They also discussed 

themes found in graduate programs broadly, multidisciplinary programs, and integrated 

programs. Considering these themes led Chapman and Tate (1987) to wonder what the 

primary mission of then mainly literature departments should be, as:  

programs in rhetoric and composition are not the only force within the English  

department creating this struggle for definition. The ascendency of new literary 

theories, the influence of minority studies, and the ‘literacy crisis’ could also be cited 

as exerting a powerful force against traditional literary specializations (Chapman & 

Tate, 1987, p. 133).  

While there are more Rhet/Comp doctoral programs now than in 1987, the debates as to what 

constitutes the primary mission of Rhet/Comp programs continues. Chapman and Tate 

(1987) argue that the “better programs in rhetoric are marked not only by wider offerings, but 

by a substantial core of required courses that provide a philosophical unity to the diverse 

offerings in various sub-disciplines” (p. 129). I agree, and I imagine most of my colleagues 

reading this article would as well, but I think what those core required courses are, what they 

should contain, and how they should be taught are the real issue at hand. 

One course worth deliberating is Classical Rhetoric, which Enos (1989) discusses in-

depth, using the information made available in Chapman & Tate’s (1987) program profiles. 

The main thrust of her article is that “classical rhetoric … is a core requirement in 50 percent 

of the programs in contrast to the 91 percent of programs requiring composition theory” 
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(Enos, 1989, p. 45) which supports her concern that a student could “have a Ph.D. specialty 

in rhetoric and composition without having had a course in classical rhetoric” (Enos, 1989, p. 

45). The Chapman/Tate survey “showed that our doctoral programs in rhetoric and 

composition lack uniformity,” which my own research confirms17. It remains true that the 

most consistent offerings across Rhet/Comp doctoral programs are skill-based, including 

graduate teacher training and research methods, with a 25% gap in coverage at doctoral 

programs between those skill-based courses (approximately 60% of programs) and rhetoric 

or composition courses (approximately 25%)18. Enos (1989) confirms Chapman & Tate’s 

observation that “instead of a well-defined core of related courses, many programs require 

only a certain number of hours in the area” (Chapman & Tate, 1987, p. 129). These sorts of 

menu programs or programs in which students must only take a certain number of units or 

credit hours in an area are fairly common now, over 30 years later. While there is some 

uniformity regarding the most frequently offered courses, as seen in Table 2, there is 

certainly a lack of consistency broadly, and the specific courses likely vary significantly. 

An in-depth study of the syllabi for these core courses would help provide greater 

clarity on this issue, taking an intersectional approach to the type of work Pierce and Enos 

(2006) did in their survey of over 500 Rhet/Comp faculty about their programs’ curriculum 

and textbooks.  In that study, they found Composition Theory and Practices of Teaching were 

the most frequently mentioned core courses, followed by research methods (Pierce & Enos, 

2006), while the least taught courses were: “assessment, discourse analysis, argumentation, 

ethnic studies, writing centers, computers and composition, linguistics, professional or 

 
17 When I preview my own research in this section, I do so to define my terms and the scope of the project. 
 
18 See Table 2 in Appendix 3: Oversized images and tables.  
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technical writing, technical communication, writing across the curriculum, visual 

communication, and writing program administration” ((Pierce & Enos, 2006, p. 205). These 

lesser taught and often optional specializations are becoming more visible in job ads. 

Graduate students seem to be aware of this, as Pierce and Enos (2006) found that “graduate 

student work was ahead of the core curriculum as dissertations were on specialized topics 

outside of core coursework” (p. 216). However, it is hard to tell from their study exactly 

which specialized topics these dissertations focused on. 

One of the problems in tracking the development of specializations within the field is 

the ways they are categorized. Looking at ethnic studies and cultural rhetorics as 

specializations, Skeffington (2010) found that in 1994, eleven Rhet/Comp doctoral programs 

offered courses or emphases in cultural studies or critical theory. She defines “cultural 

studies broadly, including courses such as feminist rhetorics, critical theory, and race theory. 

These types of courses all stem from the so-called cultural turn in composition, and they all 

address the need for attention to the social contexts of writing” (Skeffington, 2010, p. 67). By 

2000, thirty-two of the sixty-five programs surveyed offered emphases or required courses in 

cultural studies. The problem with lumping together such distinctly different courses is two-

fold: it can a) inflate the representation of these courses inaccurately and b) it makes it 

difficult for future researchers to get an accurate picture of which of these subcategories 

within cultural rhetorics are actually being taught.  

To be clear, intersectional Writing Studies is not about this type of lumping together 

in terms of empirical research. The various cultural sub-fields (Skeffington, 2010) do not 

necessarily bring to mind how these identities and sub-fields overlap, and yet have their 

necessary differences of focus.  By its definition, intersectionality posits that these identities 

are connected. Intersectional Writing Studies serves as a welcoming term to gather together 
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the various ways in which Writing Studies considers identity, power, rhetoric, and 

composition; it is a particularly useful frame because of the nature of intersectionality as a 

term and theoretical lens, which is grounded in parsing out how one identity overlaps and 

influences the experience of another identity, with power always considered (Crenshaw, 

1991; Collins, 1990/2008). Choosing to use intersectional Writing Studies as a frame for 

research, teaching, and re-designing doctoral programs can keep researchers, teachers, and 

doctoral program administrators accountable for these intersecting identities and the power 

dynamics that impact them. As you can see in the results below, I have disaggregated race 

from gender to give a clearer picture to readers, while also providing a streamlined birds-eye 

view. Other parts of this study19 further tease apart “race” and “gender” into their specific 

subcategories and provide more specific examples of what this looks like on a course title 

and description level. 

In terms of course titles offered in more recent years, Reznizki (2016) and I found 

similarities in terms of which courses are most represented in Rhet/Comp doctoral 

programs20. In particular: Rhetoric and History of Rhetoric courses (70 programs), Research 

Methods (70 programs), Composition Theory (64 programs), and Practicum/Graduate 

Teacher Training courses (58 programs). My research question focused primarily on 

intersectional course offerings and core courses, so I did not track other specializations, such 

as Writing Program Administration. You can see in Table 221, however, that the other 

specializations Reznizki (2016) found, such as ESL/Linguistics (31 programs), Technology 

(26 programs), and Literacy (11 programs), were present in my findings. Because we had 

 
19 Dissertation chapter 4: “Digital intersectional publics in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition” 
 
20 There are some differences in Reznizki (2016)’s findings and my own, though they are due mostly to the 
ways in which we name and group the courses. My naming choices are heavily influenced by Covino et al.’s 
survey, whereas Reznizki’s were more based on creating generalizable names for the courses.  
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different systems for sorting courses, our numbers are not a clear match, but the clear 

demarcations between “core courses” and “specializations” still track well between the two 

studies.  

Specializations, as Reznizki (2016) rationalized them, had two main purposes: “to 

address the diverse research interests of the students” so graduate students can prepare for 

their dissertation and career research interests, as well as to “cover interests of faculty” (p. 

86). Because these specialized courses are on the periphery, taught in small numbers, and 

usually not required, they only impact students who actively want to take these courses, not 

the program as a whole. Organizing courses in this way creates the impression to students 

that core courses are “the most important in these programs and are essential for both 

teaching and research” (Reznizki, 2016, p. 90). Yet, this does not mean that specializations, 

particularly ones related to race, gender, and class, lack importance or that they are not 

essential for teaching and research in the 21st century; it means that doctoral programs do not 

structurally view them that way, even if graduate students themselves think they are, even if 

they are the topics that undergraduates consider important, or what jobs are requiring 

(Skeffington, 2010). It indicates that it can be difficult to make structural changes or to 

accommodate specializations into the core coursework, especially when there is a lack of 

vision for what it might look like to do so. 

Lacking a vision for how to structurally change Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 

doctoral programs such that they center intersectional Writing Studies scholarship is 

understandable, but at this pivotal stage in our discipline’s trajectory, it is no longer a 

sufficient excuse for inaction. Part of this lack of vision is rooted in gaps from these previous 

reviews of doctoral programs. Race and gender, in terms of faculty or student scholarship and 

 
21 See Table 2 in Appendix 3: Oversized images and tables. 
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course content, are largely left out all but the most recent studies (Skeffington, 2010; 

Reznizki, 2016). If, as the reviews have indicated, the discipline values its students' readiness 

as teachers and researchers to the point that graduate teacher preparation courses and 

research methods courses are offered at least as frequently as courses in rhetoric and 

composition (Pierce & Enos, 2006; Reznizki, 2016), then it indicates that the field values 

teaching and research. If the field does value teaching and research, then it needs to consider 

how race, gender, class, and other marginalized identities relate to the teaching and research 

of writing, rhetoric, and composition. That consideration should not be placed solely on the 

backs of those who most embody those identities, but, instead, it should be the responsibility 

of the whole discipline. Without a clear idea of what the discipline’s doctoral programs are 

teaching students about how race, gender, and other identities are related to the study of 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition, it is hard to have a clear vision of what to do next. I 

performed my own, targeted review of the discipline’s doctoral programs in order to help 

build that clear vision.  

Methods 

Researcher’s Positionality 

Being one of the only and feeling like you carry “the weight of the race,” is a 

common burden amongst underrepresented minority (URM) college students.  I well 

remember that feeling from my years as a Black undergrad at a predominantly White 

university. This circumstance is unlikely to change as I continue my career, given that, of 

full-time faculty in the United States, only three percent are Black females (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 2018). Yet, despite the obstacles I may face in the academy, I am 

committed to structuring my research, service, and teaching in order to serve my students and 

colleagues who feel that same isolation due to the marginalization resident in stratifying 
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systems like race, gender, et al. I am a cis-gendered Black woman who grew up in a working-

class, military family. My view of the vineyard that is academia (Pritchard, 2017; Royster & 

Kirsch, 2012) allows me to see things that are in the periphery for other researchers, yet also 

helps me understand that I have areas that require research and active rhetorical listening to 

uncover. I also use my team of research assistants not just to collect data, but to check my 

biases as a graduate student deeply invested in the academic community actively building 

intersectional Writing Studies. 

Framework  

The primary theoretical and methodological frames used to build this research study 

are intersectionality, grounded in its original Black feminist principles, yet applied to a wider 

range of marginalized identities, followed by a critical digital literacy frame. Intersectionality 

would not exist without Black feminism; but, as Collins (1990/2008), one of the original 

intersectional theorists, observed, it has been used in a wide range of contexts (Collins & 

Bilge, 2016). Intersectionality has now been applied in a wide variety of Ethnic Studies 

disciplines in addition to making sure that Whiteness is not made invisible or assumptive 

(Collins & Bilge, 2016); it is also used by activists across the globe (Collins & Bilge, 2016; 

Fleming, 2017). Intersectionality is an increasingly popular lens through which scholars view 

theory and methods. Yet because it is such a flexibly applicable theoretical frame, it is at 

times employed without an understanding of the history from which it arose, which at times 

weakens the impact of intersectionality as a framework. Due to marginalization in both Black 

and feminist activist and academic spheres, an epistemological space for Black women was 

and is needed. Black feminism provides that space. How was such a space created? There are 

whole books on this topic, but what follows is a brief historical rundown. The Combahee 

River Collective was founded in 1974, providing a counter-public for Black women to speak 
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about the multi-layered oppressions of their daily lives. Their “A Black feminist statement”, 

released in 1981, marked a clear moment in Black feminist history in which they refused to 

prioritize either their racial or gender identities. Publications produced by hooks (1981/2015), 

Lorde (1984/2007), and Walker (2011) throughout the 1970s and 1980s joined with those 

circulated by the Combahee River Collective and, together paved the way for Crenshaw to 

coin the term intersectionality and for Collins to publish a book on Black feminist thought.  

         Intersectionality is already present in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition, but 

Duthely (2017) and Pough (2011) both make the strong case that rather than being perpetual 

“outsiders-within” (Collins, 1980/2008), i.e., part of the academy but kept on the periphery, 

intersectional Writing Studies needs “to be inserted into the mainstream” (Duthely, 2017, p. 

202) of the discipline. In this study, I intentionally first gathered information on the 

mainstream, the commonplace of the discipline to determine what exactly the mainstream 

looks like for our discipline, in this case in its doctoral programs. Previous reviews of the 

discipline, even the most recent (Pierce & Enos, 2006; Reznizki, 2016; Skeffington, 2010), 

tend to simply describe what the commonplace requirements of the discipline are, as 

reflected in that data collection, adding some commentary on how things have changed over 

time and what that may mean for the discipline. Instead of following that path, I intend to 

disrupt the usual academic discourse of doctoral student preparation and “wreck it” (Pough, 

2004) by centering race and gender as key aspects of that training which, based on the data 

below, are largely kept in the margins of doctoral programs or are lacking altogether. 

         This Black feminist scholarly wreck is meant not just to break things for the sake of 

it; rather, it is meant, like in any renovation project, to break down walls in order to make 

better what lies inside them and make more open the spaces which people inhabit. Indeed, 

this scholarly wreck will call attention to the power dynamics embedded in the discipline 
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while creating an opportunity for reflection on the field’s identity in both the physical and 

digital environments it inhabits. More than that, the work displayed in this paper points to 

real possibilities for change that truly welcome the currently marginalized, building a longer 

table instead of making folks stand in the back of the room. Doing this sort of scholarly 

wreck required me to not just collect data on what is required in doctoral programs, but to 

look at the electives that were ‘offered’, but at varying regularity of access. It also required 

looking at course descriptions to see if perhaps some of the required courses that did not, by 

their titles, seem intersectional, might include race or gender-related topics in their substance. 

I also needed to see if faculty who research intersectional topics were present in these 

doctoral programs and thus available as resources. The analysis required not just looking for 

surface terms related to race and gender, but also the coded phrases that stand for race and 

gender, like citizenship or professionalism, that are deeply tied to the power structures related 

to race and gender so clearly articulated by Black feminist writers. 

         Power structures are also a key part of critical digital literacy and its methods of 

analysis. According to Martin and Grudziecki (2007), digital literacy is “the awareness, 

attitude and ability of individuals’ to use digital tools for communication, expression and 

social action in specific life situations” (p. 250-253). It was my deliberate choice to focus on 

programmatic data that was publicly available on Rhet/Comp Ph.D. websites because of the 

specific life situation potential graduate students experience. The process of deciding which 

graduate schools to apply to is heavily influenced by many factors, including finances, 

geography, and prestige, among others, but one significant factor is the program’s website; 

the information available on the program, such as faculty research areas, course offerings, 

concentrations available, and job placement rates, all influence student decisions about the 

programs to which they should apply. 
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Critical digital literacies, as a theoretical and methodological frame, provide critical 

questions with which I analyzed the information provided on Rhet/Comp PhD websites. In 

particular, I enact Goodfellow’s (2011) assertions that critical digital literacies should be 

asking the hard questions of whose literacies are dominant, marginalized, resistant, harmful, 

and restorative. Further, critical digital literacy leads one to go beyond simply assessing the 

power structures of those literacies; rather, it asks what about those literacies makes them 

that way. In the case of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition as a discipline, the methods of 

analysis described below are used to determine what literacies and rhetorics are valued by 

assessing their positioning as courses that required, elective, or offered at all, if they are 

studied by the WRC scholars in these institutions, and if the programs produce scholars who 

engage in these topics in their dissertations. 

One key aspect of the digital environment necessary to understand critical digital 

literacies is how the concept of public is different than in unmediated publics: persistence, 

searchability, replicability, and invisible audiences (boyd, 2007). Of particular importance for 

this study are searchability, replicability, and invisible audiences. Of course, search 

algorithms are complex things, and the invisible audiences – regular users, advertisers, and 

the owners of the social media and search engines that are used – can impact results of the 

search and how those results are used in the present and future (Noble, 2018). The invisible 

audiences of Rhet/Comp program websites include potential graduate students, their mentors 

and advisors, and other programs seeking to understand what other departments are offering. 

I focus here on the first two categories. Potential graduate students and even currently 

enrolled students use the information shared on their programs’ websites to make decisions 

about which classes they take. If a course title or description is not made publicly available 

on a Ph.D. programs’ website – i.e., if a program only uses the university’s course enrollment 
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website to detail courses beyond their course number and occasionally their title, then 

students can have a difficult time genuinely assessing whether or not a department offers 

intersectional Writing Studies options. When the information is available to the public, then 

it is searchable to both potential students and their advisors helping them to assess programs 

of study. While I could have chosen to solicit programs who either did not list course 

descriptions on their websites or only did so for the most recent academic year, I chose not to 

in order to demonstrate what was available for the invisible audiences who most need that 

information. 

Replicability in the context of critical digital literacy simply means that what we post 

on the internet is not truly private, because screenshots can be taken within “private” groups 

or password-protected sections of websites. The simple action of copy and paste can facilitate 

this replicability, but so too can sharing a website, image, video, etc. on social media sites, 

such as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter or the increasingly popular TikTok. The replicability of 

anything posted on the internet can be a mixed danger and blessing; things one may not want 

to be shared – such as the lack of any faculty of color in a department, or the lack of any 

course offerings related to race or gender in the context of Writing Studies –  can be sent out 

to thousands and millions of users, but it also means that messages you do want to be shared 

can similarly go viral and impact far more people than was conceivable for the average 

person twenty years ago. Indeed, programs might share aspects of their websites via social 

media to increase the likelihood they would be seen by a variety of students. My 

methodology takes advantage of not just the shareable nature of websites, such as the 

examples above, but the ease of data collection; my research team and I were able to copy 

and paste course titles and descriptions, among the other information described in the section 
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that immediately follows, into excel documents, and once collected, organize and code said 

data. 

Data Collection 

With a team of undergraduate researchers, I gathered degree requirement information, course 

descriptions, and both faculty and student research interests in order to paint a picture of how 

students in those doctoral programs were prepared to research or teach courses on race or 

gender. Because university websites tend to have a time gap, I also drew from the program 

profiles assembled by the Consortium of Doctoral Programs in Rhetoric and Composition 

(CDPRC). I triangulated between both rhetmap and CDPRC to create a list of WRC doctoral 

programs. My team of undergraduate research assistants and I assembled a corpus of the data 

available from the aforementioned resources, which was collected in 2019. Data regarding 

official program training on race and gender was primarily gathered from materials available 

on department websites and the Consortium of Doctoral Programs in Rhetoric and 

Composition (CDPRC) 

From the department websites and CDPRC, my research team and I collected the 

information listed in the bulleted items that immediately follow this paragraph, which were 

organized into an Excel document on Box to allow for asynchronous and multi-location data 

entry by undergraduate researchers (URs) and myself, as well as password-protected storage 

of the data. Official program information gathered includes degree requirements; courses 

offered in the past three years (most Ph.D. students complete their coursework in 2-3 years); 

course descriptions; faculty research areas; emphases offered outside of the department that 

relate broadly to race or gender; within department specializations on race or gender; and 

comprehensive exam lists. Preliminary codes were developed by the research team and 

refined after a test analysis and round of norming (Saldaña, 2013). Based on the work done 
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by Bashi-Treitler, Grue, and Gow (2018), attention is paid to what their study of Sociology 

PhD programs found as key indicators of intersectional Sociology programs. The indicators 

are as follows: intersectional courses offered in the past three years; number and frequency of 

those courses; whether those courses were required or elective; and the number of faculty 

who study intersectional Writing Studies. Determining how the programmatic data best fit 

the above categories help guided by creating a list of key intersectional Writing Studies terms 

(Blair, 2014; Lauer, 1980; Miller, 2014; Prendergast, 1998; Pritchard, 2017; Royster, 1996; 

Royster & Williams, 1999; Smitherman, 1977; Villanueva & Moeggenberg, 2018) that were 

defined, normed, and added to by the research team members. 

While the analysis did not include a review of syllabi, because reviewing all the 

syllabi of every course offered in every Rhet/Comp doctoral program was beyond the scope 

of this study, course titles and descriptions were analyzed. As described in the 

methodological framework above, I chose to limit the data to that which would be available 

to future graduate students making decisions about where they might pursue a doctorate that 

allows them to truly be prepared to engage in intersectional Writing Studies, while also 

giving schools a basis for comparison as they develop and refine their own programs 

(Chapman & Tate, 1987). 

Given the lack of human subjects in this project, it was not submitted to the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB). I did call the Humanities and Social Sciences 

representative at the UCSB IRB office and they agreed that this project did not require their 

review, due to the fact that all the data collected was publicly available on the departments’ 

websites or the NCTE/CCCC website. The characteristics of the digital environment that 

were described in the theoretical and methodological frames create ethical considerations that 

must be considered. First, given the searchability and permanence of digital spaces, I have 
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limited my presentation of the data gathered from the large-scale part of the study to 

aggregates. For example, I describe patterns in ‘theory courses and race’ from across the 

doctoral programs. The results of this analysis, which may unsettle some and confirm others’ 

suspicions, offer clarity and, with it, hope for a path forward. 

Department degree requirements: a look to the past and the present 

While I gathered the data described above in order to perform an analysis of structural 

representations of intersection Writing Studies in Rhet/Comp doctoral programs, I also found 

myself with data that tracked what core required courses doctoral programs offered. The 

most recent similar analysis was compiled in 2016 but seems not to have been published 

outside of a dissertation (Reznizki, 2016), and the most recent work before that was based 

primarily on past studies’ survey data and information from the Consortium of Doctoral 

Programs in Rhetoric, which contains course titles for requirements, but the profiles tend not 

to contain elective classes or course descriptions for any courses (Skeffington, 2010). 

Moreover, Skeffington’s (2010) article does not include a clear representation of the data 

collected, but mainly focuses on Skeffington’s (2010) insights from past studies and their 

own findings, without sharing details regarding what their findings were. Because of these 

observations of the most recent studies, I considered it worthwhile to include an overview of 

the core degree requirements for those in the field who would find such information helpful, 

such as graduate students considering programs and program administrators making 

decisions about the structure of their departments. 

The past vs the present: degree-required core courses 

As mentioned above, Covino, Johnson, and Feehan’s (1980) article presented what 

their survey respondents thought were the courses doctoral programs in Rhetoric and 

Composition should offer, as well as the percentage of different respondents who supported 
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the inclusion of those courses. Covino et al. (1980) organized the respondents into four 

groups: English department faculty, English department graduate students, faculty in those 

departments who teach Rhet/Comp courses, and graduate students in the department 

specializing in Rhet/Comp. To create the ranked-order list, as seen in Table 122, I averaged 

the percentages of supporting faculty and graduate student participants who are affiliated 

with Rhet/Comp. These course titles were as followed, listed from most supported to least 

supported: General Linguistics (81.2%), Classical Rhetoric (80.3%), Major Figures in 

Modern Rhetoric (75.1%), Theoretical Analysis of Western Discourse (62.4%), Educational 

Psychology (47.7%), Current Theories of Composition (35.1%), Literary Periods (34.1%), 

History of Literary Criticism (29.2%), Psycholinguistics (26.9%), The Rhetoric of Written 

Composition (19.9%), Test Construction and Evaluation (18.6%), Literary Genres (12.4%), 

and Sociolinguistics (12.4%). 

As you can see in Table 2, I drew from Covino et al.’s (1980) course titles to sort the 

degree-required courses found in my 2019 analysis of the Rhet/Comp doctoral program 

offerings. Of course, many courses have been added to what the field considers requisite for 

Rhet/Comp Ph.D. programs, so some of the course titles are representative terms my team of 

undergraduate researchers and I decided best captured the results we found on departments’ 

websites. The percentages used here and in Table 2 represent the percentage of Rhet/Comp 

programs (out of the 83 programs with enough data to determine their overall degree 

requirements) that require at least one class in one of the listed areas. In Table 2, they are 

listed in ranked order, from required by the largest number of programs to least required. 

However, to give a somewhat more representative picture of the types of courses that are 

 
22 See Appendix Three: Oversized Images and Tables 
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offered in 21st century Rhet/Comp doctoral programs, in the paragraphs that follow I group 

these course titles into bands based on the course type. 

The two most commonly required courses by far are Research Methods and Graduate 

Teacher Training (which includes pedagogy classes and teaching practicums) at 65% and 

61.4%, respectively. Given the need to ensure that graduate students know the research 

methods of the field, coupled by the reality that many graduate students rely on teaching for 

the department to pay for their programs and at least some of their living expenses, it is 

unsurprising that these classes are so universally required by doctoral programs. Relatedly, 

Professional Development (4.8%) courses were required by doctoral programs, too. Covino 

et al.’s Test Construction and Evaluation was represented at 4.8%, but the discipline has 

shifted its ideas about training for teaching to include more than testing. Specialized research 

methods courses included Critical Methods (2.4%), Technology Methods (2.4%), and 

Writing Methods (2.4%). 

Current Theories of Composition (38.5%) is the next most commonly required 

course, followed by Professional Writing Theory and Research (34.9%). Between the two 

courses, over 70% of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral programs require a 

modern theory course in Composition or Writing. Less commonly required are History of 

Composition courses, which is only required at 10.8% of programs. There are, of course, 

Rhetoric courses required by Rhet/Comp doctoral programs. These courses are Classical 

Rhetoric (28.9%), sometimes referred to as History of Rhetoric, Modern Rhetoric (19.3%), 

and Rhetorical Genre, (1.2%).  

Unsurprisingly, several WRC doctoral programs teach introductory rhetoric and 

composition courses. For example, 22.9% of programs require a Rhetoric of Written 
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Composition course, 18% of programs require an Introduction to Rhetoric and Composition 

course, and 16.8% of programs require a Rhetoric and Composition Media course. 

Rhetoric and Composition doctoral programs still tend to be housed in English departments. 

In fact, out of these 83 programs, 74 of them were housed in an English department. As such, 

it makes sense that many programs require literary courses. Literary Periods are required by 

33.7% of Rhet/Comp doctoral programs, followed by Introduction to Literary Theory (12%), 

and Literary Genres (7.2%). Similarly, Literacy (8.4%) and Topics in English (8.4%) were 

English-related required courses.  

I observed two bands of Criticism courses offered: “critical” as in critical race, 

feminist, queer, and disability studies courses, versus “criticism” as in the study, evaluation, 

and interpretation of literature. In the former band, Rhet/Comp doctoral programs required 

Critical Theory (21.7%) and less often, Critical Methods (2.4%). In the latter band, programs 

required History of Literary Criticism (7.2%) and Literary Criticism (4.8%). 

Linguistics made a much stronger showing than most recent (2010 & 2016) studies 

would indicate. 14.5% of doctoral programs require their doctoral students to take a General 

Linguistics course, with 2.4% requiring an additional Sociolinguistics class. There are, of 

course, classes that were outliers, required by fairly few doctoral programs. Communication 

(4.8%) and Intercultural Communication (1.2%) were required. Interestingly, despite 

Skeffington’s (2010) observations about the growing prominence of Technical 

Communication in hiring and research within the discipline, only 1.2% of programs required 

their students to take such a course. Other outliers include Educational Psychology (2.4%), 

English as a Second Language (1.2%), and Theoretical Analysis of Western Discourse 

(1.2%). 
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From the above breakdown of the courses required across Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition doctoral programs, it is clear that the field has placed research methods, 

graduate teacher training, and both composition and rhetorical theory at the core of the 

discipline. Further, due to the reality that 64 of the 83 programs included in the above review 

are housed in English departments, literature courses of some kind, from theory to literary 

periods, are still required of most Rhet/Comp doctoral students. Frankly, it makes complete 

sense that these courses are considered by most departments to be integral to becoming a 

scholar in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition. In this case, scholarly wreck (Pough, 2011) 

would not look like getting rid of these classes, as perhaps some scholars might fear. Rather, 

doctoral programs can wreck the tradition of assuming that these topics are somehow race, 

gender, or class neutral, that they are inherently objective. Program administrators and 

individual instructors can instead intentionally integrate intersectional Writing Studies into 

these existing courses. 

Some may ask why the discipline should incorporate intersectional Writing Studies 

into these core courses, rather than making electives or keeping existing electives on these 

topics. It’s an understandable question. Part of the answer is about value. If programs make 

these courses “optional” and not required, then they implicitly communicate that these 

courses are interesting and perhaps useful for particular lines of research, but they are not 

integral to the discipline. However, if the study of writing and composition concerns itself 

with who, how, where, why, to whom people write and with what tools, then how could we 

not, as a discipline, consider how race, gender, writers’ varied language backgrounds, class, 

and other factors impact those facets of the writing and compositional process and contexts? 

If the study of rhetoric concerns itself with who the rhetor is, the purpose of their message, 

who the audiences are, and how they assess the ethos of the rhetor, the things the rhetor and 



 

 

57 

audiences perceive as pathos or logos driven audiences, among other things, then how can we 

as a discipline and in these foundational courses not consider intersectionality in the process 

of answering these fundamental questions of the discipline? 

Another aspect of the answer to why intersectional Writing Studies should be made 

central to the discipline is that the research will actually be more thorough and rigorous if 

intersectionality is considered from the beginning of the research process through to its end. 

Keeping the above rhetorical questions in mind about the foundational questions of the 

discipline, it bears explicitly stating that every aspect of the research process can and should 

consider intersectional theories and methods if they are to be sufficiently rigorous. For 

example, if a scholar were interested in the rhetorical strategies used by corporate executives 

when communicating to their constituents, race, gender, and class of both the rhetor and their 

multiple audiences should most certainly be considered, even if, perhaps especially if, the 

rhetor is White. The assumed and uninterrogated Whiteness (Fleming, 2017) of subjects in 

rhetoric and composition research is a problem that impacts the usefulness of the findings to 

significant portions of the US and the academic population, and for rhetoric and composition 

methods classes to assume that only people who want to study non-White races and 

ethnicities or people want study women or queer subjects need to know research methods 

that consider race, gender, or class perpetuates the myth that White people are the baseline 

for race and that their race and culture is assumptive and unnecessary to study. Further, it 

leaves scholars ill-equipped to do research on race, gender, or class if they decide later in 

their careers that it might be helpful. In the same way that qualitative research students in my 

Education doctoral program are required to take at least one-quarter of quantitative research 

methods and encouraged to do more, and vice versa, students who, when entering their 

Rhet/Comp doctoral programs, have no intention to study people of color or use feminist 
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frameworks should still need to learn at least in introductory level of intersectional research 

methods and theories. The reality is, all human subjects of study are raced, have ethnicities, 

exist somewhere on the spectrum of gender, and exist in a socioeconomic class. While these 

identities do not have to be a central thrust of every study, they should at least be considered 

in the process of deciding what research questions to ask, how to set up one’s study, how to 

interact with participants and collect data, how to analyze it, and with whom to share the 

results of said study. 

The process of bringing intersectional Writing Studies out of the margins and into the 

center (Craig and Perryman-Clark, 2019; Collins, 1990/2008; Logan, 2011) is not as 

practically difficult as one might expect. As is made evident in the findings below, most 

WRC doctoral programs do have instructors in their programs who research intersectional 

topics who could be instrumental in updating core theory, methods, and pedagogy courses. 

Between the scholarship available, the colleagues already housed in many departments, and 

the other suggestions found within this article, it is doable to start incorporating currently 

marginalized scholarship into the mainstream of the discipline. In fact, some departments do 

include intersectional Writing Studies in both their core courses and as electives. I lay out the 

results of my analysis of the structural supports -- or lack thereof  -- Rhet/Comp doctoral 

programs provide for intersectional Writing Studies in the following section. Further 

suggestions for incorporating intersectional Writing Studies are found in the “path forward” 

section that follows thereafter. 

Course offerings: an intersectional lens 

In this analysis, I have used the words “race” and “gender” as umbrellas 

encompassing a wide range of topics in an effort to be maximally inclusive while still using 

the terms rooted in Black feminist theory (race, gender, and class). For example, “race-
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related topics” in my codebook included the following categories: African-American 

Vernacular English/Black Vernacular English, Black feminism, Chicano/a studies, 

citizenship, critical pedagogy, critical race theory, critical digital literacy, culturally 

responsive pedagogy, culture, decolonial, dialect, Ebonics, ESL, ethnicity, first-generation 

college students, foreign, global, heritage language, hip hop studies, immigration, 

indigenous, socio-cultural linguistics, mixed-race, multilingual, race, social justice, 

transnational, and xenophobia . “Gender-related topics” included these terms: Black 

feminism, embodiment, feminism, gender, gender fluid, gender non-binary, hip hop 

feminism, Latinx feminism, LGBTQ+ studies, womanism, women’s studies, transgender and 

cisgender, and queer/queer theory. With such broad definitions, encompassing the wide 

variety of efforts toward intersectional Writing Studies in different Rhet/Comp programs, 

consider the following results. 

Required courses 

Seventy-one percent (71%)23 of the programs in this study (79) offered no required courses 

that, in their course descriptions or titles, covered race-related Writing Studies topics. Only 

fourteen percent (14%) of the programs offered one such course. Eleven percent offered two 

required courses that included race-related topics, three percent offered three such classes, 

and one percent offered 4 courses. The results for gender-related courses, to my admitted 

surprise, were even starker. Eighty-two percent (82%) of the programs in this study (79) 

offered no required courses that, in their course descriptions or titles, covered gender-related 

Writing Studies topics. Only fourteen percent (14%) of the programs offered one such 

 
23 All percentages used herein are rounded up or down to the nearest integer. See Tables 3-12 for the full tables 

these percentages are drawn from.  
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course. Three percent offered two required courses that included gender-related topics, and 

one percent offered three such classes. 

Theory courses 

In better news, theory courses tended to include race-related topics. Twenty percent 

(20%) of programs offered one such course. Sixteen percent (16%) offered two theory 

courses that discussed race-related topics and an additional sixteen percent offered three of 

these theory courses. Twenty percent (20%) of programs offered four or more of these theory 

courses. Only twenty-four percent (24%) of programs offered no theory courses with race-

related subjects. The results are similar to gender-related theory courses, though the trend 

continues with gender having slightly worse results. Only thirty-eight (38%) percent of 

programs offered no theory courses in which gender-related theories were covered. Instead, 

twenty-six percent (26%) of programs offer at least one such course, thirteen percent (13%) 

offer two of these theory courses that discuss gender-related theories, and twenty-one percent 

offer three or more such courses. 

Methods courses 

Similarly, thirty-four percent (34.6%) do share race-related methodologies in their 

methods courses. The majority only offer one such course (19% of the total). Some offer two 

such courses (13% of the total), while only one school offered three and another offered four. 

The remaining sixty-five percent (65.4%) of Rhet/Comp doctoral programs do not offer 

methods courses, including the introductory  ‘survey of the field’s methods,’ that discuss 

race-related methodologies. Again, the numbers were worse with gender-related 

methodologies represented in methods courses. Seventy-two (72%) percent of Rhetoric and 

Composition doctoral programs do not offer methods courses that discuss gender-related 

methodologies. Just eighteen percent (18%) offered one methods course that did and only ten 
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percent (10%) offered two or three methods courses that included gender-related 

methodologies. 

Elective courses 

Elective courses that include race-related topics were far more common than required 

courses of the same nature. Twenty-two percent (22%) of Rhet/Comp doctoral programs 

offered at least one elective course that covered race-related topics, nine percent offered two 

of these elective courses, eight percent (8%) offered three, and fourteen percent offered four. 

Surprisingly, fifteen (15%) percent of programs offered five or more courses that covered 

race-related Writing Studies topics. As such, only thirty-two percent (32%) offered none of 

these electives at all. Elective courses canvasing gender-related topics in connection with 

Writing Studies followed a similar trend. Twenty-three percent (23%) offered one gender-

related elective, twelve percent (12%) offered two of these courses, nine percent (9%) 

offered three, and thirteen percent (13%) offered four or more of them. 

Faculty 

         Shifting focus somewhat, this next set of results considers the number of faculty who 

research intersectional Writing Studies topics in Rhetoric and Composition doctoral 

programs. I do not claim that all of the researchers are intersectional, rather, that they teach 

subjects that fall under the umbrella of intersectional Writing Studies. A follow-up to this 

analysis might consider how many of these faculty consider the ways in which race, gender, 

class, and other marginalized identities intersect with axes of power. As of the 2019/2020 

school year, ninety-five percent (95%) of Rhet/Comp doctoral programs had at least one 

member of their faculty who researched race-related topics. Fourteen percent (14%) have one 

such faculty member and an additional fourteen percent (14%) have two faculty members 

who do this type of research.  Thirty percent (30%) of Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have 
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three to four of these faculty, with thirty-two percent (32%) who have greater than five 

faculty members who research race-related topics. Faculty who research gender-related 

Writing Studies topics are represented in similar proportions, with only ten percent (10%) of 

programs with no faculty who do this type of research. Instead, twenty-five percent (25%) of 

Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have one faculty member who researches gender in the 

context of Writing Studies, twenty percent (20%) have two, fourteen percent (14%) have 

three, and thirty percent (30%) have four or more. 

A path forward for the discipline and intersectional Writing Studies 

This ‘by the numbers’ review, part of a larger study of Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition doctoral programs, has yielded instructive results. One of the key takeaways is 

that intersectional topics were most frequently covered in elective courses. Indeed, 67% of 

Rhet/Comp doctoral programs offered one or more elective courses that included race-related 

topics and 56% of programs offered one or more gender-related elective courses. While I am 

hardly arguing that everyone should focus on intersectional Writing Studies for their 

research, I am asserting that the field has a responsibility to ensure that both its researchers 

and instructors are prepared to serve its undergraduate and graduate students and do research 

that adequately considers the identities of rhetors, writers, and their audiences. However, 

much like Enos (1989) observed regarding Classical Rhetoric, but to a larger extent, the data 

demonstrate that it would be fairly easy for a graduate student to go through the majority of 

WRC doctoral programs without taking any coursework on intersectional Writing Studies. 

It is evident that the vast majority of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition programs do 

not offer degree-required courses related to race or gender. Of the 79 programs (out of the 

original 93) with enough publicly available data for a reasonable comparison, 71% offer no 

degree-required courses that mention race-related topics in their title or description. 
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Similarly, of those 79 programs, 82% offer no degree-required courses that mention gender-

related topics in their title or description. Though seventeen percent (17%) of programs offer 

some sort of required course that addresses gender in the context of Writing Studies, and 

twenty-nine percent (29%) do so with race, these numbers add to the urgency of recent calls 

for great efforts to be made to center intersectional Writing Studies topics and concerns. The 

discrepancies de Müeller and Ruiz (2017) repeatedly found in terms of both urgency of a 

need for change and sufficiency of current offerings at the respondents’ universities, may in 

part be related to a difference in opinion among faculty as to whether considerations about 

race, gender, and other marginalized identities should or should not be required for the 

teaching and research of writing and rhetoric, be central to the discipline.  

Considering what literacies are dominant or marginalized (Goodfellow, 2011) in the 

doctoral program websites, searchability (boyd, 2007) and navigability became a clear 

concern. Program websites tend to make required degree courses fairly easy for potential and 

current students to find on their websites and also provide evidence within 2-3 clicks that 

required courses are offered often (at least once in the last two years). On the other hand, 

elective courses were either described in a “you may take one of the following courses” or 

“take X quantity of other courses” – both sets of options included courses that tended to be 

offered with less frequency than required classes and it was harder to find descriptions of 

these courses – some of them did not include titles, just course numbers or a general “take 

classes under consultation with your advisor.” While these options are not inherently bad – 

they do provide a great deal of flexibility and allow for opportunities to direct one’s course of 

study – they set up a visual reinforcement that these courses are not worth explicitly naming, 

should only be taken if they fit your research interests or the guidance of your advisor. 

Moreover, finding descriptions of these electives often took my research team 4 or more 
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clicks to find, sometimes resulting in my team members needing to seek my help to find the 

information. Graduate students assessing these departments as future academic homes for 

researching intersectional Writing Studies may receive the message that their subjects of 

interest are not considered worth naming, that it is difficult to build one’s course of study 

there, or that it may be challenging to even know what one’s options are. 

  Only offering intersectional Writing Studies courses as electives positions race and 

gender at the margins, at the proverbial back of the disciplinary bus. Intersectionality, at its 

core, argues that people’s identities do intersect. One is never just Black or just female, or 

just male, or just White; instead, one’s identities are inextricably connected (Crenshaw, 

1991). Moreover, power dynamics do exist between people of different races, genders, sexual 

orientations, and socioeconomic statuses. To pretend otherwise is to ignore reality. Thus, in 

deciding that elective intersectional Writing Studies courses are sufficient because someone 

has the “opportunity” to take the course as an elective sends a few likely unintended 

messages. First, it communicates that intersectional Writing Studies topics are only important 

to some people in the discipline, which I have vociferously argued earlier in this document 

only weakens the rigor of research in our field if we continue to perpetuate that assumption. 

Second, it implies that students genuinely do all have the same opportunity to take these 

courses, when course availability in the time constraints of students’ time doing coursework, 

course conflicts with required courses, and opinions of advisors, among other things, may 

limit a student’s opportunities to take elective courses. Students only truly have the same 

opportunity to take intersectional Writing Studies courses if they all are required to take at 

least one course that is focused on or deeply embeds intersectional Writing Studies. 

Third, it lumps intersectional Writing Studies in with all elective specializations, such 

as technical communication or digital rhetorics. While these topics are certainly important 
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subdisciplines of the field, not every writing context takes place in the digital environment, 

nor do they all happen in workspaces or instructional documents. However, every rhetor and 

writer exists in a body that is simultaneously raced and gendered; everyone who chooses to 

study them should have at least a minimal working knowledge of how race and gender are 

understood in the context of rhetoric and composition theories and methodologies. Lastly, the 

assumption that one can separate the study of race and gender from the study of rhetoric and 

composition smacks of the same presumptions inherent to “separate but equal” arguments, 

and yet our country has had several reckonings that illustrate that this simply is not true, and 

we are living in such a reckoning now. I hope that Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition as a 

discipline accepts that integration, done in good faith, is the best of options. 

Addressing imbalance between required and elective intersectional Writing Studies 

courses could take multiple forms. Programs may decide to substantively incorporate 

intersectional Writing Studies in currently existing required core courses. Some courses 

would especially benefit from this sort of inclusion, including Research Methods, Rhetorical 

and Composition Theory, and Graduate Teacher Training and Pedagogy courses. In this way, 

all students would get at least some exposure to intersectional Writing Studies in these vital 

areas, from how we ask questions and build research projects in our discipline to how we 

teach in the discipline. Incorporating intersectional Writing Studies theories (queer, feminist, 

critical race, black feminist, disability, class, etc.) in both Rhetorical Theory and 

Composition Theory courses would help illustrate that these theoretical frames are not 

marginal, but central to the discipline. Even in courses like Classical Rhetoric or History of 

Composition, instructors could make clear to their students how the theories discussed in 

these courses have been taken up by intersectional Writing Studies scholars. The theory and 
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methods courses that do refer to race and gender tend to include these intersectional topics 

among several other theories and methodologies. 

Interestingly, 75% of the programs offered one or more race-related theory courses, 

often by including critical race or post-colonial theories in a theory survey course. Similarly, 

61% of the programs offered gender-related theory courses, again tending to include feminist 

and queer theory in theory survey courses. Thus, even when taking the available courses, 

training in these areas tends to be shallow. These courses tended to be part of a menu of 

choices one might take to satisfy a degree requirement or were electives. Creating a similar 

menu of intersectional Writing Studies courses for students to take after being introduced to 

the topics in their required core courses may be a good option for some programs, which may 

only take some minor modification of their current curricular structure. This type of menu 

system is already in use by 11% of WRC doctoral programs. Requiring students to take two 

courses from an intersectional Writing Studies menu would still allow for students’ interests 

to guide their education, but also ensure that students are taught these key issues in the field 

from the perspective of their discipline, not just from Ethnic Studies or Women and Gender 

Studies departments. If programs would prefer not to use a menu system, especially those 

who already have an extensive number of intersectional Writing Studies electives, they may 

use this simple adaptation: requiring students to take two intersectional Writing Studies 

courses of their choice from the electives offered. 

Gender-related courses were offered less often than race-related courses in every 

category. For example, only fourteen percent (14%) of the programs required one gender-

related course and thirty-eight percent of programs offered no theory courses in which 

gender-related theories were covered. This trend continues with methods courses; seventy-

two percent of Rhetoric and Composition doctoral programs do not offer methods courses 
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that discuss gender-related methodologies. Initially, the lack of courses with significant 

discussion of gender surprised me. While the data cannot answer why this is, the fact that 

“race-related”  included topics as far-ranging as bilingual writing courses and critical race 

theory might be a contributing factor.  A follow-up study that was able to look more deeply 

at syllabi and reading lists might show that gender is represented in other ways that were not 

made visible by the information available on program websites. Faculty representation may 

also contribute to this trend because there were more programs with faculty who study race-

related topics than those who study gender-related topics who remain in the discipline24. 

Indeed, 94% of the programs have one or more faculty members who research race-

related topics, and 89% who research gender-related topics. While there are outlier programs 

that have several of these faculty members, most have one to four faculty members who 

research race-related topics (1=14%, 2=14%, 3=15%, and 4=17%). As such, the vast 

majority of programs already employ faculty members who can help the department update 

its curriculum. Institutions can invite their faculty members already engaged in intersectional 

Writing Studies to revise required courses to include a more intersectional focus or introduce 

new courses, such as theory or methods courses that dive deeply into intersectional Writing 

Studies theories and methods. Of course, inviting faculty in bringing intersectional Writing 

Studies in from the margins should also involve recognizing that labor. What might this 

recognition look like? The work could count as their service to the department in their tenure 

and promotion process. Course releases could also be allotted for faculty engaged in this 

work. 

 
24 Some faculty with strong interests in gender and feminist research topics may have moved to Women’s, 
Gender, or Feminist Studies departments. 
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This does not, however, leave faculty who teach the core courses in the doctoral 

program, yet who do not usually research intersectional Writing Studies, without options. As 

I have suggested in workshops on diversifying the curriculum (Grue, 2019a & 2019b), there 

are ways to involve one’s students in the process of diversifying the curriculum.  In both 

undergraduate and graduate courses, instructors can assign focused literature reviews around 

the standard key texts and concepts of the course. For example, if in your theory courses you 

regularly assign work from Bitzer or Burke, you can encourage students – individually or in 

groups - to do Google Scholar “cited by” searches. These searches could include decade 

bands (2000-2009 and 2010-2020) and then be broken down to consider how these works 

have been cited and by whom and in what research contexts. This type of literature review, 

split amongst students, furthers the co-construction of learning, which should help the 

students feel ownership over their discoveries. I also suggest this type of project to 

acknowledge the already full schedules of Rhet/Comp instructors, many of whom are 

overburdened, especially contingent faculty. Instructors can use the results of assignments 

like these to create webs of knowledge for future courses. For example, if students uncover 

3-5 particularly useful articles that sign a key theorist within intersectional Writing Studies 

contexts, instructors can then assign these readings in future courses to provide examples of 

how these theories are applied to multiple research areas and populations. Further, fewer than 

20% of programs offered opportunities for concentrations in race or gender outside the 

department, and fewer than 10% offered such concentrations within their department, which 

would contextualize intersectional topics with Writing Studies theories and methods.  

Additionally, doctoral programs can acknowledge the labor graduate students are 

employing when they, sometimes from scratch, create reading lists on intersectional Writing 

Studies for their comprehensive/qualifying exams. These lists can be used in much the same 
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manner as the literature reviews above, but also as resources for constructing syllabi for 

intersectional Writing Studies courses and citation pools for future graduate students wanting 

to do exams on similar topics. Further, in a move that both financially supports graduate 

students and asserts their agency in becoming intersectional Writing Studies scholars, 

doctoral programs can establish research fellowships for students to develop and organize 

key citation resources for intersectional Writing Studies. In their organization of these 

resources, they can make note of which are especially useful for pedagogy, theories, and 

methods. 

         In essence, the field of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition must come to accept that 

avoiding talking about or considering race, gender, sexuality, class, and other identities is 

simply not an acceptable pathway forward. We, as scholars who do research about who 

communicates, how they communicate, for what reasons, and to whom, already do the work 

of thinking about how a writer’s perception of self and audience impact every aspect of the 

rhetorical or compositional process, how the context of any rhetorical action may impact the 

decisions of the rhetor and the perception of the audience. The question becomes if we are 

adequately prepared to do so thoroughly, not ignoring aspects of people’s personhood that we 

may or may not feel comfortable investigating from a scholarly perspective. As a discipline, 

we can no longer pretend that research or teaching can be done in a race-less, gender-less 

vacuum. That has never been the world we live in, and it has only been the still 

predominantly White demographics of the field that have allowed anyone to think such a 

research method or pedagogy was possible. 

Like Logan (2010), I believe that our disciplinary values require considering race and 

gender in the study of writing, not merely on the periphery, but at the center of what we do 

(Duthely, 2017; Pough, 2011). I have faith in our discipline and its multitude of scholars that 
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we can do this work together. The data and suggestions in this text are neither a beginning 

nor the end; they are yet another resource in the growing collection of work toward greater 

equity and inclusion that scholars in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition have been adding to 

for decades. May we learn them, may we use them. 
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Chapter Three 

“A New House”: 

Renovating Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Doctoral Programs 

 
When I walk into a home improvement store, the smell of cut wood and the echo-y 

sound of my feet on big-box warehouse flooring take me right back to my childhood. My 

dad, retired military for most of my life, spent several years as a professional handyman. The 

agricultural town we lived in, just outside a military base, gave him ample opportunity to fix 

things up for people, what with the neighborhood tracks laid down in the 1950s, ’60s, and 

’70s beginning to feel old for people in the ’90s of my youth. Some of his clientele were the 

old Black women in our town who could only afford minor fixes to their otherwise time-

capsule homes, long-used to incremental change as the only change they could get. But, 

every once in a while, one of these older women, like Mrs. Turner, would turn to my dad and 

say “Jerry, it’s time to gut this thing out.” Anyone who has watched a home renovation show 

knows that there are some homes where, while the bones are good, and some architectural 

features should be preserved, it’s just come to a point that the electrical has to get replaced, 

the asbestos-filled popcorn ceiling must be updated, and the ’80s kitchen remodel has to 

come out. It’s a gut job, and if houses could feel pain, they would hurt while being renovated. 

But after all the work is done, if the renovation is a success, the home functions better, looks 

better, and invites people to come in and stay awhile. So, when I say that the house that is 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition (WRC)25 as a discipline needs a new house, I do not 

mean that the discipline needs to abandon the current house entirely, but I do argue that it 

needs to be truly renovated, not the touch-up quick fixes that most of my dad’s clients could 

 
25 Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition is a multi-part discipline with a complex history, made visible both in 
the name for it used here and in the variety of titles for its Ph.D. programs. As an abbreviation, I will sometimes 
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afford. Though it may take a long time — those renovation schedules seldom stick to the 

timeline in real life — what the discipline needs is to be deeply renovated, at a structural 

level, such that when new folks come inside, like graduate students entering our discipline’s 

doctoral programs, they feel genuinely welcome, structurally supported, and want to stay 

awhile.  

With Asao Inoue’s Chair’s Address at the 2019 Conference on College Composition 

and Communication (CCCC)26 on one bookend of this research project and the Black 

Linguistic Justice demands (Baker-Bell, Jackson, Johnson, Kynard, McMurtry, & Williams-

Farrier, 2020) approved by the CCCC Executive Committee as the other bookend, it has been 

made abundantly clear that WRC as a discipline has work to do to ensure that its Black 

members — undergrads, graduate students, and instructors — know justice and genuinely 

inclusive integration. White language supremacy in the field — benignly called “Standard 

American English” — still has a stronghold, but exclusion in the discipline does not just play 

out in terms of graded writing (Inoue, 2014). There are many issues deeply imbedded in our 

discipline, including race, gender, disability, sexuality, class, and so many others that lead to 

structural barriers; putting wallpaper up is not going to make those walls any less structurally 

exclusive. Thus, while I am Black, and unashamedly use a Black feminist/womanist and anti-

racist frame to structure both the research and the shape of this article, it remains true that 

“nobody’s free until everybody’s free” (Hamer, 1971, as cited in Brooks & Houck, 2011 p. 

134).  

 
use the acronym WRC, but I will also at times use the term Rhet/Comp, which is a common shortening of the 
bulky disciplinary name, especially in programs that call themselves “Rhetoric and Composition.” 
26 Inoue’s (2019) Chair’s Address: https://asu.pure.elsevier.com/en/publications/2019-cccc-chairs-address-how-
do-we-language-so-people-stop-killin 
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The renovations necessary to make sure everyone is free are extensive; this paper 

focuses on WRC doctoral programs because it is within them that we continually compose 

the foundations of the discipline, that scholars compose themselves. Further, the structural 

deficiencies are more tangible, easier to identify, in part because they are publicly codified on 

doctoral program websites. However, for writing program administrators (WPAs) seeking to 

renovate their doctoral programs such that they are intersectional, it can be hard to imagine 

what that goal might look like, in part because it is difficult to see into other departments’ 

homes to get an idea of what one might want one’s remodel to look like. After performing a 

comprehensive review of ninety-one doctoral programs in WRC, I have seen inside a lot of 

houses. During that review, I found twelve departments that are illustrative blueprints that a 

program administrator can use to design structural supports of varying kinds that would 

enable administrators and instructors to comprehensively integrate intersectional Writing 

Studies in their programs.  

Theoretical Frame 

Like any good construction project, there needs to be a plan of action, one that 

considers the foundation on which the house currently stands, the histories of the house, how 

the house is used, and how the renovation would help meet the needs for the people in the 

house that it does not currently meet. It also considers what structural design style makes the 

most sense to achieve those goals and refers back to it throughout the renovation process. 

One of the theoretical frames I use as I consider how to renovate the discipline is 

intersectionality. I selected an intersectional frame for two primary reasons. Writing, 

Rhetoric, and Composition, as a discipline, needs a frame that pushes its theoretical 

foundations to consider race, class, ability, gender, sexuality, and other identities. Theoretical 

foundations going as far back as Aristotle’s rhetorical triangle are situated in audience and 
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context (Lunsford & Glenn, 1990), which should consider the historic and present contexts 

that may impact the persuasive reach of the rhetor’s message given their identity and 

performance, as well as the identities of their audience. There are newer additions to the 

foundation, “turns in the field … toward embodied, new materialist, and (what might be the 

larger category of) ‘ecologies’ of writing [that]... attend to place and space, bodies and 

objects, contexts and power, subjectivities and ethics” (University of Hawai’i Mānoa [UHM], 

“Intro to Composition and Rhetoric,” n.d.).  

 Intersectional Writing Studies can and should be made visible to new graduate 

students in the turns within the discipline that have been occurring for the last two decades: 

the study of places (Brooke, 2015; Miller, 2018; Riley-Mukavetz & Powell, 2015), spaces 

(Duthely, 2017; Inoue, 2015), bodies (Alexander & Rhodes, 2008; Dolmage, 2009; 

Fleckenstein, 2010; Garrett, 2019; Hawhee, 2004; Lewiecki-Wilson & Brueggemann, 2008; 

Wilson & Lewiecki-Wilson, 2001), contexts (Khadkah, 2018), power (Poe & Inoue, 2016; 

Pough, 2004), and subjectivities (Phillips, 2006). Intersectionality is a useful and flexible 

analytical tool for analyzing power in the context of gender, race, ability, sexuality, and 

citizenship, as well as for critical inquiry and praxis applications for interpreting individual, 

social, and institutional relationships (Collins & Bilge, 2016). Yet, the Combahee River 

Collective asserts that “black women are inherently valuable, that our liberation is a necessity 

not just as an adjunct to someone else’s” (Taylor, 1977/2017 p. 18). This is the second reason 

I use an intersectional frame: these theoretical foundations need to be embodied and enacted 

in the discipline in such a way that it serves the folks who created that intersectional frame, 

and everyone else they work to bring with them, such that everyone gets free.  

Intersectional Writing Studies, briefly defined, upholds the humanity of intersectional 

scholars of Writing Studies while also observing, analyzing, and articulating through a 
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variety of means how race, gender, class, and other matrices of power influence the practice 

and study of writing and rhetoric. Intersectional Writing Studies does not occlude or replace 

the long and complex scholarly history within the field that already addresses some of these 

key matrices of power, including feminist rhetorics, African American rhetoric, cultural 

rhetorics, indigenous and decolonial epistemologies, Latinx rhetorics, crip rhetorics, queer 

writing studies theories, Black queer literacies, and blue-collar rhetorics. Rather, 

intersectional Writing Studies serves as a term that embraces the intersectional work 

happening across these sub-disciplines, bringing their work into a tandem that inspects the 

master’s house that is Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition (Lorde, 1984/2007), identifies the 

sections with rot and begins the hard but ultimately healing process of renovating the 

discipline. 

Jacqueline Jones Royster’s Black feminist development of the term “responsivity” 

(2014) grounds my inspection of the twelve WRC doctoral programs that stood out as models 

for renovating the discipline. Like Royster, I believe in the “capacity of rhetoric to function 

as a liberating mechanism … a view of rhetoric that I considered to be a rhetoric of 

transformative action” (2014, p. 281). I, too, am “influenced by the notion that [disciplinary] 

values should by consequence animate academic performance - in research, education, and 

service… From this perspective, responsivity becomes more than just disciplinary jargon” 

(Royster, 2014, p. 282). An intersectional renovation of WRC would involve more than the 

classes students are required to take, the comprehensive exams they write, or the dissertations 

they produce, though of course, these things are important milestones in any doctoral 

program. Such a renovation would necessitate a shift in the culture of these programs, such 

that the leadership, instructors, and students buy into the notion that these changes improve 

the depth and breadth of the discipline and make it more welcoming to marginalized 
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students. Moreover, it would require a sense of ownership among the instructors that it was 

not forced upon them, but, because they can see how intersectional Writing Studies connects 

to their conceptualizations of the discipline, they may willingly enter into the work of 

reshaping the discipline through their teaching, mentorship, and scholarship. A Roysterian 

responsivity, then, becomes useful for determining the purposes, parts, products, and 

processes of earning a Ph.D. in WRC (Inoue, 2015). It can help departments critically 

analyze their institutional structures for power dynamics in their places amongst their people 

(Inoue, 2015).  It can inspire meaningful action and change (Royster, 2014). I know this will 

take time, over multiple stages. Like all social change worth fighting for, it is worth the years 

it may take to enact within departments and across the field.  

The intersectional opportunities for renovating WRC departments are multifaceted 

and benefit from a writing ecologies frame. As Boggs and Alvermann (2011) asked in their 

piece about writing ecologies, we must consider: 

(1) What are the elements of the specific domain in which writing occurs? (2) How 

do literacies within and across specific domains reinforce and/or compete with one 

another? (3) How does writing reinforce and/compete with non-literate practices with 

which they intersect” (p. 206)?  

There are many aspects of the ecologies that are not “writing” or rhetoric or composition, yet 

they impact the writing and research which occur in a Ph.D. program in WRC.  

In thinking about WRC doctoral programs as writing ecologies that contain a multi-

part series of writing assessments, through which graduate students compose themselves into 

scholars of Rhetoric and Composition, I extend Inoue’s Antiracist writing assessment 

ecologies (2015). He posits that the “complex system of an antiracist writing assessment 

ecology is an assemblage of dancing elements, only one of which is people in the system, 
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that interact and mutually adapt because of the perturbations in the ecology” (p. 120) These 

elements are: power, people, places, purposes, parts, products, and processes. Like Inoue, 

though I will discuss these elements in separate sections, “I hope you will see the complexity 

in which they inter-are” (p. 121) and the needed complexity for our responses to these 

elements. Intersectionality, like antiracist writing program assessment ecologies, is about the 

way identities, like ecologies, can have parts that “inter-are”, that one aspect of a person, and 

yet always connected to the other parts of a person. In this way, Inoue’s frame supplements 

an intersectional Writing Studies analysis of doctoral programs, because it understands not 

just that the many parts of the ecology are connected, but that power and identity are 

inextricably part of any analysis of a writing program ecology.  

Methods 

The writing program ecologies at the center of this article rose out of a “by the 

numbers” review of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition (WRC) doctoral programs, during 

which it became evident that the vast majority of WRC doctoral programs have major 

renovating to do as it relates to how they address race and gender in their programs (Grue, 

2020 -- Dissertation Chapter Two. Of the 78 programs (out of the original 91) with enough 

publicly available data for a reasonable comparison, 71% offer no degree-required courses 

that mention race-related topics in their title or description. Similarly, of those 78 programs, 

82% offer no degree-required courses that mention gender-related topics in their title or 

description. Programs, overall, tend to offer elective courses on intersectional topics, with 

67% offering one or more elective courses that included race-related topics and 56% of 

programs offering one or more gender-related elective courses; however, this places the 

impetus on students to want to learn about intersectional Writing Studies, which means that 
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students can easily go through most doctoral programs without engaging in these topics as 

they relate to WRC.  

Observing that the vast majority of WRC doctoral programs put intersectional 

Writing Studies courses in the proverbial back of the bus was a galvanizing push to a) work 

hard to integrate the discipline in as many ways as possible and b) figure out what schools 

were already forces for scholarly and practical integration and how the discipline might learn 

from them. With a team of undergraduate researchers, I scoured the Excel spreadsheet we 

had constructed by organizing data we had collected from WRC doctoral program websites27 

to do the “by the numbers” analysis of the discipline in chapter two. We identified the 

doctoral programs initially by checking rhetmap28, a website used to map doctoral programs 

in Rhetoric and Composition, as well as a map of job openings for each year’s cycle. My 

team and I checked to make sure the programs were still active, which eliminated some 

programs. We also looked to be sure that degree requirement information was publicly 

available on their websites, which is what potential graduate students would be able to 

access; we eliminated additional programs due to a lack of public information. I checked this 

data against the Program Profiles assembled by the Consortium of Doctoral Programs in 

Rhetoric and Composition (CDPRC) before proceeding to gather information. Fifteen total 

programs were eliminated from the study because either a) the program was no longer active 

or b) there was too little publicly available information to adequately answer the research 

questions. In total, we determined that instead of the 93 Rhetoric and Composition programs 

 
27 When I refer to specific doctoral programs’ websites regarding course descriptions, etc., I am drawing from 
this Excel document and the over 90 doctoral programs’ data we had collected. Finding course descriptions 
often required significant searching through the doctoral programs’ websites. This is why, in part, the program 
profiles in Appendix 2 specifically list the intersectional course titles in those programs, rather than linking to 
URLs that may not be stable. In this way, interested readers can search for those specific course titles and call 
numbers in that university’s website.  
28 http://rhetmap.org/doctoral 
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listed on rhetmap at the time, there were 78 viable programs for the sake of this research 

project. 

Using the publicly-available degree requirement information, including milestones, 

course descriptions, funding policies, and both faculty and student research areas (Bashi-

Treitler, Grue, & Gow, 2018), my team of undergraduate research assistants and I looked for 

programs that stood out as potential models programs, ones that exemplified the best WRC is 

doing right now to renovate toward an inclusive and intersectional Writing Studies. We 

looked for programs that acknowledge the varying dynamics in power that are embodied in 

course content and relationships between people, the ways graduate students are regarded as 

whole people, deserving of financial and scholarly support. We looked for how programs 

organize and acknowledge the places in which they were situated, the purposes they 

articulate for the discipline as a whole and their programs specifically, the academic and 

pedagogical parts of their training to become scholars in the discipline, the products they 

expect their students to create and the processes by which students are taught how to 

compose themselves into full members of the discipline (Inoue, 2015).  

 All twelve model programs addressed some of the 7 Ps of an antiracist writing 

program assessment ecology (Inoue, 2015); all twelve have parts (courses) that set them 

above most doctoral programs in WRC, given that most are part of the scant 22% of 

programs that offer any degree required courses that reference race or gender. It deserves 

reiterating that this is already a distinction. As model programs, however, they also attend to 

other areas in the writing ecology. The first eight of the below-listed model programs have 

embedded structural support for intersectional Writing Studies (required courses that address 

race and/or gender, more than one faculty member who does intersectional research, some 

aspect of intersectional Writing Studies is advertised as a key feature of their program and 
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backed in their department structures). The last four are examples of programs that have 

some key resources in place to transition from primarily providing optional opportunities for 

intersectional Writing Studies (intersectional Writing Studies faculty, ample elective courses, 

etc.). Included in these model program introductions are descriptions of ways they stood out 

from the other ninety-one WRC doctoral programs: 

1. East Carolina University - ECU has a strong focus on acknowledging power 

dynamics and focuses tightly on the processes necessary to succeed in their 

program. That focus seems to be rooted in enabling the hire-ability of its graduate 

students. They reconfigured their comprehensive exam requirements to include 

practical materials that are either publishable or useful while on the academic job 

market. They also include a research skills component that requires students to 

demonstrate a skill useful in academic and alt-ac professions.  

2. Indiana University of Pennsylvania - IUP’s particular strength is in its attention to 

place, particularly around its commitment to serving multilingual students. They 

bear out this commitment by providing a rich variety of detailed, replicable course 

descriptions – parts –  that put intersectional Writing Studies in the forefront.  

3. New Mexico State University - NMSU articulates its intersectional purposes 

throughout its website and has required parts (courses) that back up those 

intentions. Additionally, its anti-oppression statement29 has specific, actionable 

goals, which I think the discipline as a whole should consider. 

4. North Carolina State University - NCSU represents what intersectional technical 

communication specializations within Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition might 

look like, especially in its parts (courses).  

 
29  https://english.nmsu.edu/anti-oppression-statement/ 

https://english.nmsu.edu/anti-oppression-statement/
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5. University of California, Irvine - UCI demonstrates an understanding of the 

interconnection between people and parts, which is made most evident in UCI’s 

graduate handbook; it is easy to access and contains an explicit, power-aware, set 

of guidelines for advisor-advisee relationships. UCI also hosts an exemplary 

intersectional reading group run by graduate students, to which faculty may join. 

6. University of Hawai’i, Mānoa - UHM exemplifies place-based scholarship, in 

which its intersectional Writing Studies efforts are rooted in its location and 

history in Hawai’i and evidenced in their parts and how they fund their people.  

7. University of Kansas - KU30 is notable in part for its transparency around 

providing stable, institutional, financial support for its people and the attention it 

gives to doctoral processes. 

8. University of Texas, San Antonio - Useful for Writing Program Administrators 

looking to update their curricular parts, UTSA has strong, replicable course 

descriptions, especially for its introductory core coursework. It is also transparent 

around funding for people and the processes by which those people compose 

themselves into scholars.   

9. University of Louisville - U of L also restructured its comprehensive exam format 

in instructive ways and has intersectional methods courses. 

10. Michigan Tech University - MTU is another prime example of intersectional 

Technical Communication; MTU backs up the university’s clear articulation of 

their purposes through their parts.   

 
30 The University of Kansas website consistently uses “KU” as the abbreviation for the University of Kansas, 

so I am using that abbreviation as well. 
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11. University of California, Davis - UC Davis’ parts, especially for programs 

seeking to build a core set of bilingual writing and teaching courses, are 

illustrative.   

12. Kent State University - KSU’s practical concerns for people are evident in their 

clear and easy to find funding model for its graduate students: teaching 

fellowships that include paid summer training before teaching in the fall of their 

first year. KSU also models how parts that are not “about” intersectional topics 

can still incorporate them. 

These programs represent the efforts of scholars and program administrators in WRC to 

renovate the discipline through their doctoral programs. I use them here as both a rich 

resource for pragmatic planning and an inspiration for further speculative imaginings about 

the discipline.  

Positionality Statement 

As a Black graduate student at the time that I conducted this research, I am fully 

aware of the “Black tax” Burros (2016) refers to in his “Writing while Black” article. Not 

only were there extra expectations of my role in the university, but I often had to perform in 

additional ways to convince my students that I was, in fact, qualified to teach them. While I 

did not have to contend with the power dynamics around language in the way that Alvarez et 

al. (2016) did in their piece about cross-institutional collectives among Latina scholars, I 

most certainly understood the need to have one for African American graduate students and 

other grad students of color. I joined many of these digital collectives. Like Coad (2017), I 

used Twitter and other digital spaces to build my professional identity – both to seek help in 

doing so and to establish an informal digital brand. More, though, I sought out digital 

collectives because of the trauma designed into the Ph.D. process.  
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There is a pervasive idea in academia, of which WRC is not immune, that pursuing a 

Ph.D. should not just be difficult, it should be so hard it makes us cry. This idea is so 

pervasive that there are memes about it, like the one posted by The Dissertation Coach 

showing a White man sitting behind a table, drinking a cup of coffee, with a poster in front of 

him that says “If you don’t cry during a Ph.D., you’re not doing it right. Change my mind.” 

In a discussion about this meme and the idea behind it, one of my fellow graduate students 

said the following.  

 I just do not understand normalizing graduate school as being traumatic. Why  

do we think it honorable that it breaks us down? I frankly have never dealt with so 

many manipulative and abusive individuals as I have in academia because of this 

expectation. This is never okay. Be a decent human being and recognize the people 

you teach and advise are human beings and deserve to be treated decently (T. Kefela, 

personal communication, July 20, 2020). 

There are many aspects of academia where getting through coursework, passing the various 

milestones, and interacting with people can be traumatic; I am hardly the first person to say 

this. But it can be difficult to look outside the perspective of one’s home department and see 

the patterns that are on display across the discipline’s doctoral programs. This article, and the 

research project from which it draws its data, comes out of a desire to see the field as a whole 

and find out if maybe there is a better way to do this, a way that does not laud trauma. While 

there are many aspects of doctoral programs in WRC that are not covered in the space of this 

article, I use Inoue’s Antiracist writing assessment ecologies (2015) to show that some 

programs are modeling what an antiracist and intersectional Writing Studies might look like 

at the doctoral level.  
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Intersectional Writing Studies Doctoral Programs 

Power 

In an intersectional Writing Studies frame, “perhaps [the] most important element of 

any anti-racist writing [program] assessment ecology that might be considered and developed 

consciously is power” (Inoue, 2015, p. 121). Despite the purposes of any given doctoral 

program or faculty member’s intent, power is embedded in the environment of doctoral 

programs and does need to be considered and developed consciously to change how these 

programs and the people within them discipline the bodies in that ecology. Otherwise, the 

in/visibility (Cedillo, 2020) and subjectivities of students, especially underrepresented 

minority students, can lead to a “constant assessment of bodies” (Inoue, 2015, p. 122) that 

can be dangerous for students (Cedillo, 2020). Although graduate classrooms tend not to be 

arranged like the “sage on the stage” (Gose, 1999) undergraduate classroom models, 

classrooms are still figuratively arranged such that they face the teacher and “‘submit’ 

themselves and their writing only to a teacher for judgment, which has its most power(ful) 

employment in feedback and grading practices” (Inoue, 2015). This power arrangement is 

intensified throughout the doctoral program. Power dynamics are seen in the various 

committees to which students must submit their products for assessment and access to the 

next part of their doctoral process, as well as in the power dynamics of advisor/advisee 

relationships, which have the potential to be even more fraught than either classroom or 

committee dynamics, due to the power advisors have over their advisees. Language, too, is 

deeply related to power in doctoral programs, in large part because many of the assessments 

for milestones are wrapped up in the written word. As noted by Alvarez et al. (2016), the 

evaluation of their use of “standard” American English left them needing to create a space in 

which they had the power to use all their languages to discuss their fears and concerns around 



 

 

91 

graduate school broadly, but their use of written English specifically, a place in which they 

felt free of the evaluating gaze of their professors, advisors, and committee members.  

Inoue (2015) provides a list of questions31 regarding power that is pertinent not just 

for instructors, but for whole doctoral departments. My own “by the numbers” research, as 

well as my deeper analysis to determine the twelve model programs featured in this chapter, 

support Inoue’s (2015) research; too many departments are not being sufficiently explicit 

about these matters, particularly in terms of the power dynamics implicit to the standards by 

which graduate students are assessed. These power dynamics are tied to language use (Baker-

Bell et al., 2020), but also an expectation that graduate students will just intuit how to do 

things, which puts first-generation graduate students at a disadvantage compared to their 

peers who may have more exposure to how academia functions and some familiarity with its 

standards. Inoue’s (2015) questions regarding assessment and power, adapted to apply to 

doctoral programs, are:  

• How are the expectations and standard of evaluating writing, determining students’ 

progress, or evaluating students as writers used or employed? 

• Why use those standards in the ways prescribed? 

• Who exercises the power to evaluate within the program and who constructs or 

negotiates the expectations and standards that regulate evaluations and grading? 

Why? 

• What alternative standards and ways might be used? 

• How can all assessment situations productively and safely encourage students and 

faculty to understand, complicate, and challenge the traditional, 

 
31 These questions, which I adapt here, are from p. 123 from Inoue (2015).  
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white/cis/abled/patriarchal assumptions imbedded in these compositional 

expectations?  

These questions provide a concrete place to start. While there is not space within this article 

to delve into all the power dynamics within Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral 

programs, I will use the advisor/advisee relationship to think through some of these questions 

of power.  

Advisors  

While there is enough to say about advising and mentorship to fill a whole article, for 

the sake of this piece, I will focus on the essentials, as expressed in the clear departmental 

expectations for advisor/advisee relationships articulated by the University of California, 

Irvine’s graduate handbook32. I add to that articulation that there should be a) an easy to use, 

easy to find, and suitably protected mechanism for graduate students to get help with their 

relationship with their advisor or to change advisors; b) departmentally supported and 

ongoing training for faculty on working with traditionally underrepresented minority students 

in mentoring relationships; and c) legitimate accountability for racist, sexist, classist, ableist, 

and homophobic issues with faculty advisors.  

The University of California, Irvine (UCI)’s handbook section on advisor/advisee 

relationships is not perfect, as none of these documents can be, but has particular sections 

worth highlighting herein, especially for program administrators looking for examples to 

share with litigiously-concerned upper-administration. It is not that I do not understand the 

concerns of upper admin; if these policies and guidelines are explicitly written, does this 

open the department up for future lawsuits? What I suggest, through UCI’s example, is that 

 
32  This handbook is part of a UC-wide initiative to discuss effective mentoring, due in part to the findings of 
this 2017 UC report on graduate student well-being.  
https://www.humanities.uci.edu/english/graduate/FINAL%20-%20Handbook%202019.pdf 
https://ucop.edu/institutional-research-academic-planning/_files/graduate_well_being_survey_report.pdf 

https://www.humanities.uci.edu/english/graduate/FINAL%20-%20Handbook%202019.pdf
https://ucop.edu/institutional-research-academic-planning/_files/graduate_well_being_survey_report.pdf
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handbooks can be explicit but not directive. Of course, at some point, doctoral WPAs and 

those they work with to get new policies approved have to decide whether fear of reprisal 

should be the basis by which they apply theory to disciplinary practice. I posit that striving to 

be better in even documental policy can help programs get ahead of issues that may crop up 

anyway and leave them better prepared for when breakdowns in power dynamics occur. 

Within the first paragraph of the section, the UCI graduate handbook begins with clearly 

stating the process by which students may change advisors, especially when transitioning 

into the exams and dissertation proposal phases of the program. Even if all is well within the 

advisor/advisee relationship, changes in research areas can lead to a need for a switch. When 

there are concerns about the relationship, however, it can be that much harder to ask for a 

change; knowing the procedure is one less thing a graduate student in this situation has to ask 

about. UCI lays out three guiding principles, two of which I discuss here.  

Arching over all their advice for advisor/advisee relationships, though, is the 

understanding that they depend on both trust and discretion. First, the advisor/advisee 

relationship should involve “shared decision making regarding the mentee’s professional 

development, incorporating both individuals’ points of view” (UCI Department of English, 

“Graduate Student Handbook,” p. 8). The shared decision making is important here, as well 

as acknowledging that the decisions made will impact the advisee’s professional 

development. So, while the advisor has the great institutional and academic knowledge that 

should, of course, be respected, the advisee knows themselves and their interests; ultimately, 

these decisions will impact their life far more than the advisors, so coming to mutual 

decisions is vital. Otherwise, the advisor can feel ignored or the advisee can feel railroaded. 

Especially in advisor/advisee relationships in which the advisor has not stood on the same 
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hill of perspective as the advisee as it relates to race, gender, sexuality, class, disability, and 

other identities, the advisor needs to make every effort to elicit their advisee’s perspective 

and honor that in the decision-making process.  

Power in the advisor/advisee relationship is also tied to place, in this case, the 

environment in which they meet. One of UCI’s guiding principles states that “meetings 

should be held in an appropriate environment where both parties feel they can speak freely” 

(UCI Department of English, “Graduate Student Handbook,” p. 8). The “appropriate 

environment” will differ based on the relationship, but advisors may find that meeting in 

neutral territory, such as via videoconferencing or at a coffee shop, may help students feel 

more comfortable than in the official trappings of the advisor’s office. Advisor/advisee 

relationships of different genders, in particular, may want to have an open and understanding 

discussion about where each feels comfortable meeting, but any advisor/advisee relationships 

may benefit from posing the question and seeing where it leads. It may simply mean that 

there are aspects of one’s faculty office that feel off-putting but could be rectified with 

relative ease. Examples include inadequate or uncomfortable seating or decor that sends 

messages that are not welcoming of students’ identities, even though they may be from 

faculties’ research, such as images from oppressive regimes, memorabilia from the Jim Crow 

Era, etc. As noted in their handbook, ultimately, advisors and graduate students need to 

discuss their expectations for the relationship and solidify their mutual understanding of their 

roles and responsibilities.  

UCI’s advice for graduate students and their advisors makes power transparent in a 

way that otherwise might be assumed and not explicitly stated, which is crucial to an 

intersectional Writing Studies perspective on advisor/advisee relationships. On the advisor 

side of the equation, a few key articulations are 1) advisors should assist the graduate student 
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in making a timeline for completing their doctoral requirements. This can be done in 

conjunction with making “Individual Development Plans” (UCI Department of English, 

“Graduate Student Handbook,” p. 8). A few other model programs do something similar, 

such as East Carolina University, which requires a short paper about one’s degree and career 

plans with the submission of their comprehensive exam. The University of Louisville, which 

requires a progress interview with all second-year Ph.D. students – grounded by a one-page 

handout – to get a “clear description of the student’s graduate and professional goals and then 

give feedback” (University of Louisville Department of English, “Graduate Program 

Guidelines”). Requiring some form of process for deliberately planning out one’s career 

goals and how one’s time in the doctoral program can help and has helped reach those goals 

is a useful process for graduate students to take part in. It allows the advisor to give timely 

feedback while also practicing the above guideline of working together to the benefit of the 

graduate student. The feedback given can be instrumental for sparking conversations about 

milestones and other aspects of academia that might otherwise be opaque to the graduate 

student.  

The graduate student’s role as a partner in the mentoring relationship should be 

agentive, which is critical for intersectional Writing Studies. Graduate students are the future 

of the discipline and both need to be supported in making agentive moves but also need to 

practice making them, as their additions to the field, especially if they belong to traditionally 

underrepresented minority groups, will require confidence in their ability to make agentive 

moves and the skill that only comes with practice in making those moves. It can be difficult, 

especially as a first-generation college student, to “be aware of their own mentoring needs 

and how they can change through their graduate tenure” or to “proactively seek out 

mentorship” when one is unaware of the potential pitfalls in the path before them (UCI 
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Department of English, “Graduate Student Handbook,” p. 9). This is why graduate students 

and advisors alike should read works like A Black academic’s guide to tenure, Presumed 

incompetent, and Women’s ways of making it in rhetoric and composition with the intention 

to dialogue openly about the helpful and problematic aspects of these texts, in conjunction 

with listening to the experiences of graduate students in the same program (as recommended 

in the Introduction to Graduate School section below). Reading and discussing these texts, 

along with hearing the experiences of a diverse range of students who have been through the 

same program, can help graduate students learn how to name what they need and ask for 

what they need.  

Purposes 

There are, of course, many purposes for a doctoral program, which vary among 

stakeholders (Inoue, 2015), such as institutions, departments, faculty, and students, who 

might all generally have different purposes for the program, as would individuals within 

those groups; yet, these program purposes need to also be intersectional in their impact on 

curriculum, structure, and how they treat the people within their departments. With that in 

mind, I take some space here to illuminate the ways some of the model programs have 

articulated their purposes and refer to how some of these purposes impact other aspects of the 

writing program ecology. New Mexico State University (NMSU) is particularly clear: 

The faculty in the Rhetoric and Professional Communication (RPC) program [at 

New Mexico State University] approach research, teaching, and other professional 

practices from multiple perspectives. We value collaboration and synthesis. We 

encourage critical engagements that challenge the borders traditionally drawn 

between theory and practice, production and reception, and creativity and critique. 

We promote situated inquiry that negotiates cultural, technological, disciplinary, and 
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textual constraints in order to imagine and realize new possibilities (NMSU English 

dept. Website, 2020). 

Indeed, like New Mexico State University, the discipline should acknowledge in practical 

and theoretical ways that race, gender, and class have always been foundational to the study 

of writing and rhetoric; they just have not been a sustained inquiry by the majority of the 

discipline’s scholars, nor has that discipline sufficiently engaged in an honest scholarly self-

reflection as it relates to intersectional Writing Studies. At NMSU, their purpose is especially 

reified through their coursework33 and their explicit anti-oppression goals. 

At Michigan Technological University, they are also explicit about their 

intersectional intentions, borne out primarily in their coursework. At the top of their 

departmental website, they say the following in bolded, large font:  

We think about connections among technology—systems, objects, practices, 

usability, new media, visuality; communication—composition, technical writing, 

rhetoric, language, discourses, gender, representation, and power; globalization—

intercultural communication, transnational flows, post-colonial critiques (Michigan 

Technological University, 2020, italics original, semicolons added for clarity). 

They put this into action through their classes, which, as they claim, promote an 

“understanding of the ways in which communicative practices are embedded in cultural 

contexts with political, material, and social dimensions” (Michigan Technological 

University, 2020). Some of their key courses that do this work include HU 5004 Cultural 

Theory, HU 5006 Continental Philosophy, HU 5007 Critical Perspectives on Globalization, 

HU 5008 Critical Approaches to Literature and Culture, HU 5114 Visual Theory and 

 
33 NMSU’s coursework is richly intersectional, especially its Cultural Rhetoric and Critical Writing Studies 
classes, both of which are required. A list of their courses is available in Appendix Two: Model Program 
Profiles. 
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Analysis, HU 6110 Special Topics in Critical Inquiry: Biopolitics and "Natures" both 

Nonhuman and Human (Michigan Technological University, 2020). These courses are just a 

selection of those that are or can be used for requirements. They cover a broad range of 

topics and do not all outwardly portray intersectional topics, but as is part of the main thrust 

of this article’s argument, intersectional Writing Studies should be included in Writing 

Studies courses that are not just “about race” or “about gender”; rather, it should be 

acknowledged as a lens through which we can see all topics of study that involve people and 

power. 

People 

People are impacted by the spaces they inhabit (Inoue, 2015), and that is no less true 

from an intersectional frame, as the racial and ethnic “formations inhabiting particular spaces 

in most conventional writing [program] ecologies” impact how students navigate their 

program. So too do the class realities embedded into the place, how spaces are/not accessible 

to disabled students, how spaces do/not welcome LGBTQ+ students, etc. (Inoue, 2015, p. 

139). The current reality is that “all bodies are normed to the white male [able, and straight] 

body…[such that] all people will not have the same relations to the other ecological elements 

in the ecology, nor have the same relations to power, but they should” (Inoue, 2015, p. 140). 

One way to acknowledge this variety of differences is to hear directly from students about 

their “responses to such ecological elements” that, instead of moving students to do research 

that “informs and deepens their response” (Inoue, 2015, p. 141), might instead invite their 

instructors and department administrators to do research that moves them to respond 

differently. 



 

 

99 

Financial support for graduate students  

Doctoral writing program administrators can be truly responsive (Royster, 2014) to 

students’ needs by reconsidering the funding models at their institutions; this will require a 

frank look at the current situation, as well as an acceptance of doctoral programs’ 

responsibilities to their students, and a multi-leveled plan of action divided into short and 

long-term goals. Funding models for graduate students are complex, and not all of the 

components of that complexity are held directly by the doctoral program. Those aspects, 

which will be discussed further in this section, are the parts most likely put in the long-term 

goals part of the plan. The reality is that class is too often a neglected angle of study in 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition (DeGenaro, 2007; Lindquist, 1999; Young, 2011), but it 

is a critical part of the original theorizing of intersectionality. The typical academic funding 

model, in which students commit full-time to their Ph.D. program and, if they work, only 

work part-time for the university (sometimes not allowed to work more than that by dint of 

university or programmatic contract), is based on a model that expects students to come from 

the middle and upper classes and thus have support from their families to pay for living 

expenses (Hurst, 2018; Walpole, 2003).  

Enrollment demographics in doctoral programs have changed since the 1980s, but the 

model for funding graduate students, which is built around the expectation of that familial 

financial support (Baum & Steele, 2017), has not sufficiently changed along with 

demographic shifts. This funding model has become decreasingly applicable over the years, 

but it persists, despite how detrimental it is to efforts to recruit and retain graduate students of 

color and first-generation graduate students in particular (U of CA Office of the President, 

2010). First-generation graduate students, not having the generational wealth and social 

capital of their higher-SES peers, feel the impact of the lack of guaranteed funding at some 
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universities and the insufficient funding at others, which can leave them living in what many 

states would qualify as at or below the poverty line34. How can graduate students be expected 

to produce innovative and original contributions to the discipline while also engaging in good 

pedagogy as graduate teaching assistants and instructors of record with such economic 

pressures? That they do so is a testimony to their tenacity, but it also speaks to the inhumane 

nature of far too many graduate programs in and outside of WRC.  

As long as doctoral programs in WRC want their students to commit full-time to their 

Ph.D. programs and expect any labor they do to be in service of the university, doctoral 

programs have a responsibility to their students. That responsibility is especially vital should 

programs seek to recruit and retain students who embody multiple marginalities; students 

need practical institutional support that provides for their basic needs if they are to be 

expected to teach and learn with excellence (Maslow 1943; Buksh, 2020). Looking at 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), one of their most common features is 

that they consider the financial accessibility of their programs to the Black students it is their 

mission to serve (Arroyo & Gasman, 2014). They do not all achieve this perfectly, but 

because it is a stated goal that money should not be a barrier for attendance, they shape their 

financial policies accordingly (Arroyo & Gasman, 2014).  

The short- and long-term renovation of funding policies in doctoral programs will, 

like many a serious fixer-upper, require an analysis of what the most acute needs are and 

what things are easiest to remedy. Those determinations will be institutionally specific. 

Cohort size, for example, might be a fairly autonomous decision at one program, where 

another may have deeply entrenched divisional politics that will take years to remedy. Some 

 
34 Graduate students living at and near the poverty line: https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/02/11/uc-

santa-cruz-grad-assistants-strike-living-wage-tough-rental-market 
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funding related concerns are outside of the immediate control of most departments, like the 

health insurance provided to all graduate student employees. The examples of short versus 

long game considerations here should be viewed through the lens that, despite the length of 

time it may take or the amount of advocating efforts at the institutional level that it may 

require, doctoral programs in WRC are obligated to be a) transparent with students about 

funding opportunities and why things are the way they are, and b) to work hard on behalf of 

their students, as students are certainly expected to work hard on behalf of their departments. 

Doctoral programs cannot blithely continue to admit graduate students, expect some of them 

to persist at the poverty line, all to earn a degree for which there are fewer and fewer jobs, 

even before a global pandemic and its economic ramifications. There must be a change. 

 While making changes to departmental funding models may largely be a long game 

because gathering – through donors and institutional sources – and restructuring the use of 

money can be challenging, doing the research on what some institutions are providing their 

students is a good next step. Having the ability to point to specific university programs and 

their provisions for graduate students can make renovation goals concrete and easier to 

defend. So, what do some programs provide? Some of that funding is related to participation 

in the discipline, such as conference attendance. The University of California, Irvine (UCI), 

like most programs, expects its doctoral students to “regularly present papers individually 

and collaboratively at CCCC, RSA, and other national and regional conferences,” but, unlike 

other departments, “The Composition Program provides substantial funds to support graduate 

student presentations at professional conferences” (UCI Department of English, “Graduate 

Study in Rhetoric and Composition,” 2020). Possibilities for seeking donors from the public 

and alumni, as well as pots of funds on campus, are discussed in the “Institutional Support” 
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chapter of the Naylor Report (DelliCarpini, Fishman, & Greer, 2020). For a department that 

does not currently support conference travel for their students, yet expects them to attend 

conferences, the short-term goal may be to find a source sufficient to fund one or two 

students for one conference a year, while working toward the long-term goal of growing that 

fund such that, eventually, it is sufficient to fund all of its graduate students for at least one 

conference a year.  

There, are, of course, more basic needs that graduate students have, including 

affordable housing and food, paid access to public transportation, and comprehensive health 

insurance. Access to affordable housing and food are the bare minimum, but especially in 

areas like California, New York, and the greater Washington DC area, housing is at a 

premium, which only increases the difficulty in affording both housing and food. 

Transparency regarding funding relative to the cost of living is an issue even the model 

programs in this study need to work on, as stipends that otherwise seem generous, like the 

University of Hawai’i, Mānoa’s $19,000 a year, could be almost entirely used up by rent 

(average rent = $1,300/month, x 12 months = $16,000).  

Students also need to be able to safely get from where they live to the campus and 

other places in their area. Acknowledging differences in class, all students should be given 

pre-paid passes for public transportation and, in areas that the public transportation is 

insufficient, work toward providing shuttles both on and off-campus for student, faculty, and 

staff use, like in the University of California system, which houses two of the model 

programs: UC Davis and UC Irvine. Providing for public transportation may be both a short 

and long term goal, in which the department may be able to find funds to pay for monthly 

bus or train passes, but there may be environmental initiatives on campus that fund public 

transportation use by university employees or undergraduate students that may be able to 
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fund such a source. Advocating for the inclusion of graduate students may take institutional 

advocating, but is a tangible, concrete goal that would positively impact graduate students.  

These needs also include health insurance that is available all-year and 

comprehensive, providing for pre-existing health issues, reproductive health, the needs of 

disabled students, and access to quality mental health services with a variety of counselors to 

choose from, all at reasonable co-pays. Focusing on mental health specifically, because 

access to mental health services is vital for the difficult journey that is earning a Ph.D. (U of 

CA Office of the President, 2017), there are additional concerns to consider that need to be 

explicitly stated. Not only do students need affordable access to mental health care, but they 

should not be capped at a certain amount of sessions – the number of sessions needed should 

be at the discretion of the student and the counselor. Similarly, the number of days a week a 

student meets with the counselor should be based on the practitioner's assessment of the 

student’s needs, not the policy of the university. Further, universities should actively recruit 

and work to retain not just one counselor per type of under-represented minorities at one’s 

campus, but several. Thus, the counselors will not be over-burdened, and the students can see 

those they need to see. While the UC system has not achieved all of its goals in these areas, 

they do provide full health insurance for all of their graduate student employees and heavily 

discounted rates for their dependents. UC Irvine goes a step forward and provides access to 

mental health services for no additional charge as long as students are registered for classes 

(UC Irvine Counseling Center, n.d.). Active recruitment of counselors of color, multi-lingual 

counselors, and LGTBQ+ counselors has persisted over the last five years and continues to 

be in effect (UC Davis Student Affairs, 2018).  

Kent State University (KSU), the University of Texas, San Antonio (UTSA), the 

University of Louisville, and the University of Kansas are used in the following paragraphs 
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to provide concrete examples of teaching assistant funding policies at the model programs, 

all of which are operating in the post-2008 ecology of constraint. Yet, they have been turning 

over old, dry ground and bringing up fresh earth, and have been able to make substantive 

renovations to their program, not just cosmetic changes. In a renovation, if theories are not 

put into practice, they are just wallpaper. Students at KSU earn their funding as teaching 

fellows. The stipend amount at KSU, approximately $17,000 (KSU, 2020), averages around 

half the median income for workers in Kent, Ohio, so it is representative of local part-time 

work (Data USA, n.d.). Rent in Kent, OH for a one-bedroom/one-bathroom apartment 

averages $700 a month (an average gained by comparing multiple rental websites), which is 

about 41% of graduate student’s monthly income, pre-taxes. A student who is truly 

dependent on this stipend for their entire income officially rent-poor, and only 9% away from 

qualifying as officially severely rent-burdened (PD&R Edge, n.d.). Yet, the university’s 

transparency regarding exactly how much the stipend pays per year allows graduate students 

to make an informed decision about potentially attending there. KSU’s compensation to their 

teaching fellows also includes a tuition waiver, which is customary, and a partial 

reimbursement for health insurance, which is not a guarantee even amongst the other model 

programs. Further, because teaching fellows “are required to take a graduate course, ENG 

61094, Introduction to Research in the Teaching of College Writing, the summer prior to 

their appointment” (KSU, 2020). KSU provides a summer stipend; ensuring that students are 

compensated for their time, which is especially important for graduate students with 

dependents who may need paid care when students are working, or students without the 

familial resources to live near campus without being paid.  

Another option, especially for programs that prefer students to receive more than a 

few weeks’ worth of training before teaching courses, is to provide funding for research 
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assistantships in a graduate student’s first year like the University of Texas, San Antonio 

does. Not tying the first year’s funding to teaching allows students to both have paid research 

experience as they prepare for their research milestones, while also giving them time to take 

teaching courses before actually teaching. It also provides students with a year to adjust to 

being in graduate school before taking on the responsibility of teaching. Students at UTSA 

also have the opportunity to teach in the summer, which is an especially precarious time for 

graduate students who often only receive funding during the academic year. Similarly, UCI 

provides teaching assistantships, but also lists campus-wide and department-specific 

additional fellowships open to the students, numbering over 12 additional opportunities for 

funding, including summer research and conference travel and dissertation writing 

fellowships.  

The University of Louisville (U of L) and the University of Kansas (KU) take funding 

possibilities a step further. The University of Louisville provides funding opportunities 

through teaching assistantships, research assistantships, and various administrative positions 

in the Assistant Director role: AD of Composition, AD of the University Writing Center, AD 

of Creative Writing, and AD of the bi-annual Thomas R Watson Conference (U of L, “Ph.D. 

in Rhetoric & Composition”). While the exact position one receives is not guaranteed, 

funding is. Similarly, the University of Kansas is transparent with the amount of funding they 

offer students, which averages $19,686 per year in just straight assistantships. KU shares the 

overall average of funding, too, excluding loans, which is $27, 491 (KU Office of Graduate 

Studies, 2019). They also guarantee four years of graduate assistantships in varying 

positions, a full tuition waiver except for students’ fees for fall and spring semesters. They 

also acknowledge that most students do not finish in four years and typically provide 

lectureship positions for students after their fourth year. 
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Cohort size is a factor unmentioned by many of the doctoral programs in WRC. This 

omission is likely due to many of these programs remaining situated as specializations within 

an English department, but also the interdepartmental and divisional politics that can 

influence decisions about cohorts and funding. Yet, how many students a department has to 

fund is just as important as the model by which one funds them, if not more so. Given the 

general decline in the number of tenure-track faculty positions in academia and the particular 

job market realities due to the COVID-19 pandemic, departments have an ethical and 

financial responsibility to consider if they can justify their usual cohort sizes. A program that 

usually admits 15 students may need to cut that down to 10 students to continue to fund them 

enough to be full-time students, while another program that usually admits 10 students per 

cohort may have to cut down to 5. Other programs may have to consider taking a year-long 

pause in admissions altogether, in order both to maintain funding for their current students 

and to be fair to students they otherwise might have admitted. Once those considerations 

have been deliberated and decided, then department administrators may need to defend those 

choices to their divisional counterparts, which may be an ongoing process. As long as there is 

transparency with students over departmental efforts to advocate on their behalf, and 

transparency about what funding is available for students throughout the program, the years it 

may take to renovate that section of the departmental house would be reasonable. 

Support for intersectional teaching 

It will take time and structural effort to create a sustainable intersectional Writing 

Studies program that not only has statements, requirements, and supports for students and 

faculty, but also engenders a departmental shift in culture. To create that shift, such that 

intersectional Writing Studies is no longer felt or understood to be marginal, regardless of the 

institutional messaging, requires support for the people doing this work. de Müeller & Ruiz 
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(2017) found that their respondents with the highest confidence in their support in doing 

intersectional Writing Studies work were at institutions that offered frequent professional 

development on race. Repeated, supported structural resources offered by their institutions 

made scholars feel more confident in doing intersectional Writing Studies work. It was not 

messaging alone that made the difference, but practical support that enabled instructors to 

feel confident in doing work that for many faculty members was not included in the training 

they received when they earned their doctorates. Further, those respondents (de Müeller & 

Ruiz, 2017) also mentioned that the most effective professional development did not put 

faculty of color in the department on the spot, but instead featured race, gender, and class 

diverse authors of articles that addressed these issues in both subject content and pedagogy. 

One respondent had monthly staff development meetings that at times featured race or 

gender in the classroom and teaching controversial topics. What made these meetings most 

helpful was the “forum for voicing all kinds of concerns in the classroom/curriculum” (de 

Müeller & Ruiz, 2017, p. 31). In the same way that the discipline often expects new teachers 

to take a course throughout their first semester or year teaching, it might be worthwhile to 

have monthly meetings to discuss the “roses and thorns” of teaching a newly intersectional 

curriculum. 

 In addition to this frequent support so faculty can feel confidently able to make 

changes in their instruction and mentorship, faculty felt supported in doing intersectional 

Writing Studies work when diversity and inclusion efforts have been added to everyone’s 

merit document expectations (de Müeller & Ruiz, 2017).  In far too many writing programs, 

the onus to diversify the curriculum of existing courses or to create new ones falls on the few 

faculty members of color that teach in said program (de Müeller & Ruiz, 2017). The same 

can be said about educating faculty as to the needs of students of color in WRC classes (de 



 

 

108 

Müeller & Ruiz, 2017). Yet, when surveyed in de Müeller and Ruiz’s (2017) study, faculty 

of color and white faculty alike overwhelmingly agreed that efforts of these sorts are 

unsustainable. White faculty respondents seemed to have a difficult time articulating why, 

while faculty of color were more specific: the combination of fatigue from doing extra 

service, the lack of credit received from doing said service in their tenure/promotion merit 

considerations, and the questioning, dismissal, and silencing from their peers – especially 

during departmental meetings and professional development – combined to make that work 

not only unsustainable and led faculty of color to consider leaving said departments, but also 

unsuccessful in the goal of genuinely changing the department’s teaching and services in 

such a way that it served its students of color.  

Simply requiring intersectional courses or altering degree milestone requirements or 

documents explaining those expectations is not enough; otherwise, faculty might not buy into 

the purpose of teaching and advising differently, may feel their students in required 

intersectional courses do not largely buy-in or may feel inadequately prepared to teach said 

courses. Providing structural support for intersectional Writing Studies in the form of 

professional development and explicit expectations in tenure and promotion documentation 

can help shift the culture of the department. As I discuss in greater detail in the “Places” 

section, another way to develop buy-in from faculty is to involve them in discussions of how 

to link their research specializations with intersectional Writing Studies and give them space, 

resources, and credit for making those changes.  

Places  

Place is more than “geography that acquires meaning,” though it is that, too; place is 

also rhetorical context, in addition to the material and digital environments that shape modes 

of response and assessment (Inoue, 2015, p. 158). Further, “material bodies make up 
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locations and define them by occupying places” (Inoue, 2015, p. 159). The places bodies 

occupy, both their material resources and their rich histories, are important aspects of the 

writing ecology on which to deliberate. In part, considering how the place-based resources of 

one’s university and the research areas of one’s faculty could be utilized to create an 

intersectional Writing Studies specialty could also build faculty and institutional buy-in, 

which can add to creating a genuinely collaborative culture for intersectional Writing Studies 

in one’s program. Many of the model programs have done this work, especially the 

University of Hawai’i, Mānoa, the University of Texas, San Antonio, and Indiana University 

of Pennsylvania.   

As stated in their Cultural Studies course description, the University of Hawai’i, 

Mānoa department acknowledges that “another important hallmark of Cultural Studies is that 

it is a located practice—that the scholar works with attention to the specific struggles, 

questions, and problems that characterize the place out of which she/he is situated” (UHM, 

“Department of English,” n.d.). Thus, they intentionally designed their program with their 

place-based cultural identities in mind, bringing Indigenous Hawai’ian and Asian/Pacific 

Islander identities to the center of their program. They take advantage of the resources 

present at their university, like the Hawai’ian and Pacific collections in Hamilton Library. 

One of the learning outcomes for the Rhet/Comp specialization of the English program is that 

students have an “understanding of how and why our position in Hawai’i and the Pacific 

affects the ways we practice the theories and methods” of Cultural Studies, Rhetoric, and 

Composition.   

Indigenous rhetorics and composition is founded in both decolonial epistemologies 

and a deliberate centering of the perspectives and theories of Indigenous Rhet/Comp 

scholars. Not a metaphor for diversifying higher education (Tuck & Yang, 2012), Indigenous 
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rhetorics and composition instead consider the actual perspectives of Native Americans in 

specific rhetorical and compositional situations (Arola, 2017) and place-based scholarship 

and pedagogy (Olivas, 2015). As described in Annette Portillo’s iteration of UTSA’s course 

on indigeneity, “the collective voices we read and artworks examined in this interdisciplinary 

course will allow for a better understanding of the diverse and complex identities of Native 

American women, primarily through autobiographical discourses” (UTSA, 2012). A course 

like this breaks down the stereotypes of Native Americans as situated fully in the past, as a 

mish-mosh of different tribes, and the racialized stereotypes that persist in descriptions of 

present-day Indigenous communities (Arola, 2017). Portillo’s course examines:  

how the legacies of colonization, displacement and traumatic memories of genocide 

are inscribed on the bodies of indigenous women whose memoirs, life stories, oral 

histories, blogs, social media sites and experimental multi-genre narratives become 

acts of survival that not only resist the silences and silencing that are part of genocidal 

legacies, but also recuperate indigenous-centered epistemologies. This course will 

also problematize Western notions of literacy as we read the works of storytellers 

who become agents of history (UTSA, 2012).  

The class does this investigation and questioning by drawing from texts like Zitkala-Sa’s 

American Indian Stories and the digital media – in this case, photography and performance 

art – produced by Native American women, which compositionists and rhetoricians can 

study from a wide variety of disciplinary-specific theoretical perspectives, including both 

decoloniality (Riley-Mukavetz & Powell, 2015) and intersectionality (Morris, 2017), but also 

new materialism (Edwards & Lang, 2018; Gries, 2015), embodiment (Alexander & Rhodes, 

2008; Dolmage, 2009; Fleckenstein, 2010; Garrett, 2019; Hawhee, 2004; Lewiecki-Wilson & 

Brueggemann, 2008; Wilson & Lewiecki-Wilson, 2001), and digital media (Arola, 2017; 
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Duthely, 2017; Morris, 2017; Wysocki, 2004). There are sufficient Indigenous rhetorics and 

compositions for a place-based focus. 

Languages other than English are a place-based focus at The University of Texas, San 

Antonio and at Indiana University of Pennsylvania that both acknowledge the immigrant 

communities of their areas and the need to train graduate students who seek to teach them. 

The University of Texas, San Antonio requires its Ph.D. students to prove proficiency in 

Spanish because of the program’s focus on Latina/o Studies in connection with both the 

English Ph.D. and the Rhet/Comp certificate. Additionally, these specializations should 

include courses that engage in theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical issues related to 

multilingual composition and how rhetoric is impacted by different cultural and language 

practices. They offer a course called “Literature of the United States in Languages Other 

Than English” that provides a rich list of potential texts instructors and graduate students 

may use in teaching future courses that focus on composition in languages other than English 

written by indigenous peoples and immigrants. Course texts include Marc Shell and Werner 

Sollors, ed. The Multilingual Anthology of American Literature; Theresa Hak Kyung Cha. 

Dictée; Alfred Mercier. Saint-Ybar; Tomas Rivera. Y no se lo trago la tierra; Isaac Bashevis 

Singer. The Collected Stories.   

Indiana University of Pennsylvania, with a doctoral program explicitly named 

“Composition and TESOL”, offers two courses related to multilingual literacy particularly 

worth highlighting. The first course is a “Cross-Cultural Communication” course and the 

second is titled “Identity, Power, and the Multilingual Writer.” Cross-Cultural 

Communication “investigates cultural behaviors, assumptions, values, and conflicts 

surrounding communication across cultures in the context of teaching English as a second or 

foreign language at all levels” (Indiana University of Pennsylvania, n.d.). Given the 
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NCTE/CCCC stance on Students’ Right to Their Own Language (cite), the response to Asao 

Inoue’s chair’s address on White language supremacy, and the recently released CCCC’s 

demand for Black Linguistic Justice (Baker-Bell et al., 2020), there is a need to engage more 

as a discipline in these “assumptions, values, and conflicts” not just in communication across 

cultures, but also the ones communicated in composition courses by still largely White 

instructors with increasingly linguistically diverse students.  

Other universities consider their place concerning the economic infrastructure of the 

area or, like Michigan Technological University, their institution. Several departments are 

creating specific, structural specializations in technical communication (Tech Comm), 

including North Carolina State University, New Mexico State University, and Michigan 

Technological University. Incorporating intersectional Writing Studies into Tech Comm is 

already happening in scholarship (De Hertogh et al., 2019; Shivers-McNair, Gonzales, & 

Zhyvotoska, 2019; Warren-Riley, 2019) and pedagogy (Haas & Eble, 2018; Malone, 2020; 

Munoz, 2014). North Carolina State University illustrates that with their course: CRD 701 

History and Theory of Communication Technology. The class does the usual historical and 

theoretical overview of Tech Comm, but it also aims for students to leave with a “grasp of 

the material, social, political, and economic contexts in which technological arrangements 

and practices emerge” allowing students to “discern the ways culture and society both shape 

and are shaped by media” (NC State University, 2020). They do this work by applying the 

theoretical frames of technical communication to other theories, such as media theory, 

feminist theory, and cultural studies, among others.  Then the course examines timely 

examples of technical communication related to the above theories, pulling from social 

movements, digital and print media, news around Tech Comm and intersectional issues, etc.  
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Parts 

While Inoue understandably focuses his articulation of parts on writing assessment 

pieces like the “instruments, scores, grades, portfolios, essay prompts, students’ and teachers’ 

response, or scoring rubrics…[that are] most visible” (Inoue, 2015, p. 125), I am going to 

focus more on the “most visible” aspect of his articulation of parts. The most visible parts of 

doctoral programs are the courses and milestones. Because the milestones are discussed in 

detail in both the processes and products portions of this article, I will focus here on courses 

as parts of doctoral writing program ecologies. Even with a narrowing of focus just to 

courses, there is an abundance of detail that could be discussed. As such, for portions of 

coursework related directly to writing assessment, I defer to Inoue’s book. Instead, I will 

focus on the ways the model programs use courses to embody intersectional Writing Studies, 

that dismantle the “biases that are inherent” in some of the foundational coursework of WRC 

doctoral programs (Inoue, 2015, p. 126). Specifically, these courses challenge the white, 

Western, global North perspectives and histories that dominate the discipline, particularly in 

Rhetoric.  

It is not that these courses should not teach the Western historical trajectory of 

Rhetorical Studies; rather, programs should question if it is, in fact, racist, to teach this 

perspective as foundational, as essential, as required, while other histories (even those 

happening concurrently to the traditional narrative) are left to the literal margins as footnotes 

and electives. I assert that it is both racist and segregationist. While there are other important 

course sequences in a Rhet/Comp doctoral program, particularly the Introduction to Graduate 

School course and Graduate Teacher Training classes, I will spend time discussing the 

former in the “Processes” section and the latter at the end of this “Parts” section. I provide 
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these first course explanations as an example of what it might look like to integrate the core 

foundational coursework in WRC doctoral programs.  

Introductory Coursework 

Introduction to Rhetoric and Composition. 

As I mentioned before delving into the purpose and practice of Introduction to 

Graduate Studies courses and their follow-up proseminars, I argued that a separate 

Introduction to Rhetoric and Composition or Introduction to Writing Studies course should 

be taken before moving on to stand-alone Composition Theory and Rhetorical Theory 

courses. I posit that providing an Introduction to Rhetoric and Composition course, separate 

from Intro to Graduate Studies and from later Comp/Rhet theory and methodology courses, 

serves multiple purposes.  

First, having both an Intro to Rhet/Comp and an Intro to Graduate Studies course 

allows Intro to Graduate Studies to focus on the mechanics and practices of academia. 

Second, Intro to Rhet/Comp frees the required courses students take afterward, particularly 

Composition Theories, Classical and Modern Rhetorical Theories, and Comp/Rhet 

Methodologies, to begin from a place of knowing that students have had at least some contact 

with certain theories and methodologies and thus go more in-depth into fewer concepts, not 

needing to be a full survey course themselves. Third, Introduction to Rhet/Comp taught in 

this manner can also be used to build an intersectional foundation for students to ground 

themselves on as they pass through the thresholds of the discipline.  

This course would transform the typical survey Rhet/Comp course, while still doing 

the work of brushing the surface of the major theories and methodologies employed by the 

discipline, thus introducing students with varying amounts of pre-knowledge of Rhet/Comp 

to all be given a consistent foundation of the discipline. But, such a course would include in 



 

 

115 

its survey cultural, feminist, queer, and disability studies as they related to Rhet/Comp, either 

as separate weeks or in the context of introducing key theories and methodologies. Doing so 

puts the proverbial money where the mouth is, which the University of Hawai’i at Mānoa 

does well, creating intersection Writing Studies courses that support what they say on their 

website about their program description: 

CompRhet at UHM can expect to learn a range of rhetorical concepts, histories, 

theories, and strategies—by examining works by Ancient Greek writers like Aristotle 

and Plato alongside contemporary works informed by indigenous, queer, feminist, 

digital, speculative, postmodern, ecological, and embodied theories of rhetoric… 

(UHM, “Department of English,” n.d.).  

Just how UHM does so can be seen in their Introduction to Composition and Rhetoric course, 

which I discuss at length in the paragraphs that follow. 

 The University of Hawai’i, Mānoa offers an Introduction to Composition and 

Rhetoric course that serves as both a survey and an intersectional Writing Studies foundation. 

In what follows, I will quote parts of their detailed course description and comment on how it 

makes real my speculative plans for such a course. First, the course acknowledges a basic 

tension in our discipline, that “the two poles of ‘rhetoric’ and ‘composition’ are not united 

easily, even for the seasoned practitioner ....” (UHM, “Department of English,” n.d.). As an 

incoming graduate student, I genuinely was not aware of this tension but was made aware in 

my Introduction to Writing Studies course, which certainly clarified things I had observed in 

articles and at conferences. As the course description goes on to say, however, “the two poles 

seem far less autonomous today, when newer turns in the field are toward embodied, new 

materialist, and (what might be the larger category of) “ecologies” of writing. These turns 

attend to place and space, bodies and objects, contexts and power, subjectivities and ethics” 
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(UHM, “Department of English,” n.d.). It is in these turns, the study of places, spaces, 

bodies, objects, contexts, power, subjectivities, and ethics, that intersectional Writing Studies 

can and should be made visible to new graduate students.  

 Texts included in iterations of this course have included a wide variety of 

foundational texts but are contextualized within the above intersectional objectives and 

include texts from women. These primary authors and texts include Gorgias, the chapter on 

Classical Rhetoric in Bizzell and Herzberg’s Rhetorical Tradition, Plato, Phaedrus, Aristotle 

(excerpts from On Rhetoric and On the Soul), Johnstone (Listening to the Logos: Speech and 

the Coming of Wisdom in Ancient Greece), Vitanza (Negation, Subjectivity, and the History 

of Rhetoric), Selzer and Crowley (Rhetorical Bodies), Hawhee (Rhetoric in Tooth and Claw), 

Dobrin and Weisser (Natural Discourse), Cooper (The Animal Who Writes). As one can see, 

this introduction to the discipline does not throw the baby out with the bathwater. Like 

HBCUs, a course of this kind allows space for the relationship between academic 

achievement, identity, and values to be developed and discussed (Arroyo & Gasman, 2014). 

It grounds discussions of these texts with an understanding that bodies matter, that the writer 

or rhetor’s identity matters, that the bodies and identities of the writer and rhetor’s audience 

matter, that the environments and cultural/political contexts of all parts of both the rhetor and 

audience matter.  

Classical Rhetoric. 

Re-imagining how to teach traditional courses in any discipline can be especially hard 

because there are already so many foundational texts and not enough time to cover them all; 

how does one go about bringing intersectional Writing Studies into the center of a course like 

Classical Rhetoric? They might, as Indiana University of Pennsylvania, choose to study how 

“cultural factors such as history, politics, ideology, gender, race, and ethnicity affect the 
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composing process” in which even rhetorics of antiquity can be viewed in this way (Indiana 

University of Pennsylvania, n.d.). Or, as the University of Texas, San Antonio (UTSA) puts 

it, to study rhetorical history “through comparative/contrastive cultural inquiry” (UTSA, 

2012). After assessing which core texts truly are most essential for the students to read (in 

consultation with what they will have already encountered in Introduction to Rhetoric and 

Composition), an instructor can then pair these readings with those from outside the usual 

Western, male-dominated texts. In UTSA’s ENG 5133: Cultural Histories of Rhetoric, they 

guide graduate students to consider rhetorical practices around the world and from feminist 

perspectives:  

Through a comparative/contrastive cultural inquiry, students will research into the 

histories of rhetoric through feminist refigurations of the sophists, Islamic receptions 

of Aristotle and classical rhetoric, indigenous and Latino/a rhetorics of the Americas, 

rhetorical practices in ancient China and its diasporas, and the politics of doing 

rhetorical historiography (UTSA, 2012).  

This sort of comparative and contrastive approach in a foundational course like Classical 

Rhetoric establishes for students early on that rhetoric is an inherently human practice that 

was not handed down directly to Plato and Aristotle and from them spread to the rest of the 

world, though certainly this knowledge was spread right along with trade and conquest. 

Rather, teaching the histories of rhetoric in this way shows students that rhetoric has always 

been intersectional; our discipline has just not always paid sufficient attention to that reality.  

The course also intentionally brings to the fore how rhetorical practices shape 

historically and culturally situated counter/publics through extra/institutional forms of 

education. Thus, the course content will be relevant not just for students seeking to 

deepen their knowledge of cultural histories of rhetoric, but also to educators and 
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practitioners seeking historical and theoretical sophistication for their sites of 

application, especially in professional and pedagogical contexts (UTSA, 2012).  

Perceiving students as educators and scholars from the beginning of their coursework, the 

description above helps students to see how these theories and histories can inform their 

practice now in the classroom and other workplaces, especially for technical communication 

students, and in the institutions in which they conduct research.  

Sample texts for such a course include Baca, D. & Villanueva, V. (2010). Rhetoric of 

the Americas; Ezzaher, L.E. (2015). Three Arabic Treatises on Aristotle’s Rhetoric: The 

Commentaries of al- Farabi, Avicenna, and Averroes; Glenn, C. (1997). Rhetoric Retold: 

Regendering the Tradition from Antiquity Through the Renaissance; Jarratt, S. (1998). 

Rereading the Sophists: Classical Rhetoric Refigured; Kirkpatrick, A. & Yu, Z (2012). 

Chinese Rhetoric and Writing; Lipson, C. & Brinkley, R. (2009). Ancient Non-Greek 

Rhetorics; Lunsford, A. (1995). Reclaiming Rhetorica: Women in The Rhetorical Tradition; 

and Stromberg, E. (2006). American Indian Rhetorics of Survivance (UTSA, 2012). As this 

section illustrates, one can teach a Classical Rhetoric course that deliberately weaves 

intersectional Writing Studies into the main body of the rhetorical theoretical tapestry.  

Graduate Teacher Training. 

An intersectional Writing Studies renovation of teacher preparation is necessary for 

the sake of undergraduate and graduate students alike (Baker-Bell et al., 2020; Blair, 2014; 

Pierce & Enos, 2008; Serviss, 2017; Skeffington, 2010). An intersectional Writing Studies 

doctoral program would structurally and richly prepare their students for teaching 

undergraduate composition and rhetoric courses. If the discipline agrees that pedagogy 

matters, then teacher training should involve multiple courses, starting with one class the 

term before students begin teaching the class. Wardle (2014) asks us to consider “why is it 
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that our very own programs seem to deny the subject of our study and place graduate 

students with no disciplinary training at all into a writing classroom? Who benefits from such 

unexpert labor? Why does such a system persist?” (p. 670). Renovating such a system 

requires making explicit the intersectional power dynamics at play in the college writing 

classroom, drawing from theoretical and praxis articles and books, as well as the personal 

experiences of graduate student teachers from this specific instruction who can give place-

oriented perspectives. The intersectional power dynamics include grading practices that 

reinforce white supremacist standards of English (Franz & Grue, 2020; Inoue, 2015, 2019), 

ways in which students might view teachers of color (Huston, 2005; Reid, 2010), teachers 

who speak using dialects or accented English, disabled teachers (Neca et al., 2020), teachers 

who either openly identify as LGBTQ+ or may be perceived by their students as such 

(Jennings, 2008), and how both male and female students might perceive female teachers 

differently than male teachers (MacNell et. al, 2014; Mitchell & Martin, 2018). Considering 

the power dynamics in teacher’s interactions with and course planning for students in these 

identity categories is necessary, as well. Indeed, accommodating non-traditional students 

should be a key unit within this course. Considerations include, but are not limited to, 

students with disabilities, student parents and other caregivers, first-generation college 

students, students of color, students with both Christian and non-Christian religious 

backgrounds whose religious needs may need to be accommodated, international and 

immigrant students, and multilingual and multi-dialectic students.   

The University of Hawai’i at Mānoa and the University of Kansas both offer teacher 

preparation courses that exemplify the praxis and theory sides of college teacher education. 

In UHM’s “Theory & Practice of Teaching Composition,” students were first encouraged to 

develop and write a teaching philosophy. Second, UHM’s course requires students to write a 
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“short book review essay evaluating and comparing the strengths and weaknesses of two 

major Composition collections, to look for gaps, silences, and consider scholarly identity 

within the field” (UHM, “Department of English,” n.d.). By providing space and exigency, 

this assignment allows students to apply what they have learned up to this point about 

intersectional Writing Studies and pedagogy as they read potential texts for their courses, 

putting into practice the discerning professional eye they need to develop as writing 

instructors. Additionally, assignments like this help students produce publishable writing that 

can both build their CV and speak into the field with an intersectional frame. Lastly, students 

develop a syllabus for their department’s equivalent of First-Year Composition. As the 

course description says, students should leave such a course with “a clearer sense of what 

they can be and do in the classroom, bolster their identity as teachers, as well as helping them 

to develop a foundation to be productively responsive to writing course and classroom 

politics” (UHM, “Department of English,” n.d.). This course, taken before students start 

teaching, can help graduate students better prepare to teach their first course at the university. 

At least one additional course should be required that is taken concurrently when 

graduate students teach their first Writing, Rhetoric, or Composition class. The University of 

Kansas (KU) requires two classes, one for students first teaching English 101 (which may be 

First-Year Composition at other programs) and a second course for those teaching English 

102 for the first time. One key takeaway from these two courses is that they do the above 

suggestions, while also requiring observations of students while teaching. This can be an 

awkward experience, but worthwhile as long as the instructor doing the observations has 

been in communication with the student in advance, preferably as a mentor figure during the 

teaching of the student’s first course, and has the development of the student-teacher as the 

main goal, not simply assessing the student’s teaching. Further, in the second course, KU 
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specifies that these courses include weekly group meetings and individual conferences, 

which can allow for asking questions that a student might feel uncomfortable asking with the 

whole class or is a private concern. Providing space for individual conversations is especially 

important because students are teaching under the pressure of also completing their degree 

milestones. 

Processes 

That it is important to teach the varied processes of writing is a largely assumed 

statement within the field, not just as it relates to teaching undergraduates, but also graduate 

students (Johnson-Shull & Rysdam, 2012; Madden, 2016; Rogers, Zawacki, & Baker, 2016). 

Inoue (2015) argues that it is equally important to teach the processes by which one assesses 

writing, and I agree. Yet, I posit that in WRC doctoral programs, it is important to teach the 

processes and assessment factors of both the specific written products, but also the other 

processes of graduate school; in graduate school, one is essentially composing oneself into a 

scholar and that whole composition is assessed, not just the specific documents one turns into 

an advisor, professor, or committee. Thus, the processes by which one composes oneself 

should be explicitly discussed. Transparency is especially important for first-generation 

graduate students, who are often students of color. What programs and advisors may assume 

to be sufficient transparency is too often still obscure. Due to the power imbalance between 

graduate students and their advisors, graduate students may not feel free to ask for 

clarification or know what questions they need to ask. Responsivity (Royster, 2014) leads us 

to listen when graduate students say they need to know more, need to be given explicit 

instructions on milestones or in academic writing. More, responsivity pushes us to act. 

Preparing a new level of transparency takes time, of course, and must come from a variety of 

aspects of the writing program ecology. Some of these moves toward transparency have been 
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discussed in other nodes of the ecology; here, I use the Introduction to Graduate School 

course as an example of structurally supported transparency of the process.  

 

Introduction to Graduate School Course 

Introduction to Graduate Studies, as well as the program’s equivalents of Introduction 

to Rhetoric and Composition, serve as students’ first formal introduction to the threshold 

concepts of the discipline (Adler-Kassner & Wardle, 2015). Only 22.9% of doctoral 

programs in Rhet/Comp offer one of these courses35; some likely do the work expected in 

one of these courses in informal ways or opt to fold them into Composition or Rhetorical 

Theory courses. Yet, Introduction to Graduate Studies courses, such as those offered by the 

University of Texas, San Antonio and the University of Kansas, are uniquely suited to 

provide a survey of the expectations of academia as they relate to the discipline, not just the 

theory. It should also make transparent the goals and practices of the discipline, as well as the 

milestones expected to earn a Ph.D. in WRC. There are many ways one could complete each 

milestone and one is, in the current system, largely at the mercy of one’s advisor for how that 

would be done. Moreover, it can be easy to forget, even a year after taking the course, some 

of the particular advice given by the teacher and guest speakers in such a course. This is why 

I imagine an ideal Rhetoric and Composition doctoral program would not only offer an 

Introduction to Graduate Studies course, but it should have follow-up proseminars or 

colloquia each year that returns to themes mentioned in the original course, but takes a 

deeper look closer to when students will immediately need that information.  

So, what should an intersectional Introduction to Graduate Studies course teach? 

First, it should, as such a course is being designed for a department, be always kept in mind 

 
35 See dissertation chapter 2: “By the Numbers”, in addition to Appendix Three: Oversized Images and Tables 
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that while all students coming into graduate school will benefit from the transparency that the 

course I outline below would offer, some students will especially benefit. Students who live 

at the intersection of race, gender, and class, in such a way that the power dynamics of those 

intersections in our society harm them over and over and over again, will be particularly 

enriched by a course that openly acknowledges those power dynamics within the discipline 

and thoughtfully pulls back the veil that enshrouds the practices and procedures of the 

program and the field.  

Introduction to Graduate Studies courses should include an overview of milestones 

with more of a focus on the developmental nature of these milestones. Any milestones due by 

the end of the first year should get priority. Advice on not just how to work with your advisor 

or other research lead, but also how to communicate one’s needs with them and how to 

determine if you need a different advisor should also be discussed. Departmental procedures 

and key figures in and out of the department should be introduced. Physical or digital tours of 

helpful resources (website, library, manual, etc.) should be conducted. One of my personal 

favorites from the Introduction to Graduate Studies course that I took was the panels of 

students and advisors who helped personalize each milestone and the development students 

undergo while earning a doctorate.  

Especially for first-generation graduate students, explanations of academic and 

disciplinary jargon are deeply important. Something I was taught by other graduate students 

but would have been helpful to learn at the beginning of my program was how to read 

transdisciplinary and disciplinary books and articles for genuine comprehension and how to 

take notes on them in such a way that they can be folded into one’s notes for milestones, such 

as one’s independent research project/master’s thesis or comprehensive exam reading notes. 

Like the University of Kansas, “current critical and theoretical approaches to language… and 
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rhetoric” should be reviewed (KU Department of English). Additionally, conversations about 

disciplinary norms, conference attendance, and graduate work-life-balance are essential to 

such a course.  

Included in these conversations should be the intentional sharing of both school-wide 

and departmental resources that assist the wide needs students may have beyond the 

traditional single student from the middle to the upper class with financial support from their 

parents: commuting students, financially-challenged students, student-parents, caregivers of 

aging parents or young siblings, students with disabilities, students with long-term 

partnerships, etc. The University of Texas, San Antonio (UTSA) offers an Introduction to 

Graduate Studies course that addresses many of these issues36. 

ENG 5013: Introduction to Graduate Studies - This course will serve as an 

introduction to the history and practices of graduate studies in English. Along the 

way, we’ll glimpse at the history of English departments, a survey of established and 

emerging theoretical/critical approaches, some advice for thriving in graduate studies, 

a few strategies for graduate-level writing, and some key texts from the MA exam 

reading list. By the end of the semester, you’ll also be familiar with key resources in 

our field, and you’ll produce a short article [1000-1200 words], [a journal report], a 

conference proposal, an annotated bibliography, and a conference [report and] 

paper37... Required Texts (subject to change): Clifton, Quilting; Diaz, Drown; Graff, 

Professing Literature; Moretti, Graphs, Maps, Trees; Parker, How to Interpret 

Literature; Sandoval, Methodology of the Oppressed; Semenza, Graduate Study for 

 
36 This Introduction to Graduate Studies course is for all of UTSA’s English doctoral students. One might 
modify this course description as needed per departmental situation.  
 
37 Bracketed inserts include items mentioned in the assignments list but not included in this quoted paragraph 

from the UTSA English Department website.  
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the Twenty-First Century; Yamashita, Tropic of Orange. Recommended Text: 

Williams, Style. (UTSA, 2012).  

Of course, this is quite a bit of writing to produce, and an instructor would have to decide if 

that fits the goals of their department, but choosing at least three of the above assignments 

would enable students to leave this introductory course the beginning of a practiced 

understanding of the discipline’s genres.  

Both the structural support for graduate students evidenced in the topics covered and 

the assignments given illustrate an understanding of how this course can be used to truly 

serve graduate students, but the texts assigned provide a fuller picture of how this course 

exemplifies intersectional Writing Studies. The course spotlights poetry written by a Black 

woman (Lucille Clifton), fiction by an immigrant man born in the Dominican Republic and 

raised in New Jersey (Junot Diaz), intersectional methodologies (Methodology of the 

Oppressed, by Sandoval), and deliberately includes works about the discipline and graduate 

study in general written by both White authors and authors of color.  

The yearly graduate proseminars or colloquium would follow the Introduction to 

Graduate Studies course. Year 2 would include how to prepare and complete the Independent 

Research Project (organizational structures, research questions, methods, etc.), what the 

defense process is like, and suggestions for how to publish and write conference proposals 

out of it. 

In year three, the proseminar instructor would build the course around this series of 

questions: Now that you’ve completed or are completing your IRP, how did the process help 

inform your identity as a scholar? What topics might you want to be your scholarly focus? 

What kind of scholar and teacher do you want to be? Answering these questions will help 

with practical concerns, like preparing for students’ comprehensive or qualifying exams and 
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beginning to think about their dissertation, but it will also give students a space to work 

through their responses to these questions and help remind them of why they are doing the 

work they are doing, amid the refining and challenging process that is earning a Ph.D., even 

an intersectional and humane one.  

Year 4 would focus on the dissertation proposal, and intersectional considerations 

about the job market, including building a collaborative framework of the job market. 

Despite the difficulties of the job market, including the decrease in jobs and the current 

precarity, given COVID-19 and university budget cuts similar to what they were in the 2008 

and 2009 market scenario, an intersectional Writing Studies framing of the job market would 

put forth a spirit of collaboration, of doing the best one can while still helping one’s cohort, 

because there are so many factors beyond the candidates that determine who is picked. It is 

detrimental to the discipline and scholars to fight amongst one’s cohort for a spot in 

academia. Frankly, people remember how their cohort members treat each other, and this can 

impact future opportunities later in one’s career. More importantly, though, an intersectional 

framing of the job market would make clear all the power dynamics in play, which should 

serve to unify, not divide, fellow graduate students.  

Year 4 would also spend more time on getting articles published, including which 

journals regularly feature intersectional Writing Studies and which have welcoming editorial 

practices, such as the Journal of Multimodal Rhetorics, Peitho, the Journal of College 

Reading and Learning, and others. Instructors of this course could look at the moderated 

discussion, hosted by constellations, a cultural rhetorics journal, titled “Academic 

#BlackLivesMatter: Black Faculty and Graduate Students Tell Their Stories ” (Botex et al., 

2020). Toward the end of this piece, the guest writers discuss inclusive intersectional 
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editorial practices. This conversation could serve as a springboard for similar discussions in 

the classroom.  

Year 5 might focus on managing the dissertation process, preparing for the defense, 

and revisiting the job market, this time with an emphasis on reviewing materials. It would 

also include a brief overview of transitioning to the faculty or alt-ac opportunities. Year 6, for 

those who remain, would largely repeat Year 5’s information, with a focus on areas most 

needed for those students. Both Years 5 and 6 should provide space for practicing job 

interviews, job talks, and teaching demos. Years 2-4 should similarly hold space for 

practicing conference presentations. 

These proseminars would structurally support cohort community building, which is 

especially helpful for first-generation students, commuter students, and other nontraditional 

students who may not otherwise find themselves easily meeting at the usual informal student 

gathering spaces and times. Additionally, these colloquia or proseminars can ensure that 

cohort members see each other once the other required courses have been completed. To 

ensure that these courses are accessible to all members, virtual attendance should be made 

possible, even after the COVID-19 pandemic issues have faded, and in-person instruction is 

safe. Providing virtual access to the course meeting, or hosting the course online with some 

synchronous discussion times, may be helpful for those who are away from campus for 

research or dissertation fellowships, commuter students, and others. The proseminars can 

also organize reading groups during comprehensive exam season, and at other times as well. 

Building a cohort in this way can aid the spirit of collaboration, not competition mentioned 

above.  
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Products 

The final documents produced for assessment at different milestones or in courses are 

not final products, the evaluation is (Inoue, 2015). In the case of a Ph.D., the “passing” score 

on a milestone is the final product, including the ultimate product - the doctoral degree itself. 

One can question the rubrics and other evaluative measures one uses to determine a passing 

score for any of these milestones in much the same way that one questions those measures 

for any writing assessment. What I explore here, instead, are a) the things produced for 

evaluation and b) what “writers and assessors … learn … about themselves as writers and 

assessors from various diverse perspectives” (Inoue, 2015, p. 156). Considering the stated 

purposes of the model programs, I illustrate here how those programs have altered the shape 

of what students are expected to produce based on what they want students to learn about 

themselves as scholars.  

The Milestones 

There are, of course, many milestones in a doctoral program, and there simply is not 

enough space in this article to go through the different intersectional Writing Studies 

modifications the model programs made to their many milestones; instead, I use 

comprehensive exams38 as an exemplar of how one might modify other milestones. Comp 

exams serve different purposes in different disciplines and departments, but their primary 

purpose is to ensure that students are knowledgeable enough in their sub-disciplines and in 

the primary discipline to make original contributions to the discipline (Estrem & Lucas, 

2003). The term “exam” does carry connotations of sitting in a room and taking a test, but 

assessment – the purpose for which exams exist – may be formative or summative. By 

formative, I mean that they take place over time and allow the instructor to re-shape their 

 
38 Referred to hereafter as comp exams.  
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educational process to benefit the learning of the reader, based on what they have seen in the 

formative assessments (Inoue, 2015). Summative assessments are final; regardless of the 

feedback we give students, they know, and we know, that the grade we give (pass/fail, 

lettered, or otherwise) is only going to change if we sit the exam or submit the paper again. In 

the case of comp exams, summative assessments often look like a student being asked to sit 

in a room for 6 hours and write X quantity of responses to questions that are kept secret until 

the day of, ostensibly to ensure that cheating doesn’t happen, that all the responses are 

original. Yet, we know as people who research writing that most good writing, academic or 

otherwise, is a process, an iterative one steeped in revision at that (Inoue, 2015; Johnson-

Shull & Rysdam, 2012). We also know that original contribution to the discipline is not the 

mere regurgitation of the knowledge of other writers in the discipline, nor are original 

contributions usually made in the pressure cooker of 6 hours on a single day, though they can 

happen in the span of two weeks to a semester. 

Comprehensive exams serve the dual purpose of evidencing students’ knowledge and 

refining in the student’s mind how the comp exam process can help them make contributions 

and help define them as a scholar. Thus, the form comp exam essays take can be flexible. 

They might be a portfolio of sorts, filled with writing that would be useful for graduate 

students as future scholars. Examples include part of the prospectus/dissertation proposal, 

other sections of the dissertation, essays that could be published in the discipline’s journals39 

(East Carolina University), or materials for the job market, such as proposed course syllabi 

based on their reading lists, teaching and research statements, and – especially for programs 

 
 
39 This article consists in large part of excerpts from my comprehensive exams and I was able to publish it 
while I was on the job market; having an already published article and more on the deck before interviews and 
campus visits undeniably contributed to my success on the job market.  
An Afrofuturistic Vehicle for Literacy Instruction 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10790195.2019.1693937 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10790195.2019.1693937
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seeking to center intersectional Writing Studies – robust and genuine diversity statements 

grounded in both theory and practice.  

When we consider how race, gender, and class power structures work together to 

keep students of color and first-generation college students in particular from knowing how 

these exams work and how to prepare for them, it becomes clear that transparency is 

necessary to start dismantling those power structures (Inoue, 2015). Grad students do some 

of this work for themselves, sharing Excel and Word documents that exemplify how they 

took their notes or chatting in Facebook groups or around the proverbial water cooler about 

what happened in closed doors of their oral exam, so others have some idea of what to 

expect. Yet, they do so because the structures of support are not already built into their 

programs.  

One way to make the comprehensive exams an intersectional product is to make past 

reading lists freely available to students, not just from the department, but others that are 

doing similar work. These reading lists could be hosted on something like CompPile40, which 

already serves to provide WRC bibliographies available as an open resource to the discipline. 

Graduate students might also use lists made by graduate student collectives to have a place to 

start if intersectional Writing Studies lists are not available in their home departments41. In 

this way, instead of each student re-inventing the wheel of what lists they should make, 

graduate students and their advisors can work together to look through the lists and find 

works that best fit the categories or set of questions their committee has decided on with 

 
 
40 CompPile is a volunteer-driven bibliography hosting website specific to the discipline of Writing, Rhetoric, 
and Composition. https://wac.colostate.edu/comppile/ 
41 Two examples include: 

• MMU Scholar List: https://www.itchuaqiyaq.com/mmu-scholar-list 

• Alternative Texts and Critical Citations for Antiracist Pedagogy 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ONAkDvuzGS4xAnqE0p-5kDseWS-5Hs_BDDwMy-
wHUnk/edit#gid=0 

https://wac.colostate.edu/comppile/
https://www.itchuaqiyaq.com/mmu-scholar-list
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ONAkDvuzGS4xAnqE0p-5kDseWS-5Hs_BDDwMy-wHUnk/edit#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ONAkDvuzGS4xAnqE0p-5kDseWS-5Hs_BDDwMy-wHUnk/edit#gid=0
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them42. This would also be helpful for advisors who may not have a robust background in 

intersectional Writing Studies. Advisors or graduate students might then set up reading 

groups to discuss the main texts together. The reading group formed by the University of 

California, Irvine (UCI) students and faculty might be a good place to start in terms of 

looking for how such a reading group might be structured, but it also could just be a casual 

academic book-club like atmosphere. Instead of an inquisition about the texts, robust 

engagement of the text among scholars, framed with humility in the listening, would be the 

goals of such groups. This humble listening is key because intersectional Writing Studies 

reading lists will assuredly include texts that present ideas or critique scholarship that may 

make readers uncomfortable, make them question assumptive paradigms of the discipline. In 

fact, due to the relatively small size of WRC as a discipline, an advisor may find that some 

scholars criticized in these discussions are friends of the advisor, who will have to hold that 

to one side long enough to practice rhetorical listening (Royster, 1996; Ratcliffe, 2005) and 

responsivity (Royster, 2014) as they hear the arguments made both by the author and their 

student to ensure that their potentially defensive response is not injurious to the student.  

To make the comprehensive exam a product that is not injurious to students, I 

propose that students be allowed to choose between two options: the 2-3 week process 

described above or a whole term – be that a quarter or semester – and just that term to work 

on their responses to the questions. The expected length of submitted documents should not 

change, though committee members should consider the length of time selected when 

assessing the overall quality of the work. Electing to take the whole term option would allow 

for formative feedback on a graduate student’s comp exams, helping them refine arguments, 

 
42  Michigan Tech University follows this process, allowing for three weeks to answer 2-3 questions based on 

the reading list. The expected total pages are 35-50 pages (approximately 8,750-12,500 words). 
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ideas, and writing, but also exemplify something Writing Studies research has supported in 

multiple research projects - writing is a recursive process that relies heavily on revision. 

Moreover, a quarter or semester’s worth of time is crucial if the purpose of the papers 

produced in comp exams shifts from being a mere display of knowledge and the audience of 

those papers shifts from just the committee to include scholars in the discipline (which would 

hold true either for exam papers having an aim to be future articles or job materials, like at 

East Carolina University). Having a quarter or semester to do it in, with regular check-ups 

from the advisor, allow for the milestone to be time-bound enough that students do not feel 

stuck in the phase for several quarters and progress can be made, yet also gives them enough 

time to have room to breathe and adjust to the demands of the program and their own lives. 

Regardless of the time-option chosen by doctoral students, I suggest that comp 

exams, like all milestones, be made flexible around emergencies that come up in students' 

lives. Putting in place a general process for emergencies, rather than using threatening 

language about petitions being granted only “in highly unusual circumstances” (KU 

Department of English, 2020) would allow for grace in these situations. Of course, living 

through the pandemic of COVID-19 has made exigent the need for structures to be in place 

in all departments for what happens to milestones when there are emergencies of this 

magnitude. Expecting business as usual, especially of graduate students who also teach, 

which is common in our discipline, simply does not make sense. Still, I acknowledge that 

there are benefits to having a shorter amount of time in which to write one’s comp exams. 

Having only two weeks to get it done ensured that I produced, and produced a lot, in a 

relatively short amount of time. As in many things, having the two- to three-week option on 
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the table for students who prefer it makes sense, as long as the considerations about 

emergencies in the midst of them are still taken into account.  

Conclusion 

Taking emergencies, and the real impact they have on people, into account is just one 

of the many things discussed in this article that help program administrators, instructors, and 

advisors think through the complex renovation project proposed at the beginning of this 

piece. But, like any renovation project where one has to live in the house while it is being 

renovated, those planning the process have to prioritize which areas should be tackled first. 

Several factors go into such a decision, from the immediate safety of those who live in the 

house to the financial and human capital available to tackle various projects. The needs of 

everyone living in the house during the renovation are accessed, as are the relative 

difficulties and expected timelines of targeting different parts of the renovation. In much the 

same way, writing program administrators, faculty, advisors, and graduate students within 

each program will need to do similar needs-based assessments that are considered alongside 

resources and potential timelines. Before all this, of course, the need for renovation must be 

agreed upon by the majority of those in power to make those renovations. It will, like any 

long-term major renovation, take time and include some discomfort and inconvenience. Yet, 

after all the work is done, if the renovation is a success, the home functions better, looks 

better, and invites people to come in and stay awhile. So, I argue that not only is it necessary 

to renovate the house that is Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition, but many of the blueprints 

have already been designed. Programs need to make modifications such that they make sense 

for their contexts, their writing ecologies, but a deep renovation, at a structural level, is 

possible. The model programs show us that it is possible. Let us do it, then. May the 

discipline revise itself, renovate itself, such that when new folks walk into the house, like 
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graduate students entering our discipline’s doctoral programs, they feel genuinely welcome, 

structurally supported, and want to stay awhile.   
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Chapter Four: 

Digital Intersectional Publics in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 

 

Digital publics are a frequently used space for Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 

scholars who seek to build communities and enrich their scholarship and pedagogy. Though 

conference attendance is useful for scholars in the discipline who need to look beyond their 

department to find more people who study the things they do, especially for underrepresented 

minority scholars who frequently embody the very issues they study, these scholarly spaces 

are not enough. Not only are they time bound, only a few short days, but they can be 

prohibitively expensive. Instead, many scholars in the discipline have turned to alternative 

digital spaces for these connections and opportunities to learn and grow. Common examples 

include CompPile, The Writing Studies Tree, and the Writing Program Administration 

listserv, as well as less structured digital spaces, like rhet/comp Twitter. However, these 

spaces, much like the foundational digital publics and critical digital literacy research that 

surrounds them (boyd, 2007; Goodfellow, 2011), are insufficient as intersectional Writing 

Studies spaces and theories. Well-intentioned and helpful though they often are, they still 

replicate the White-centric and White supremacist problems that plague the discipline as a 

whole (Baker-Bell, 2020; Baker-Bell, Jackson, Johnson, Kynard, McMurtry, & Williams-

Farrier, 2020; Banks, 2011; Flaherty, 2019; Inoue, 2019; Ruiz, 2020).  

Complicating the common democratic narrative of digital public spaces, I argue that 

there are valuable histories drawn on by participants of intersectional Writing Studies digital 

publics that are used to both build new and renovate existing digital Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition environments. These histories, enacted and embodied in digital publics now, 

bring attention to the ways our discipline’s concepts of digital publics, both as theories and 

actual spaces in use, can be extended by an intersectional Writing Studies lens. Drawing on 
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some of those histories myself (Baker-Bell, 2017; Collins, 1986, 2008; Kynard & Eddy, 

2009; Lorde, 1984/2007; Smitherman, 1977), I reflect on my own experiences of digital 

intersectional Writing Studies spaces to illustrate how this discipline’s publics and theories 

about those publics can be made more inclusive for scholars of color and other minoritized 

scholars, particularly graduate students and other precariously placed people in the discipline. 

Beginning with a grounding in what I mean by intersectional Writing Studies, critical digital 

literacy, and digital publics, I will then discuss three main types of digital publics, using 

examples from my own experiences as an intersectional Writing Studies scholar and graduate 

student to demonstrate how intersectional histories can reshape theories about digital publics 

and influence how digital publics are designed, developed, and participated in by diverse 

members.  

Digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces are not just helpful for the edification of 

the discipline or its theories. Like intersectional Black feminist theory in general, they are 

first and foremost for their people. Some of these spaces were made by and for intersectional 

graduate students, others more broadly accessible to the discipline as a whole, but they both 

serve two purposes. The first is primarily scholarly, the second is focused more on the human 

needs and concerns of its members. Scholarly needs are met by providing information, 

strategies, and support for conducting research and refining pedagogy. Human needs – by 

which I mean basic needs like suggestions for finding affordable housing and food, but also 

companionship, recognition of accomplishments, safe spaces to discuss hard topics, and 

outlets for creativity and fun – are addressed by building community, celebrating each other, 

making space for a wide range of conversations, and doing activist work. Of course, some 

spaces lean more toward the scholarly concerns and others more toward the human ones. 

These intersectional digital environments are worth learning about for faculty and graduate 
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students alike, for more than just their contribution to our understanding of the function of 

digital publics. Graduate students and minoritized faculty need support for intersectional 

Writing Studies scholarship and pedagogy, as well as places they can feel like they are not 

alone while they wait for the discipline to take the time necessary to substantially change 

such that intersectional Writing Studies, and the students and faculty who enact it, are fully 

integrated into the discipline.  

Digital Intersectional Writing Studies Publics – A History of Liberation Work 

At its core, intersectional Writing Studies continually seeks to observe and analyze 

the practices, curricula, and people in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition studies based on 

race, gender, class, and other matrices of power. While “Writing Studies” does not perfectly 

encapsulate the nuanced differences between Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Studies, it 

serves here to include all three as we await a better singular term that does represent all three 

parts of the discipline. Intersectionality is a Black feminist theory coined by Kimberlé 

Crenshaw (1991) and articulated by her, the Combahee River Collective (1977/2017), 

Patricia Hill Collins (1990), and Audre Lorde (1984/2007), among others. At its core, 

intersectionality is a theory that argues the interconnectedness of race, gender, class, and 

other identities and their inseparability from the power structures societies’ imprint on those 

identities. While intersectionality was founded by Black women for the support of Black 

women, it has, since its conception, been applied to different intersections of race, gender, 

class, and other identities tied to societal and interpersonal power (Collins & Bilge, 2016). 

Thus, intersectional Writing Studies refers to the variety of ways mentioned above that 

people in the discipline are working to center both intersectional topics and underrepresented 

minority scholars, as well as the academic traditions already present in the field that address 

issues of race, gender, class, and other marginalized identities: feminist rhetorics, African 
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American rhetoric, cultural rhetorics, indigenous and decolonial epistemologies, Latinx 

rhetorics, crip/disability rhetorics, queer writing studies theories, Black queer literacies, and 

blue-collar rhetorics. Referencing any one of these sub-fields does not necessarily bring to 

mind the others, while, by its definition, intersectionality posits that these identities are 

connected. As Fanny Lou Hammer said in her speech of the same phrase, “nobody’s free 

until everybody’s free” (Hamer, 1971, as cited by Brooks & Houck, 2011).  

Getting everybody free is an ongoing process that takes place in a variety of publics; 

the histories of that freedom-making in non-digital publics inform the key differences in the 

digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces I discuss in this article. Sometimes freedom-

oriented publics are intensely public, like speeches at freedom marches in Washington DC 

that are broadcast around the world. Others are more ordinarily public, like the freedom work 

done in college and high school clubs or the bars, barbershops, and hair salons that have long 

fermented the ideals of the people into action. Still other publics are counterpublics, but not 

necessarily private, like the Black newspapers and women’s magazines of the 20th century, 

but still aimed at  an audience that, due to various societal realities, was less likely to be 

addressed in mainstream publications. Other counterpublics have been more heavily guarded 

and intentionally secretive, reaching all the way back to the hush harbors enslaved Africans 

used to plan for their escape, learn to read, or find joy for themselves (Nunley, 2004). In the 

twenty-first century, freedom-making conversations often occur in digital spaces, yet they 

still have similar levels of accessibility, from live-streams that can be shared around the 

world all the way down to private messaging. Yet, the reality that nothing is really private is 

a notion that existed even before the internet and the many ways people communicate 

through it. Even in a hush harbor, there were risks that someone might reveal one of their 

secret plans or accidentally share information with the wrong person. Now, there are 
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concerns about screenshots, even within so-called private groups or in one-on-one messaging 

services. Knowing how to read these digital iterations of intersectional freedom work takes a 

new kind of literacy, a critical digital literacy.  

Critical Digital Literacies 

Studying the digital environments in which graduate students and other scholars in 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition discuss and create intersectional Writing Studies 

requires a theoretical lens designed for digitally mediated spaces. Martin and Grudziecki 

(2007) describe digital literacy as “the awareness, attitude and ability of individuals’ to use 

digital tools for communication, expression and social action in specific life situations” (pp. 

250-253). As I found in my analysis of these digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces, 

scholars did in fact use their spaces for these purposes. Goodfellow (2011) pushes forward a 

critical digital literacies that asks the hard questions about whose literacies are dominant, 

marginalized, resistant, harmful, restorative and what about those literacies makes them that 

way (Goodfellow, 2011). It also should look critically at how people use the digital 

environment for their own purposes, both for and not for career building needs, but also to 

join communities, to express themselves, to take social action, and to share knowledge 

(Baker-Bell, Stanbrough-Jones, & Everett, 2017; boyd, 2007; Martin & Gruziecki, 2007).  

Even foundational theories of digital publics need to have the same questions asked 

of them that Goodfellow (2011) suggests; but, complicating and extending boyd’s (2007) 

four-part aspects of digital publics first necessitates understanding what they are. The 

persistence, search-ability, replicability, and invisible audiences (boyd, 2007) of digital 

publics ensure that there are different considerations that must be made in designing, sharing, 

and participating in these spaces. Persistence, the idea that ‘the internet never forgets’, is 

rooted in the basic concept that once something has been added to the internet, it remains in 
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some form. Persistence can have positive and negative permutations, but it is important for 

people learning digital literacies to keep in mind. One of the positives of persistence is tied to 

another key feature of digital publics: The internet is also searchable. The advice shared in a 

Facebook group can be searched by new members who were not around for the original 

conversation, which can be helped by tagging posts. Of course, search algorithms are 

complex things that vary by types of digital publics – listservs and private Facebook groups 

have different search options, for example.  

There are also invisible and sometimes unintended audiences – regular users, 

advertisers, and the owners of the social media and search engines that are used – that can 

impact results of the search and how those results are used in the present and future (Noble, 

2018). Replicability can be part of that mixed danger and blessing; things you do not want 

shared can be sent out to thousands and millions of users, but it also means that messages you 

do want shared can similarly go viral and impact far more people than was conceivable for 

the average person twenty years ago. Even if one’s posts do not go viral, they can, through 

your network, reach audiences that need what one has shared but are not directly connected 

with you. Critical digital literacy equips graduate students and scholars alike with a variety of 

perspectives that can help them navigate these contexts with nuance and make compositional 

choices in light of their rhetorical situation.  

Methodological Concerns 

Positionality statement 

As a Black mother in the academy, I have needed digital intersectional Writing 

Studies spaces for my own survival experience throughout my time as a graduate student. 

Some of the digital publics discussed within this article are ones in which I am a member, 

though I will need to leave some of them when I make the full transition into being a faculty 



 

 

153 

member. Standing in a long tradition of Black feminist testifying and critical analysis based 

on personal experiences (Baker-Bell, 2017; Collins, 1986, 2008; Kynard & Eddy, 2009; 

Lorde, 1984/2007; Smitherman, 1977), I push against the notion that the personal cannot be 

scholarly. Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition has its own feminist and queer scholarship 

that embrace the personal as scholarly subjects of study (Arola, 2017; Bartels, 2020; Buck, 

Amber & Bellwoar, 2015; Pritchard, 2017). Being a member of many of the digital 

intersectional Writing Studies publics featured here provides me a rich understanding of 

these publics, which I use to extend the digital publics research in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition. However, that same intimacy with these spaces helps me to appreciate the need 

to respect and protect these publics, particularly the counterpublics.  

Ethics of sharing data from counterpublics  

The replicability, searchability, and permanence of digital data made the idea of using 

direct quotes from the groups an ethical question, because the vast majority of these members 

would have made their statements from a position of expecting them to be kept in-group. 

Wrestling with the issue of private-publics from a methodological standpoint involved 

consulting decolonial, digital, and Black feminist methodologies. As Agboka called 

researchers to consider, I needed to be progressively “critical of [my] own approaches…[to] 

question [my] insider posture...and be humble” (Agboka, 2014, p. 299). Even taking away as 

many identifying features as possible, members might be recognizable to some readers. Some 

researchers get around this issue by asking for permission from each of the posters of 

examples they would like to use, but again, the idea of making the private public for the sake 

of my own academic profit was troubling for me, especially considering the precariousness 

of many of these groups’ members as multiply marginalized people.  
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Despite my insider status, “academic research is always cultural, in many respects, 

and is always laden with political, power, and social justice concerns …” that I could not 

wave away (Agboka, 2014, p. 299). Now that through the composition of this chapter my 

own state of belonging to these groups changes, I am even more aware of the risks that 

sharing too much from these counterpublics might entail. My changing “social position 

matters” and I cannot allow “inattention to social position” when I am beginning to embody a 

more dominant social position, because such inattention “can have harmful epistemic effects” 

(Pohlhaus, 2017, pp. 37-38). Guided by these methodological and epistemic considerations, I 

knew that the only ethical way to pull direct quotes from these counterpublics would be to 

receive permission from every member of the digital counterpublic, despite the technically 

public nature of their tweets. Getting permission from just the main speakers I wished to 

quote could still make other members feel like their space was violated, pierced by a 

surveilling gaze, especially if they were not solicited for permission, too. While some of the 

groups are small enough to manage such an effort, most of the groups have hundreds of 

members. Soliciting permissions from such large groups was really not feasible and spoke to 

my own reservations about pulling direct quotes from counterpublics of which I was a 

member solely to appease the traditional academic gaze.  

 Ultimately, in consultation with my university’s institutional review board (IRB), I 

decided that describing the groups themselves and ways people use these groups was more 

important to the audience that most needs to find these groups, the graduate students who 

embody multiple marginalized identities and need digital counterpublics from which one can 

receive support and grow as a person and a scholar. Direct quotes from members are not 

necessary to accurately portray the features and actions within these digital publics. I do use 

published descriptions of digital counterpublics to ground the discussion of these spaces. I 
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respect the people who use these spaces by not drawing quotes or naming names from user 

posts, but I do name the founders and administrative members, which are known to the 

discipline in part due to the award one of these groups has won and the very public nature of 

another group. I draw quotes from the group mission statements and other statements made 

available to the general public.  

Mainstream digital Writing Studies spaces 

The mainstream digital disciplinary spaces that I highlight here are kept to three 

prominent examples, though various subdisciplines, from writing centers to developmental 

writing, have their own digital communities. It is not the purpose of this article to give a 

comprehensive review of every digital space used by the discipline; instead, I am focusing 

here on only three spaces that are commonly recommended to new graduate students. I am 

providing merely an overview of each, not a deep analysis, in order to hold space for the 

digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces that are the main focus of this article. The three 

traditional spaces are CompPile, Writing Studies Tree, and the Writing Program 

Administration listserv.  

CompPile 

CompPile43 is an open-access repository for Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition 

(WRC) bibliographies. It is hosted by the Writing Across the Curriculum Clearinghouse. 

CompPile’s bibliographies originally spanned from 1939 and ended with 1999, when the 

Modern Language Association (MLA) agreed to include WRC bibliographic information on 

their own website. It does not serve as a community space, but it is a place graduate students 

in the field are pointed to when they are trying to find scholarship specific to WRC 

perspectives. In this way, they are a public of “texts that can be picked up at different times 

 
43 https://wac.colostate.edu/comppile/search/ 
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and in different places by otherwise unrelated people” (Warner, 2002, p. 50). CompPile’s 

volunteer staff began updating the site with twenty-first century citations in January 2007, 

but the bibliography is lacking overall in its representation of diverse scholars. This 

shortcoming has been pointed out in disciplinary listserv and Twitter threads, such as the 

#CompPileSoWhite discussion in February of 2020, led by Dr. Ruiz44, who searched 

CompPile and only found three bibliographies related to second-language writers. In the past, 

CompPile has relied on scholars reaching out and sharing annotated bibliographies like the 

one submitted by Saenkhum and Matsuda (2010), but this has proved to be insufficient. For 

example, when I searched the word “Latinx” on CompPile shortly after the hashtag began 

trending, only 18 bibliographical results came up, with similar results for related search 

terms. A search of “Black rhetoric” yielded three results, and African American rhetoric 

yielded 25 citations.  Despite the marginal status of intersectional Writing Studies in the 

larger discipline, these numbers are not representative of the published articles and reviews 

on these topics, which can be seen when one looks at the bibliographies newly added since 

the February 2020 controversy45. Six months after #CompPileSoWhite started trending, a 

search of “Latinx” still has only 18 results, but a search of “Chicano” has 93 results, and a 

search of “Latina” now has 74 results. A query of “Black rhetoric,” however, still only yields 

three results, and African American rhetoric still only yields 25 citations. CompPile has 

clearly made an effort in regard to updating its Chicanx/Latinx bibliographical resources, but 

they need to extend similar effort in regard to representation of Black scholarship in Writing, 

Rhetoric, and Composition. 

 
44 Dr. Iris Ruiz is a leading scholar at UC Merced, who writes on the topic of Latinx and Indigenous 

pedagogies.  
45 Results: https://wac.colostate.edu/comppile/search/spreadsheet/ 
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Writing Studies Tree 

Writing Studies Tree46 is also a volunteer-driven resource, but instead of focusing on 

bibliographies, it maps connections between scholars in Writing Studies. Writing Studies 

Tree defines itself as a “crowdsourced database of academic genealogies” and an “interactive 

archive for recording and mapping scholarly relationships in Composition and Rhetoric and 

adjacent disciplines” (Writing Studies Tree, 2020). It was created due to the exigency of a 

“kairotic moment in the history of writing studies,” in which both the technological 

opportunity and training existed alongside the still-living disciplinary memory such that “the 

founding of our field’s major institutions” could be recorded (Miller, Licastro, & Belli, 

2016). The Writing Studies Tree is run by volunteers who need a particular level of technical 

know-how and access to be able to edit the software. Due to these problems with both access 

and reliance on volunteer work, the updates are infrequent; the last major update was in 

2017. The founding team’s desire was to “democratize our knowledge of relationships 

among scholars and institutions” (Miller et al., 2016), to deflect the focus from traditional 

markers of success in academia, like publications. Yet, like some democracies in real life, 

substantive power for change is in the hands of a select few.  

The limited networks of those few volunteer staff have yielded a Writing Studies Tree 

that is less than robust in its representation of the disciplinary connections of Black and 

Latinx scholars. For example, Black feminist composition scholar Staci Perryman-Clark’s 

entry merely has her name, even though she was recently named the Assistant Chair of the 

Conference of College Composition and Communication (CCCC). She also is one of the 3% 

of associate professors nationally who is a Black woman (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2019). Staci Perryman-Clark has written foundational articles on race and rhetoric, 

 
46  https://www.writingstudiestree.org/live/ 
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as well as race and writing programs. She also co-edited the award-winning book Black 

Perspectives on Writing Program Administration: From the Margins to the Center. Yet, 

despite having made these contributions to the field, only her name is mentioned, not her 

university or position, where she earned her PhD, who mentored her, who she has mentored, 

who she works with, etc. Alternatively, feminist scholar Jenn Fishman, a White woman 

whose mentor is well-known and connected within the discipline, has a great deal of detail 

listed in her Writing Studies Tree profile. Her mentor, her places of study, where she has 

worked, one person mentored, 14 people she has worked alongside, and 8 scholarly 

“siblings” (people who share the same mentor) are all listed. These two women are both 

successful in the field who participate in the discipline through scholarship and conference 

attendance, but also active feminist mentors. However, the difference in their representation 

in the database is stark. This is not to say that no Black people are represented well in the 

Writing Studies Tree; Beverly Moss, for example, has a detailed profile and her scholarly 

descendants, especially the award-winning ones like Sherita Roundtree, have detailed 

profiles as well. Beverly Moss has worked with Andrea Lunsford and Cynthia Selfe, both of 

whom have fleshed-out profiles. Beverly Moss also teaches at Ohio State University, a well-

represented program in Writing Studies Tree. These factors may have brought more attention 

to Beverly Moss and her long career in the discipline. 

I take the time to draw out these comparisons to illustrate that good intentions are not 

sufficient for overcoming the default White-centrism of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition. 

These mainstream digital publics in the discipline, while originally built as alternative spaces 

are still “self-creative and self-organized, and herein lies its power as well as” the limitations 

(Warner, 2002, p. 50). Despite the intentions of the space and the basis in “data”, if the 

people collecting such data are generally unaware of the research happening in intersectional 
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Writing Studies subdisciplines and the volunteer scholars are not themselves connected to 

diverse scholars, gaps clearly occur that disproportionately obscure scholars of color. Indeed, 

“attention is the principle sorting category by which members and nonmembers are 

discriminated” (Warner, 2002, p. 61).  Warner (2002) uses the term “discriminated” in its 

most benign sense, deciding if something does or does not belong to a category. But, if the 

volunteer staff of these digital publics do not pay attention to underrepresented scholars and 

their scholarship, then they do not know to identify them as members of the discipline and 

cannot see how to connect them to previously accepted members. In this way, discrimination 

against scholars in our discipline occurs, regardless of intent. The website may help show 

connections between the scholars known by the volunteers who run the Writing Studies Tree, 

but it does not genuinely represent the field as it actually exists.  

 One functionality of the Writing Studies Tree that does help better illustrate 

intersectional Writing Studies connections is the “tag cloud” function (see Figure X in 

Appendix 3). It is composed of keywords that illustrate the major research areas of scholars 

on the Writing Studies Tree. I clicked on each of the following terms that seemed to indicate 

intersectional Writing Studies research activity, including activist or activism rhetoric, 

community engagement, critical pedagogy, cultural rhetorics, feminist rhetorics, indigenous 

rhetorics, queer rhetorics, and second language writing. This process yielded several 

scholars47 (see Table 13 in Appendix 3) with which a graduate student, or any scholar 

wanting to start learning about one of these areas within the discipline, could start with both 

for looking up their publications, but also reaching out for potential mentorship, the latter of 

which is one of the founder’s stated purposes for the Writing Studies Tree (Miller et al., 

2016). 

 
47 Scholars are listed in the order in which they were found on the Writing Studies Tree.  
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Writing Program Administration listserv 

The Writing Program Administration (WPA) listserv is the only one of these 

highlighted mainstream digital publics that contains the affordances of true back and forth 

dialogue. Not limited only to writing program administrators, the WPA listserv is a “long-

standing list devoted to discussions of writing practices, pedagogy, research, and theory” 

(WAC Clearinghouse disciplinary list of listservs48). It is also a commonly used resource for 

sharing job openings, opportunities to serve on journal editorial boards, advice for 

disciplinary practice, and calls for papers (CFPs) to journals, edited book collections, and 

conferences. Founded in 1991 by Dave Schwalm, now a retired professor, it has long since 

outgrown being a simple bulletin board with only 150 members (Flaherty, 2019). While it 

still retains some of its bulletin board functions in the sharing of job openings and CFPs, the 

listserv has grown to having over 4000 members (Flaherty, 2019). While many of these 

members are likely inactive, the size of the public has significantly increased. The WPA 

listserv does allow members to not receive emails and just check the archive, or to receive a 

week’s worth of emails in one email. However, many members use the listserv as it was 

designed, receiving each email in their inbox, and this affordance of listservs can obscure the 

reality that all speech within it is “addressed to indefinite others” (Warner, 2002, p. 58), the 

majority of whom, even in a relatively small discipline, are strangers. Experiencing 

communication within the public in this way also obscures just how many people are 

onlookers to one’s conversations in the listserv, onlookers that can insert themselves into 

otherwise respectful dialogues, especially around difficult topics to discuss, like race, gender, 

and class (Forestal, 2017; Warner, 2002).  

 
48 https://wac.colostate.edu/resources/wac/lists/ 
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These difficult topics make evident that no digital public is free of hierarchy, even the 

ones meant to be egalitarian, because the social hierarchies of the regular world carry over 

into digital environments unless consciously fought against (Fox & Tang, 2016; White, 

2001). Even though the WPA listserv has members from a wide variety of social statuses 

within the discipline (graduate students and faculty, different levels of faculty, etc.) and sets 

itself up as accessible to everyone (Warner, 2002), but, just as “there is no infinitely 

accessible language…” (Warner, 2002, p. 77), there is no infinitely accessible digital public, 

because people of different hierarchies within the space experience different levels of safety 

to speak in the public. Members’ speech has a wide variety of impacts, which affect that 

sense of safety within the space. In 2019, feminist members of the WPA-L used the hashtag 

#WPAlistfeministrevolution to respond to the gendered power imbalance in the WPA 

listserv, related to both the mansplaining within the listserv and the #MeToo movement 

(Flaherty, 2019). Graduate students, particularly graduate students of color, have sought 

alternatives to the WPA listserv because of negative experiences in that digital public, 

leading to the formation of the nextGen listserv in 2018 (nextGen listserv website49), which I 

discuss in greater detail in the “Digital Salons” section. Discussing the reality that no speech 

is inherently accessible, and that in fact some speech and writing can be used against students 

after Inoue’s 2019 Conference on College Composition and Communication Chair’s Address 

(Flaherty, 2019), was initially a respectful debate, but, as folks say, a hit dog will holler. In 

this case, the lack of moderation and overall self-run nature of the WPA listserv culminated 

in allowing a member to sign on in a fake account as “the Grand Scholar Wizard”, a clear 

reference to the grand wizards of the Ku Klux Klan and make derogatory statements  

 
49  https://nextgen-listserv.org/listserv-to-listserv 
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(Flaherty, 2019), the backlash of which spilled over into multiple digital publics within the 

discipline.  

Digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces 

The layers of publics to which people belong are porous, and controversies in one 

public can spill into another, especially in the digital environment. When anything posted can 

be screenshotted and shared to anyone outside the group, one has to carry an awareness that 

one’s posts are not truly private or secret. They, like anything else on the internet, could still 

make their way to anyone else in the world, including one’s employers. Even anonymous 

posts, like the infamous “Grand Scholar Wizard” message, can be traced by hosts of digital 

platforms. Most of the intersectional Writing Studies digital spaces are not labeled with an 

expectation of privacy, but their nature as counterpublics — DBLAC for Black graduate 

students and their supporters, NextGen for graduate students that wanted a more inclusive 

space than the WPA Listserv — gives a sense of shelter, of privacy nonetheless. One does 

have to seek permission to join these spaces and that alone gives a sense that everyone there 

is vetted and thus safe.  

Intersectional digital Writing Studies (IDWS) publics draw on the histories of their 

most marginalized to safeguard against the aspects of digital publics that would endanger 

their members, which includes an awareness of the different types of digital publics that one 

can form and both their inherent risks and rewards. Adapting Warner’s (2002) “Publics and 

Counterpublics” to the digital environment helps to ground discussions of digital publics in a 

longer history of public discourse that considers how publics are formed and maintained, as 

well as the potential ramifications of discourse within those publics. I add texture to that 

history by braiding in both Black and women’s histories of engagement in counterpublics. 

Taken together with digital publics research (boyd, 2007; Duthely, 2017; Hidalgo & Grimes, 
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2017; Marwick & boyd, 2011) I have identified three types of digital publics that 

intersectional Writing Studies scholars build and use: digital hush harbors, digital salons, and 

digital public squares. Digital hush harbors are, like their namesake, hidden spaces kept as 

safe as possible (Nunley, 2004) by using the secret and private features on larger social 

media platforms or by using small-scale private messaging platforms. They are usually 

advertised, if at all, only by word of mouth or direct invites from members. Digital salons 

share commonalities with Enlightenment salons, US women’s clubs, and Black hair salons, 

focusing on having both in-group conversations around texts, art, and politics, but also 

bringing in prominent guests for discussions with the salon members. Digital public squares 

are open to anyone who digitally passes by and chooses to engage in the conversations, news, 

celebrations, and critiques that take place in the digital public square. While there are 

overlaps between adjacent groups, especially between large digital hush harbors and digital 

salons, they do largely have discreet characteristics and purposes that are, at times, 

influenced by the features, modalities, and affordances of the digital spaces in which they 

exist. 

Four key features of digital publics are persistence, search-ability, replicability, and 

invisible audiences (boyd, 2007); all four are relevant to the formation and reformation of 

digital hush harbors, salons, and public squares. Because all digital communication is both 

persistent and replicable, digital hush harbors take special care in deciding what platforms 

and security measures they take to decrease the likelihood that unsafe invisible audiences 

infiltrate their spaces. With a shroud of secrecy, personal and liberatory communication can 

occur with a greater sense of security. Digital salons take advantage of the replicability and 

searchability of digital publics, using them to advertise their digital counterpublics to those 

who most need them, and share events and composition that serve their members. Even the 
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persistence of the internet can work in the favor of digital salons, allowing for a record of 

past events and conversations that benefit newcomers to these digital publics. Digital public 

squares, even ones that are centered in digital neighborhoods away from official disciplinary 

centers of power, make great use of the replicability, searchability, and persistence of the 

digital publics to amplify the voices of its members and, at times, to draw attention to much 

needed change. Marginalized graduate students and scholars use these aspects of digital 

intersectional Writing Studies publics to navigate, construct, and reconstruct their publics in 

light of their histories.  

Digital hush harbors 

 Hush harbors are marked by being an escape from the constraints of mainstream 

publics, where those in the hush harbor have more freedom to speak and act in ways they 

otherwise police or alter to fit with the expectations of the usual publics; digital hush harbors 

have similar features, though changed to fit their digital environment. The term hush harbor 

comes out of the experiences of enslaved Africans, so the descriptions of hush harbors will 

focus on them as spaces Black Americans create and maintain, but counterpublics in general 

have, of course, existed in other marginalized communities, as I will discuss in the context of 

other types of digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces. In this context, however, I am 

using the term hush harbor intentionally to bring forward an explicitly Black term, rather 

than a generic, initially Euro-centric term, like counterpublics. As Nunley (2004) claims, the 

practice of an intentional silence before racially mixed or White majority audiences is a 

common rhetorical tactic among Black Americans that has historical weight. It is not always 

safe to push against the norms of your department. Instead, one’s freedom-seeking actions, 

even those as seemingly simple as speaking one’s mind or learning about research areas one 

finds interesting but are marginalized in one’s department, can be practiced in an academic 
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hush harbor. Hush harbors are “camouflaged locations, hidden sites, and enclosed places 

[used as] emancipatory cells where [Black Americans] can …untie their tongues, speak the 

unspoken…” (Nunley, 2004, p. 223). These sites have been in forests, the outskirts of 

plantations, churches, beauty shops, barbershops, kitchens, Black sororities and fraternities, 

and other places where Black people could escape the White gaze. Nunley (2004) defines 

hush harbor rhetoric as a “rhetorical tradition constructed through Black public spheres with 

a distinctive relationship to spatiality…, audience, African American nomoi…, and 

epistemology” (p. 222). Sometimes these hush harbors take the form of lunch meetings off 

campus with the few Black faculty at your university. Other times, it may look like flocking 

to the wings of the Black Studies department or going off campus to a Black barbershop 

(Nunley, 2011).  

In other instances, epistemological spaces for Black women were needed, which 

resulted in spaces like the Combahee River Collective. This Black feminist, intersectional 

Collective was founded in 1974, providing an epistemological space for Black women to 

speak about the multi-layered oppressions of their daily lives. Academic hush harbors are not 

unique to Black North Americans. Beatriz Nasciamento is one example, a Brazilian Black 

feminist whose scholarship and activism out of the Fulminense Federal University (UFF) 

focused in part on the colonized nature of academia. Nasciamento wanted to create a safe 

space for Afro-Brazilian students who attended UFF. To encapsulate the idea of a safe space, 

she used the term quilombo, which is both a practice of escape and resistance from 

enslavement, but also an establishment of autonomous space (Smith, 2016) similar to the 

hush harbors of the United States (Nunley, 2004). While Nasciamento’s scholarship tracked 

literal quilombos through Brazil and other areas in South America, she also asserted that the 

“quest for Black autonomous space is located first in the corporeality of the body” (Smith, 
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2016, p. 82), which she describes as a space for memory, a reclaiming of the body’s territory 

away from colonists, a wrestling with identity. This process aligns with the identity work 

Collins (1986/1990) and Lorde (19842007) proscribe as inherent to Black feminist thought. 

Digital hush harbors take on these features - a separation from policing gazes, a space 

for identity formation, a space to speak the unspoken, a space for exploration of ideas, a 

space to focus on the interests and needs of its members instead of the rest of society - but 

manifest differently due to the realities of the digital environment. Creating a separate, 

autonomous space is usually handled by hosting the space outside of the main public and 

requiring a vetting process for entry. This can happen in a variety of ways. Some digital hush 

harbors take place in small chat rooms or message threads with only 2-10 members, such as 

the small group of Latina graduate students who made their own digital hush harbor to help 

them get through their doctoral programs with a space to “untie their tongues” (Nunley, 

2004, p. 223), providing freedom to speak about what they wanted to talk about in the 

language they wanted to speak in without concern for censure (Alvarez et al, 2016). Digital 

hush harbors sometimes use the “secret” group option on Facebook to safeguard their 

conversations, because one of its key features blocks the group from being searchable (boyd, 

2007). For ethical reasons, I am intentionally not naming the Black digital hush harbors to 

which I belong because they are marked as secret and have regulations about not publicly 

naming the group. However, the ones I have personally observed make many of the same 

moves that Alvarez and her peers unpack in their article (Alvarez et al., 2016), so I describe 

some of their reflections on their digital hush harbor as an ethical concrete example.  

Alvarez and her peers sought to create a digital hush harbor, a space where they could 

work on their writing, like the enslaved Africans who stole away to learn to read in safety, to 

be free of the constant surveillance of their language and culture (Alvarez et al., 2016). By 
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privileging their own languages, whether that was speaking in Spanish or in Spanish 

influenced English without having to be hyper vigilant about their language use, they were 

able to discuss issues related to their feelings of isolation as women of color in academia, 

concerns about their academic English and the writing process, and the burdens of graduate 

school. In their own words, “this collective of interdisciplinary peers evolved into a space of 

resistance and liberation….[a] decolonizing dialogue that sanctions the production of diverse 

knowledge and epistemology” (Alvarez et al., 2016, p. 13). Because of the White language 

supremacy woven into the discipline, the expectation that their writing must conform to one 

“standard” English (Baker-Bell, 2020), the members of this digital hush harbor were well 

aware of their own  precarity, of the sense that some white gazes view them as dangerous. In 

the evergreen words of Gloria Anzaldúa (1987/2015): They think we are dangerous beasts. 

Why are we dangerous beasts? Because we shake and often break the white’s comfortable 

stereotypic images they have of us…” (Anzaldúa, 1987/2015, p. 167). Under this gaze, 

graduate students make and maintain digital hush harbors, where they can wrestle with what 

it means to be in this discipline while their very existence and insistence on studying the 

things that matter most to them makes them “dangerous” because of the discomfort that 

existence and scholarly pursuit brings some scholars.  

Digital hush harbors provide their members a place to do freedom work (Nunley, 

2004). In the rest of their academic spaces, they were “constantly vigilant for [their] standard 

academic English skills - both written and oral” (Alvarez et al., 2016, p. 10). But, when they 

took the “opportunity to imagine, describe, and invent alternative structures” (Waite, 2017, p. 

179) for themselves, each other, and their writing, they claimed space and freedom, even if it 

still had its own tensions (Alvarez et al., 2016). They used the digital hush harbor to 

“encourage and evoke...movement rather than containment” (Waite, 2017, p. 179). In the 



 

 

168 

words of Alvarez and her peers: “We needed the space to express our concerns…without 

having to justify why such matters required so much venting” (Alvarez et al., 2016, p. 10). 

Not only did the space give them freedom to speak to their concerns with people who 

understood them, who already knew the background, the justification, but it gave their 

tongues freedom. It reminds me of Lorde’s thoughts around silence: “What are the words you 

do not yet have? What do you need to say? What are the tyrannies you swallow day by day 

and attempt to make your own, until you will sicken and die of them, still in silence” (Lorde, 

1984/2007, para 6)? Instead of silencing their Spanish, their fears, their doubts, their ideas, 

their successes, they fashioned a space for them to speak, refusing to sicken from swallowing 

tyranny any longer. “A bonus” of their group “is being able to discuss those issues using the 

language that feels most authentic to us” (p. 10). Sometimes that was Spanish, sometimes 

English, sometimes Spanglish, but either way, they did not have to worry about being 

immediately censured for using the words that best fit, regardless of the language.  

Yet, even within digital hush harbors there are constraints to freedom-making due to 

the invisible audiences that lurk not in the actual digital space, though there is a reasonable 

fear of that, but in the minds of those who participate in the counterpublic. Yes, there are 

risks inherent to any public participation; as mentioned above, even in face-to-face hush 

harbors there is an understanding that anything said in the space could be shared outside the 

space. Participation in a digital hush harbor requires trust in the community to protect that 

privacy, because the risks for scholars of color and other marginalized scholars are that much 

higher than the assumed White public of the internet (Graham, 2014). But, even when that 

trust is well-established there is a specter of Whiteness, of fear, that pervades, knowing that 

intrusion could occur at any moment, that what one writes in the space may have to be shared 

to gazes that have a real power to harm. As Alverez and her peers (2016) said,  “There’s 
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freedom in our oral communication with each other, but when we quiet down and face the 

written word, our confidence dims” (p. 10). All their understandable fears and anxieties 

around writing in English surfaced when the time to write began, because the specter of 

White judgement, White language supremacy (Inoue, 2019), was still there outside their 

space and in their memories. All the more reason for graduate students to have a space to 

discuss those fears. All the more reason for advisors and mentors of these students to 

acknowledge their fears and provide practical and emotional support. Alvarez and her peers 

(2016) did not submit to their fears. Instead, their “collective of interdisciplinary peers 

evolved into a space of resistance and liberation….decolonizing dialogue that sanctions the 

production of diverse knowledge and epistemology” (p. 13). A digital hush harbor, indeed. 

Digital salons 

 I chose the word ‘salon’ because it contains dual meanings that, together, contribute 

to my sense of this type of digital intersectional Writing Studies public. The word ‘salon’ 

carries a connotation of a safe space to go and talk for women of a variety of races, but as 

Ingrid Banks (2000) shows, African American women have used salons, or beauty shops, as 

counterpublics where it is safe not just to talk about personal issues, but ones related to their 

race and gender as well. Not just sites of gossip or personal confessionals, Black beauty 

shops -- and their masculine equivalent, the barber shop -- serve as places for discussions of 

everything from the latest music to local and national politics (Banks, 2000). The ranging 

nature of this dialogue is due in part to the all-day affair a visit to the hair salon, or beauty 

shop, is. If one is sitting in the chair for over five hours, one finds something to talk about 

other than personal or social drama. Additionally, because the vast majority of Black women 

do not have the class access or social capital to bring major movers and shakers in the Black 

community into their living room, Black salons become a place to discuss the latest news 
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from Black magazines and news stations, or the Black music playing in the background. 

Thus, I intentionally chose a word that held a connotation of discussing a wide-range of 

issues that mattered to the social, political, and personal concerns of the group gathered, even 

if someone had not read Habermas (L’Espace public, trans by de Launay, 1986) or learned 

about the women’s Enlightenment gatherings (Goodman, 1989). I also chose ‘salon’ over 

‘club’ because of the Enlightenment era and Habermassian meaning of the word ‘salon’, 

which would be recognizable by scholars of counterpublics, even though in the United States 

19th and early 20th century women’s movements, these groups had been called clubs. The 

word ‘club,’ now, contains more of a casual connotation, and these groups were hardly 

casual.  

Women’s clubs in the United States served many of the same purposes of the 18th 

century salons of the Enlightenment period. Because “women were denied official access to 

the political public sphere until well into the twentieth century…” they had to create other 

ways to be involved in the political public, which women have done in the modern era “from 

the beginnings of the bourgeois era: as participants in a salon culture” (Goode, 2005, p. 32). 

In the United States, the gatherings were often in support of abolition, temperance, helping 

the poor, and women’s suffrage (Goode, 2005). Equal footing amongst members was a key 

goal, regardless of their social status, though this was not always realized (White, 2001). As 

Habermas writes, “the politesse of an equality founded on the value of the person was 

imposed little by little against the ritual of hierarchies” (L’Espace public, trans by de Launay, 

1986, p. 46). The salons were embodiment at work, values spoken, written, and enacted 

within a “serious working space for the women who led them and for the men who 

frequented them, engaged together in the project” first of Enlightenment, then of social goals 

(Goodman, 1989, pp. 331-332).  
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The women’s club movement was, like digital salons are now, highly grounded in 

literacy practices and influenced by their own cultures, which empowered them as “managers 

of textual production” crafting, delivering, and circulating “letters, papers delivered to the 

membership, minutes of meetings, petitions, and poems. One of the most significant sites of 

club literacy practices was the printed texts they published for each other and for larger 

audiences” (Gere & Robbins, 1996, p. 645). Some of the most popular clubs included the 

National Council of Jewish women, whose membership reached its heights in 1926 at fifty 

thousand women; the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, which almost reached one 

million members in 1926; the National Association of Colored Women, which had fifty 

thousand members by 1923 and had a “greater range of cross-class membership than its 

white counterparts” (Gere & Robbins, 1996, p. 644); and the League of Working Women, 

which had close to fourteen thousand members in 1914 (Gere & Robbins, 1996). There were, 

of course, clubs that met without a national organizations banner, including Mormon, 

Catholic, and Native-American women (Gere & Robbins, 1996). Ida B Wells and Mary 

Church Terrell were key leaders in the Black women’s club movement, in part because they 

had experienced rejection from White women’s clubs and social activism (White, 2001).  

While their experience of rejection from those groups may have been partial 

motivators, the fictive kinship ties (Cook & Williams, 2015) that bind Black people from 

different regions and social classes together was likely a stronger reason for why “middle-

class members of [Black women’s] clubs were more closely linked to poor black women than 

their white counterparts were to poor white women” (White, 2001, p. 35). Fictive kinship 

builds on shared histories and experiences, which in the Black community includes a shared 

history of oppression and injustice and the collective grief that goes with it (Cook & 

Williams, 2015; Green, 2018). Black folks also tend to feel that another Black person’s 
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victory is their own, which leads to collective celebration (Green, 2018; Grue, 2019). As 

Duthely asserts, the Black women’s clubs are evidence that “sister groups are not new…[we] 

have always banded together in the face of adversity to provide support and strength when 

there was none to be found” (2017, p. 206). Yet, for all the solidarity at the foundation of 

Black women’s clubs and the good they did for each other and their communities, they were 

also sites of respectability politics (Duthely, 2017), in which Black women worked to be 

considered good women, or women at all, under the white gaze. These fictive kinship ties are 

present in the beauty shops and salons Black women, both in the 20th and 21st century, 

would have experienced, but so too were the respectability politics that are deeply imbedded 

in why Black women have chosen to spend hours in the salon to conform their hair to 

societal pressures (Banks, 2000). Indeed, “black women’s clubs worked both to introduce 

bourgeois customs to poor black women and to persuade whites of black women’s ability to 

adopt these customs” (White, 2001, p. 35) in order to resist negative racial stereotyping about 

Black women. (Harris-Perry, 2011).  

Yet, even the politics of respectability did not imply conforming to the cult of 

domesticity; instead, the “politics of black respectability included the expectation that black 

women would represent the race by fighting for racial equality” (White, 2001, p. 36).  Black 

women are hyper-visible, hyper-surveilled, despite efforts toward respectability, so they 

should, as Duthely writes, “always assert themselves on their own terms. Silence does not 

dismantle white supremacy, so deploying crunk as resistance disrupts hegemonic power 

structures” (2017, p. 208)  This tension between speaking out and seeking respect from 

White people is not new, nor is the use of written and spoken word to negotiate that tension. 

Indeed, “the subversive language work of African American women has been happening 

since Sojourner Truth hit the stage and remixed notions of womanhood. She showed up, had 
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a story to tell, interrupted the narrative, and wrecked it” (Duthely, 2017, p. 209) This 

discourse of resistance held in tension with the politics of respectability continues in the era 

of digital environments.  

Digital salons use digital platforms for multiple reasons, but the most common are a 

combination of everyday performances of scholastic activity and more liberatory work. More 

common, day-to-day activities include spreading advice about major milestones within the 

PhD process and sharing members’ research and pedagogical interests to like-minded 

academic audiences (Brock, 2012; Duthely, 2017; Pigg, 2014). Members of digital salons 

that practice intersectional Writing Studies also visibly present themselves to the discipline as 

scholars and professionals who reach multiple public audiences (Arola, 2017; Flynn, & 

Bourelle, 2018; Rockquemore, & Laszloffy, 2008) in addition to supporting and celebrating 

their members (Brown, 2009; Grue, 2019; Hidalgo & Grimes, 2017). But digital salons also 

support activist movements (Marwick & boyd, 2011) and speak truth to power (Banks, 2011; 

Duthely, 2017). 

DBLAC: Digital Black Lit (Literatures and Literacies) and Composition (DBLAC) 

 At the end of his book Digital Griots, Banks (2011) calls Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition researchers to investigate how Black people use digital tools to access and 

influence policy, Black digital activism, and the digital dimensions of disciplinary and 

interdisciplinary concerns related to Black faculty, staff, and student. One digital salon that 

provides ample opportunity to answer Banks’ (2011) call is Digital Black Lit (Literatures and 

Literacies) and Composition (DBLAC). DBLAC arose ,in part, out of a desire to create a 

group that was able to do more in terms of community building and support for Black 

graduate students in the discipline, but also to acknowledge the research happening in digital 

Black rhetorics, compositions, literatures, and literacies. It was, like the Black women’s clubs 



 

 

174 

discussed above, always a space in which writing was central. DBLAC was founded in 2016 

by then graduate students Khirsten Scott and Lou Maraj. In their own words, DBLAC “is a 

digital network of Black graduate students in the United States, formed in May 2016 at the 

Digital Media and Composition Institute (DMAC) at The Ohio State University and currently 

housed in the English department at the University of Pittsburgh” (DBLAC.org). While the 

founders and many of the initial members are now assistant professors, the majority of the 

members are still graduate students in the fields of “Literacy Studies, Literature, Writing 

Studies, Rhetoric, English Studies, Creative Writing, Digital Humanities, and other related 

fields” (DBLAC.org). Like hair salons in the Black community (Banks, 2000), the “network 

provides a safe space for members to testify to, discuss with, and share support for each 

other” (DBLAC.org), though in this case these moves are “in response to the continued 

marginalization of Black bodies in academia,” not one’s personal life (DBLAC.org). Like the 

Enlightenment and 19th and early 20th century salons (Gere & Robbins, 1996; Goode, 2005), 

“DBLAC also acts as a learning community for professional development, networking, and 

resource-pooling aimed at the academic retention and success of its members” (DBLAC.org). 

DBLAC has grown to do just that. In what follows below, I will describe the structure and 

design of DBLAC’s online spaces, the types of salon discussions that happen in these 

different spaces, and the digital salon’s influence beyond itself.  

 Structure and design 

 DBLAC has five digital spaces, but only three that are truly interactive. The first is 

their website, which largely serves as a landing page for people looking up the organization 

to either a) find the different social media spaces or b) find ways to support the organization 

when they are not the target demographic, either by being a professor or as a non-Black 

individual. The second is their email communications, which are largely used to send 
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newsletters, job announcements, event announcements, and other initiatives, similar to the 

literacy practices of Black women’s clubs (Gere & Robbins, 1996). I focus my descriptions 

below, however, on their two most utilized digital platforms: Instagram and Twitter. DBLAC 

takes advantage of the ability to post something originally to Instagram and share that post on 

Facebook at the same time. As such, their Facebook and Instagram posts are largely 

identical. Their logo ties together all of their social media platforms. The letters DBLC 

overlap. Like the different ethnic women’s clubs in the United States, the literacy decisions 

were influenced by their culture (Gere & Robbins, 1996). The pan-African colors50 are 

clearly on display in the logo: The D is green, the B is black, the L is red, and the C is gold. 

Inside the space created by the C, there is a picture of the African continent. To the right of 

these letters are, in all caps, the words Digital Black Lit and Composition, with the first letter 

of each word bolded. Lit stands for literatures and literacies. The logo has a white 

background. On Instagram, the logo only includes the DBLC section, without the words 

“Digital Black Lit and Composition,” most likely due to the affordances of Instagram. The 

logo would be too large a rectangle to easily accommodate in Instagram’s inherent 

structures.  

 
Figure 1.1 DBLAC logo  
 

 
50 Pan African colors: https://www.npr.org/sections/codeswitch/2017/06/14/532667081/on-flag-day-
remembering-the-red-black-and-green 
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DBLAC uses multimodal posts in their digital salon (Banks, 2011; Wysocki, 2003), 

both for everyday uses and for freedom-work, drawing on a long multimodal tradition in 

Black public messaging (Banks, 2011). Stretching back to the “Am I not a woman and a 

sister” coins spread as an abolitionist effort in the days before the Civil War51 to the hip hop 

and rap mixtapes that came on the scene in the late twentieth century (Banks, 2011), Black 

multimodal composition has a firm foundation in liberation. DBLAC uses Instagram’s 

affordances to share image-based content, such as a banner for Juneteenth, flyers for DBLAC 

events in Pittsburgh (where the founders are located), adverts for the Virtual Writing Group, 

image-rich announcements about grants received by DBLAC, pictures from events, like the 

party and writing sessions at CCCC, etc. The image-based posts also reiterate key 

information from the first image, which is often a flyer of some kind, in the main body of the 

post, to ensure that members who use screen-readers can still access the information 

(Womack, Blanchard, Wang, & Jessee, 2017). There are 332 people following their 

Instagram page. DBLAC uses Instagram’s affordances to permanently pin important 

Instagram stories, such as their About Us story, their story about the Virtual Writing Groups, 

referred to in short form on Instagram and Twitter as #DBLACVWG, and their Resources 

story. They also use IGTV to feature their DBLAC graduate takeovers. In 2020, DBLAC 

moved their main IG activity from their original IG page - dblacorg - to dblac_org.  

The handle for DBLAC’s Twitter account remains @dblacorg; which may in part be 

because Twitter is the space in which DBLAC has the most followers and changing the 

handle would risk losing that digital impact factor. DBLAC’s Twitter account has 950 

followers, over 600 more followers than their Instagram account. This is likely due to the 

affordances of Twitter (Brock, 2012; Marwick & boyd, 2011), making it easy to share posts 

 
51 https://artgallery.yale.edu/collections/objects/112836 
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with a wider audience and for one’s followers to share those posts with their audiences; some 

of these followers include major organizations in the field, including the major and sub-

disciplinary conferences and journals. DBLAC’s Twitter profile uses the rectangular logo for 

the banner and the square logo for its profile picture. While many of the posts are carried 

over from DBLAC’s Instagram page, there are posts specific to Twitter. The most prominent 

of these are Twitter-based events like the DBLAC-themed book readings and related events, 

celebratory posts about members, and activism related posts, especially solidarity with 

graduate student activist movements that are shared to DBLAC via Twitter.  

Salon discussions 

DBLAC engages in both “directly persuasive public addresses” (Banks, 2011) even though 

the public is contained, like in a salon, as well as “less overtly persuasive day to day 

performances” (Banks, 2011) in a digital salon that work toward persuading themselves and 

each other that they are standing straight in a crooked room (Harris-Perry, 2011) and work to 

make the room straight, too. The three main digital intersectional Writing Studies discursive 

spaces hosted by DBLAC are the Virtual Writing Group sessions for members of DBLAC, 

the DBLAC Reading Series, and the less obviously persuasive everyday posts that celebrate 

members and participate in social activism52. The virtual writing group (VWG) is a day to 

day practice that has grown from being one day a week for 10 weeks in a semester to having 

over sixty virtual writing sessions in the spring of 2020. DBLAC’s goal for the VWG is “to 

foster a supportive digital writing community and encourage positive writing activity. All are 

encouraged to participate” (DBLAC.org). While the times listed are in Eastern Standard 

Time, the 2019 and 2020 span of times have shifted to be accommodating to members 

joining from other time zones. The sessions are advertised on all of their social media 
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platforms, but they host the actual discussions in a more private discursive space. DBLAC 

has used a variety of systems to host the sessions, including combinations of Google Docs, 

Forms, and Padlet. Within this space, most members do not share their writing, unless they 

want feedback on a short section. Instead, attendees share positive affirmations related to 

writing, goals for that session, and encouraging check-ins throughout the session, which 

usually includes a break for discussing how things have been going. The communications all 

occur via text, like 21st century letters between digital salon members, equally parts 

educational and edifying (Gere & Robbins, 1996; Goode, 2005).  

Digital salons, like DBLAC, are deeply rooted in literacy practices; this is evident in 

both the writing support groups and written messages between members, but also in reading 

texts and discussing them together like salons and women’s clubs (Gere & Robbins, 1996; 

Goode, 2005); White, 2001), but with digital affordances (Brock, 2012; Marwick & boyd, 

2011). The DBLAC Reading Series exemplifies that type of literacy activity, one that is even 

more writing-based now in the digital environment. The Reading Series brings to its 

members attention books written by Black authors that are supplementary to the Black 

literature and literacy work of the Black graduate student members. They advertise the 

Reading Series through all their social media platforms. An example of how the promotions 

look on Twitter can be seen in the following pinned tweet:  

Looking forward to our 2019-2020 Reading Series!” Our line up [sic] is [3 fire 

emojis]. Stay tuned for updates about book giveaways, Twitter chats, and Virtual 

Book Chats with @CRTKat @damarishill and @EricDarnellPritchard.  

#DBLACORG #DBLACREADINGSERIES” (DBLAC Twitter page).  

 
52 For more information on the personal and material impacts of DBLAC, consider Lida Colón’s article “Don’t 
talk about it, be about it: A model of material support for Black graduate students” in Xchanges’ issue 15.1.   
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Multimodal The tweet includes an image that contains pictures of all three books in a 

column. To the right of the book cover images are the quarter and year they will be read and 

discussed, the author, and the title. They include: Fall 2019, Ersula J. Ore Lynching: 

Violence, Racism, and American Identity; Winter 2020, DaMaris B. Hill A Bound Woman is 

a Dangerous Thing: The Incarceration of African American Women from Harriet Tubman to 

Sandra Bland; Spring 2020, Eric Darnell Pritchard Fashioning Lives: Black Queers and the 

Politics of Literacy.    

 As Banks (2006) asserts, Black Americans have repeatedly used combinations of the 

written and spoken word to access systems of power in transformative ways, and that is 

evident in how DBLAC’s digital salon breaks down the usual barriers that exist between 

published authors and their audiences. DBLAC leadership used fictive kinship ties (Cook & 

Williams, 2015) to approach the Black authors, which lead to the authors’ agreement to 

engage with the DBLAC community about the selected books via live-tweets, but also in 

members-only digital interaction with the author and a webinar conversation around the text. 

Via robust tweeted threads, members-only private video-conferencing, and more generally 

public webinars, members, followers and supporters, and the author all engage in lively 

discussions about complex, weighty texts that are pertinent to the political and scholarly 

moment in which we live (Colón, 2020; Goode, 2005). To ensure that the events are 

accessible to graduate students, who often have financial constraints (Colón, 2020), DBLAC 

has worked with the academic presses of each book in order to provide copies of the Reading 

Series texts to participants who need them. These circulations of discourse (Warner, 2002) 

required and are the results of a transformative access to power, not simply a replication of 

power structures as they currently exist.  
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DBLAC’s Virtual Writing Groups and their Reading Series are so successful in part 

because they build on fictive kinship (Cook & Williams, 2015), taking the notion that “a 

public is a relation among strangers” (Warner, 2002) to another level. A “social imaginary” 

(Warner, 2002, p. 56), to be sure, but one built on more than simply being the recipients of 

similar discourse (Warner, 2002). Instead, fictive kinship rests on an understanding that not 

only could any public discourse be meant for us (Warner, 2002), but anything that happened 

to someone in our fictive family could happen to us (Cook & Williams, 2015). Not every 

Black person, of course, feels connected by fictive kinship ties, but these bonds are a 

commonality that is especially evident in groups like DBLAC, in which members voluntarily 

join groups based on their shared multiple identities, such as being Black and graduate 

students in similar disciplines (Colón, 2020; Cook & Williams, 2015). This fictive kinship 

extension of Warner’s (2002) description of a public as both addressed to us and yet also 

addressed to strangers makes sense of the commitment to supportive discourse, advice, and 

peer mentorship that is evident throughout this digital space (Colón, 2020), as well as the 

willingness of Black authors to volunteer their time for the Reading Series events, even 

though they come from disciplines largely unconnected from “literatures and literacies” 

(DBLAC.org) and Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition.  

Influence beyond the digital salon 

Digital salons seek to impact the material reality of their members in ways through 

agentive literacy practices, as did their 18th, 19th, and early 20th century counterparts (Gere 

& Robbins, 1996). DBLAC engages in several literacy activities that reach beyond the digital 

sphere, but the most resonant through the lines of history are their liberatory activism. One 

example includes their support of Rhetoric and Composition graduate students at Syracuse 

University. The #NotAgainSU hashtag and movement started trending in November of 2019 
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due to multiple instances of racial injustice on the Syracuse University campus53, including 

racist graffiti. It escalated in part due to the administrators’ harsh reactions to student 

exercise of their first amendment rights; one of these retaliations included denying them 

access to food. Over 30 students were suspended. Choosing to assist their kin at SU was 

risky; because their digital salon is not actually private, the DBLAC leadership knew that 

their support of the movement in vocal and tangible ways would be publicly on record, even 

in the midst of the job market, due to both the persistence and replicability of their digital 

public (boyd, 2007). Yet, as Duthely (2017) asserts, “due to hypersurveillance, Black people 

are always read as loud, so they should always assert themselves on their own terms. Silence 

does not dismantle white supremacy, so deploying crunk as resistance disrupts hegemonic 

power structures” (p. 208). In line with Duthely’s (2017) Black feminist read of Black 

writing and resistant actions, DBLAC acted in support of fellow Black Rhetoric and 

Composition graduate students in spite of the risk. Starting on day six of the protests, they 

organized multimodal informational flyers to share via Twitter and Instagram. The flyers 

linked to the sit-in’s GoFundMe page that was established to ensure hot food got to students 

who were otherwise being denied access to food. DBLAC also selected a Black business 

local to SU as a provider of additional hot meals54. DBLAC used its 21st century iteration of 

political pamphlets (Gere & Robbins, 1996; White, 2001) to raise over $1000 in support of 

the SU protesters (Colón, 2020). This sort of material action is demonstrated by another 

digital public created by graduate students: nextGen.  

 
53 For more information on #NotAgainSU: https://spectrumlocalnews.com/nys/central-

ny/news/2020/03/10/notagainsu-movement-continues-protests 
54 Habibas Ethiopian Kitchen: www.habibaskitchen.com/home 
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The nextGEN listserv  

Unlike the fractional women’s clubs of the 19th and 20th century (Gere & Robbins, 

1996) and the racist exclusion perpetuated by White women’s clubs (White, 2001), the 

diverse and coalitional nature of nextGen has existed since the listserv’s founding; that 

decision has impacted the design, literacy activities, and overall flavor of the digital salon 

(Gere & Robbins, 1996). As the next generation of scholars in the field, the graduate students 

who founded nextGen wanted to be both nationally and internationally diverse and 

collaborative from the onset, ensuring that a wide-range of graduate students would feel 

welcome on this listserv. The founders, or as they refer to themselves, the start-up team, are 

as follows: Kyle Larson, Lucy Johnson, Ashanka Kumari, Gavin P. Johnson, Virginia 

Schwarz, Sara Doan, Khirsten L. Echols (of DBLAC), Lou Maraj (of DBLAC), Sweta 

Gyanu Baniya, DBLAC (as an organization), and Estee Beck. In their own words, the 

nextGEN listserv provides graduate students with:   

a space to network, collaborate, share knowledge, and engage in critical, supportive, 

and thought-provoking interdisciplinary writing and rhetoric studies conversations on 

both a national and international level. More specifically, nextGEN offers these 

conversations in a space that is moderated by, and produced for, graduate students 

(nextGen listserv).   

The intentionality behind creating a space for graduate students specifically comes out of the 

need for a different listserv than the WPA-listserv after issues that became un-ignorable in 

2018. Another influx of graduate students joined nextGen after the 2019 “grand scholar 

wizard” event and related threads that cropped up after Asao Inoue’s Chair’s Address at the 

2019 Conference on College Composition and Communication.  Within a year of nextGen’s 

founding, it had won the 2019 Kairos Service Award, not simply for creating such a space for 
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graduate students within the discipline but using that space to advocate for this upcoming 

generation of rhetoricians. This fight for both a digital counterpublic for graduate students 

and for the rights of those graduate students is at the forefront of what nextGen does.  

Structure and design 

Like DBLAC, nextGen transforms structures of power for their liberatory purposes. 

By hosting the listserv through the University of Texas, Arlington55, they have the power to 

create a screening process to ensure that members are actually graduate students in Writing, 

Rhetoric, Composition, or adjacent disciplines. While one can look at the archive without 

being a member, one cannot participate in the group without joining. Though members can 

log-in and access the listserv directly, most interaction within the listserv occurs through the 

emails. Given the intense circumstances that led to nextGen’s creation and significant 

membership boost in 2018 and 2019, respectively, the listserv takes moderation seriously. 

Yet, nextGen’s moderation style is egalitarian, offering multiple “town halls” via emails, 

chats, and surveys to receive written communication from members before deciding issues 

such as membership , bylaws, and the selection process for new moderators.  

Salon discussions 

Digital salons are created by the “reflexive circulation of discourse” (Warner, 2002, 

p. 62), like any public, but that discourse in nextGen takes place solely via the written word, 

largely via the emails that are the main affordance of communication in a listserv. There are 

several kinds of emails that get sent out, though certain types elicit more public discourse. 

Calls for proposals (CFPs) are common, both for journals and conferences. Some of the 

members are staff on those journals and conferences, and they are happy to provide 

transparency on the process. These emails usually get the least public discourse, along with 

 
55 nextGen listserv:   http://listserv.uta.edu/cgi-bin/wa.exe?SUBED1=NEXTGEN&amp;A=1 

http://listserv.uta.edu/cgi-bin/wa.exe?SUBED1=NEXTGEN&amp;A=1
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emails about job openings and positions on journal staff, which are also shared. Queries for 

books and articles on certain academic and pedagogical topics are more often to encourage 

public discourse and are a nearly monthly topic. On average, 5-10 responses are typical to 

these sorts of email requests and often spark connections among members that continue off 

the listserv. In general, the communication on the nextGen respects people’s inboxes, so 

dialogue that has clearly become between just two people is quickly moved off the listserv. 

Members share resources they have found which they think might be useful in the classroom 

or on the job market. These threads also frequently spark rich, community-building dialogue, 

with other suggestions and shared experiences using some of the techniques are discussed. 

Additionally, emails are sent that are celebratory or community-building in their intention. 

For example, some messages ask for people to share their recent wins or successes, while 

another may ask members to share what their research area is and what are some of their 

favorite articles to read in that area. These emails tend to be deeply engaged, with 10-20 

average responses and occasionally discussions are splintered off into a separate listserv 

thread. Lastly, the most engaged posts in the listserv have to do with practical actions in 

support of graduate students.  

Influence beyond the salon 

The circulation of discourse that solidifies nextGen’s public does not stop at 

communication within the group (Warner, 2002). Sometimes the emails shared in the listserv 

are struck by the kairotic moment and grow from discussing a concern – like injustices 

toward immigrant graduate students – to writing statements in opposition to those injustices 

that are circulated within the listserv for group feedback. Then, taking advantage of the 

replicability of social media spaces unavailable to traditional salons and clubs (boyd, 2007; 

Gere & Robbins, 1996), these statements were shared on nextGen’s Twitter account to 
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collect signatures of support. These letters have been sent to specific universities and to 

politicians, depending on the particular situation. But this is not the only type of collective 

writing that has impact outside the digital salon. One of the frequent topics on the listserv is 

requests for citations, preferably from underrepresented minority authors. Two of these 

conversations from within the listserv have evolved into organized and shareable 

bibliographies.  

One such bibliography was inspired by and crowdsourced within the listserv, but 

largely organized by Cana Uluak Itchuaqiyaq and eventually published on her website56. 

Intentionally developed as anti-racist advocacy, the list contains “self-identified multiply 

marginalized and underrepresented scholars (MMU) in technical communication and related 

fields” (Itchuaqiyaq professional website, emphasis original). Inspired by this list and on-going 

conversations about who scholars in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition should cite, some of 

nextGen’s members developed a list that is “intended to highlight BIPOC scholars, women 

scholars, emerging scholars, LGBTQIA+ scholars, and other scholars on the margin whose 

work is not often enough used in first year writing and technical communication courses” 

(Anti-racist pedagogies list57). Though the list targets first year composition and technical 

communication courses, the multimodal texts listed within it are useful for writing programs 

and departments that are working to “develop anti-racist pedagogies and confront white 

supremacy and white language supremacy” (Anti-racist pedagogies list). By creating and 

circulating text-based records of the information shared within the listserv with a clear, 

political, and liberatory purpose (Gere & Robbins, 1996; Goode, 2005; Warner, 2002; White, 

2001), nextGen does the work of a digital salon. 

 
56 MMU Scholar List https://www.itchuaqiyaq.com/mmu-scholar-list 
57 Antiracist pedagogies list https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ONAkDvuzGS4xAnqE0p-5kDseWS-

5Hs_BDDwMy-wHUnk/edit#gid=0 
 

https://www.itchuaqiyaq.com/mmu-scholar-list
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ONAkDvuzGS4xAnqE0p-5kDseWS-5Hs_BDDwMy-wHUnk/edit#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1ONAkDvuzGS4xAnqE0p-5kDseWS-5Hs_BDDwMy-wHUnk/edit#gid=0
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Digital public squares 

Digital public squares combine and complicate two of Warner’s (2002) definitions of a 

public; they have a “concrete audience…[with] a sense of totality, bounded by [an] event or 

by the shared … space”, but also are “the kind of public that comes into being only in 

relation to texts and their circulation” (p. 50). Texts in the digital environment are defined 

loosely, including images, videos, and multimodal items, like memes and GIFs, as well as 

predominantly textual but image enhanced news and opinion articles. Digital public squares 

address an audience via “texts that can be picked up at different times and in different places 

by otherwise unrelated people” (Warner, 2002, p. 50), unlike the public squares of old, where 

certainly people could come and go at different times throughout the day, but the space was 

grounded by an actual physical location. Yet, many digital public squares in the discipline of 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition can at times be grounded by an actual physical location 

and event, such as the tweeting around a conference or the tweeting and chatting that can 

take place around the live-share of a talk. Usually, despite some structure set forth by an 

organization, event, or digital platform, the discourse is “self-creative and self-organized, and 

herein lies its power as well as its elusive strangeness” (Warner, 2002, p. 50). This is in large 

part because the digital public is not actually organized by the institution or organization. 

Members of the institution itself may address that public, but they cannot control the public 

or how it interacts with and shares the digital texts that create the foundation for discourse in 

the digital public square.  

In a digital public square, much like a traditional one, the relationships are made 

amongst strangers; this may seem true of the publics mentioned above as well, but there is an 

expectation in both digital hush harbors and digital salons that one may become personally or 
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professionally intimate in such a space58. In a digital public square, however, despite the 

sense of intimacy that can be made in such a space, only participation in the space connects 

the strangers in the public. (Warner, 2002). Yet, in a digital public, “strangers can be treated 

as already belonging to our world. More: they must be” in order to create the type of public 

speech best suited to the digital public square, which has to be simultaneously personal and 

impersonal (Warner, 2002, p. 56). Warner (2002) explains that tension in this way: “Public 

speech can have great urgency and intimate import. Yet we know that it is addressed not 

exactly to us, but to the stranger we were until the moment we happened to be addressed by 

it” (p. 57). This is true in regular public square discourse, but it is especially true in digital 

public square discourse and should be kept in mind by those who happen upon these speech 

acts in their often highly curated digital platforms (Noble, 2018). Indeed, these highly curated 

digital platforms are evidence of another characteristic of the digital public sphere; it is made 

through attention. Not only that, but “attention is the principle sorting category by which 

members and nonmembers are discriminated” (Warner, 2002, p. 61). If someone is not 

paying attention to the message, they are not members of the digital public square. If they 

are, even if they are not members of the organization that set for the parameters by which the 

digital public square gathers, they have become members of the digital public square itself. 

Again, it is self-created and self-organized. Like most things in the digital environment, 

“public discourse craves attention like a child. Texts clamor at us. Images solicit our 

gaze...But in doing so, they by no means render us passive” (p. 62). It is when members of a 

public choose both to give attention to public discourse, but also to circulate said discourse 

that a digital public square is truly brought to life.  

 
58  While I refer to these publics in the context of an academic discipline, they do exist outside of those 
contexts. 
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When one makes a public address, there is an expectation that it is meant to be 

circulated (Warner, 2002); this should be expected all the more in a digital public square, 

which exists in a digital environment marked by replicability, permanence, searchability, and 

invisible audiences (boyd, 2007). Invisible audiences are an important factor in the 

circulation that takes place in digital public squares, as “...both the known and unknown are 

essential to the process. The unknown element in the addressee enables a hope of 

transformation; the known, a sense of practical possibility” (Warner, 2002, p. 64).  Texts 

circulate and discourse surrounds them, they become the basis for further representations, 

along with other texts, which are intertextual representation of past addresses to the digital 

public square (Warner, 2002; Bazerman, 2004); this textual circulation evidence the duration 

of the digital public square. The platforms on which the digital public square circulates its 

discourse, as well as the foundations of the group, organization, or institution that provides 

the basis for the digital public square, constitute a quasi-enduring structure for that 

circulation, as well as “preexisting forms and channels of circulation. It appears to be open to 

infinite strangers, but in fact selects participants by criteria of shared social space…, habits, 

topical concerns, intergeneric references, and circulating intelligible forms” (p. 75). Yet, 

these same habits, topics of concern, and references that give a more enduring substance to 

the digital public square can limit the public. Because a digital public square is also “poetic 

world-making” (Warner, 2002, p. 82), the messages and habits of the digital public square 

seek not just to make a public, but to enable it to “have this character, speak this way, see the 

world in this way,” digital public squares can create boundaries with and without meaning to, 

boundaries that keep out some of the people it purports to include. (Warner, 2002, p. 82).  

There are several digital public squares that exist in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition, with sizes that vary in part due to the type of “poetic world-making” (Warner, 
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2002, p. 82) they imagine; most of the journals and conferences within the discipline have 

made digital publics, but not merely because they circulate their content digitally. If it were 

only that, they would be more like the archives Warner (2002) describes as rather limited 

publics due in part because of how little their contents actually circulate. No, what makes a 

journal a digital public square – like the Journal of Multimodal Rhetoric and Kairos – are 

features like their open-access content and their message going directly into the digital public 

via social media. Both features combined allow them to actually engage with an infinitely 

possible public of strangers, even if the content and terminology, among other things, do 

bring boundaries to the square.  Conferences are much the same way. They are like literal 

public squares in their physical form, but due to the live-tweeting that takes place at and 

around conferences (Coad, 2017), they have a larger reach than the physical spaces in which 

conferences take place. This live tweeting connects a broader range of strangers than could 

actually be in the rooms where the panels and presentations take place, both in terms of 

conference attendees and those who did not attend. Again, membership is made with 

attention, not attendance in a digital public square. Thus, one’s attention to a series of tweets 

about accessible pedagogy in Composition classrooms that includes the conference hashtag 

makes one a member of the digital public square created by not just the conference 

organization, but self-created by members.  

Coalition of Feminist Scholars in the History of Rhetoric and Composition (CFSHRC) 

The Coalition of Feminist Scholars in the History of Rhetoric and Composition (the 

Coalition) provides a useful extended example of digital public squares that are working 

toward being a truly intersectional Writing Studies digital public square. I will focus here on 

the digital extensions of the Coalition, but because some aspects of the greater organization 

directly impact public discourse about the Coalition, I will discuss some of them as well. 
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First, I will provide a brief overview of the overall network of publics that constitute the 

Coalition. Then, I will discuss how the Coalition represents itself in its two major social 

media platforms. Afterwards, I will delve into the ways in which it performs as a digital 

public square and some of the complications and tensions between that performance and its 

other digital and physical manifestations and how graduate students in particular are involved 

in these performances, complications, and tensions. 

Before it became a digital public square, the Coalition was founded in 1989 with the 

stated goal to bring together “feminist teachers, mentors, and scholars committed to better 

understanding ever-developing histories of rhetoric, writing, and literacy” (CFSHRC 

Facebook “About” page). While their original verbiage also refers to them as being a group 

of women scholars, the Coalition has since expanded their official and digital membership to 

include all feminists, regardless of gender identification. They do retain a strong focus on 

feminist scholars who are “committed to research in the history of rhetoric and composition” 

(CFSHRC Facebook “About” page). Another of their stated goals is the “the education of 

women faculty and graduate students in the politics of the profession” (CFSHRC Facebook 

“About” page). The Coalition is made of many official parts and products, the largest of 

which are the academic journal Peitho and the biannual Feminism and Rhetorics conference. 

Peitho is published every quarter, and “seeks to encourage, advance, and publish original 

research in the history of rhetoric and composition…[by inviting] article-length submissions 

on a wide range of topics related to feminist theories and gendered practices” (CFSHRC 

website “Home” page). Mentorship is also a key goal of the organization, which is borne out 

by active recruitment of graduate students in the discipline to work on the journal, be 

involved in the organization’s task forces, and participate in various aspects of the biannual 
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conference, the latter of which is supported by graduate travel scholarships (CFSHRC 

website).  

As a digital public square, the Coalition's goals are most met via their social media 

platforms. Though CFSHRC does have a blog, the Coalition’s two most dialogic digital 

public squares are their Facebook and Twitter accounts; it is through these two platforms that 

they digitally “build and sustain a network of scholars” who share the Coalition’s rhetorical 

feminist interests (CFSHRC Facebook “Mission Statement”). The Coalition has a “Social 

Media Plan,” parts of which I include here with permission from one of their social media 

specialists59. As stated in the “Social Media Plan,” the Coalition has five specific goals for its 

social media presence: “1) Represent intersectional feminist perspectives, voices, images, 

and concerns both in and beyond university; 2) Share professional opportunities; 3) Invite 

dialogue on a range of feminist topics; 4) Celebrate and amplify members’ accomplishments; 

5) Promote feminist research in rhet/comp” (CFSHRC “Social Media Plan”). This first goal 

is the only one not otherwise mentioned with specificity in the Coalition's official mission 

statement and “about” sections, though it is backed up in the types of digital message 

artifacts circulated within and beyond their social media platforms, as seen in the posts made, 

articles shared, and tweets retweeted in those digital public squares.  

The Coalition’s Facebook page meets the organizations’ goals through multiple 

means, including sharing feminist news and articles, sharing Calls for Proposals (CFPs), 

celebrating feminist and member achievements, occasionally encouraging members of the 

digital public square to join the official organization or submit to Peitho, share the Coalition 

blog posts, and amplify calls for the Coalition’s award nominations (CFSHRC “Social Media 

Plan”). The topics of the feminist news and academic articles shared in this space are 

 
59  Patricia Fancher, Continuing Lecturer in the Writing Program at the University of California, Santa Barbara 
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frequently intersectional, with topics considering race, gender, class, and disability most 

likely to appear, especially, but not only if they intersect with common areas of research for 

feminist rhetoricians. Occasionally, for the sake of levity in trying times, the Coalition will 

post fun or motivational images, cat videos and memes are frequent among these. 

Accessibility measures on both the Coalition’s Facebook and Twitter platforms include 

capitalizing the first letter each word in a hashtag, including their own on-brand hashtags, 

like #TheFeministsAreComing and #WomenInTC. They also add descriptive captions of 

posts in which images are the main message (not when they are simply illustrations of the 

text). The importance of including these accessibility measures is especially evident when 

one considers the size of the Coalition’s reach. The Coalition’s Facebook page has the largest 

membership of the digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces discussed in this article; as of 

the end of August 2020, it has 3,035 followers and 3,141 people who have liked the page.  

The banner content of both Facebook and Twitter consist of the Coalition’s logo and 

icon. The logo is made of the letters CFSHRC in large capitals, the words “Coalition of 

Feminist Scholars in the History of Rhetoric & Composition” written out underneath in a 

smaller font. The ‘F’ has several yellow stars around it, which is related to a change in the 

organization’s name, in which “women” scholars was changed to “feminist” scholars in a bid 

to be more inclusive (Fancher, personal communication, August 13, 2020). 
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Figure 1.2 CFSHRC logo 

The large capitals have a thin dark green border and a light blue-green interior, and inside 

each letter is a close-up picture of a different woman’s face. Some appear more photo-like, 

others more drawing-like, and one is the picture of a statue. All the faces within the letters 

are in the tones of indigo and that light teal. The woman in the first C is Ida B Wells, an 

African American woman who became a nationally and internationally famous journalist, 

public speaker, and community activist at the end of the 19th century. Her major works on 

anti-lynching include: “Southern Horrors: Lynch Law in All Its Phases”, “A Red Record”, 

and “Mob Rule in New Orleans” (Royster, 1996). The woman in the R is Aspasia, mentioned 

by Plato as a female contributor to rhetoric. The woman in the final C is St. Catherine of 

Siena, an activist and author who, as a member of the Third Order of St. Dominic. She wrote 

over 400 influential letters which, together, are known as the Dialogue. From this context, 

the remaining women are likely other feminist rhetors of historical significance, but a look 

through CFSHRC’s website yields no answers (Fancher, personal communication, August 

2020). The icon is a simple picture of a woman. The image is not detailed and mainly 

consists of short, wavy lines. The woman has a long dress on, something raised in her right 

hand, and her left hand stretched out to the left. She is looking in the same direction. She is 

also either wearing a floppy hat, or her hair is in a half-up style, piled on top of her head with 
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some strands sticking out. The way she is drawn suggests movement, like she has been 

dancing or her ankle-length dress is waving in the wind.  

  The Coalition’s Twitter serves the overall social media goals largely through 

retweeting via its Twitter handle, which is @CFSHRC, to their audience of 2,337 followers 

(as of 2 Jun 2020) and to whomever that audience might circulate their content. Key actions 

CFSHRC engages in via Twitter include the “retweet” affordances to amplify the 

accomplishments and needs of its members over the organization’s business. The few 

original posts are CFSHRC’s blog posts, which tend to consist of CFPs for awards, the 

journal Peitho, and the Feminisms and Rhetoric conference. Instead, they retweet resources 

for education, including pedagogy and content resources. These resources usually have an 

intersectional feminist flavor. Lately, after the resurgence of the Black Lives Matter 

movement, their posts are frequently about systemic oppression, ways to support individuals 

and organizations working against institutionalized racism, articles about activism, etc. For 

example, their current pinned tweet says the following: 

The Executive Board of CFSHRC wants to amplify calls to speak out against racism 

and to support organizations that are working on the front lines of the battle against 

systemic oppression. #BlackLivesMatter(emoji of three fists of varying skin tone) 

Here is our expression of solidarity: https://bit.ly/36SIshy 

Further, they have retweeted from the UT Pride Center an image of an antiracism reading 

list, including White Fragility by Robin DiAngelo and Stamped from the Beginning by Ibram 

X. Kendi, a retweet from The Chronicle of Higher Education of an article called “How 

higher ed can fight racism”, a retweet of a thread from Dr. Adrienne Keene beginning: “For 

non-Black academics feeling ‘lost’ as to what you could be doing right now”. Yet, their 

content, even in this midst of this kairotic moment, is not only about anti-racism. The 
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Coalition still shares applicable CFPs, including a recent announcement about its President’s 

Dissertation Award, as well as their recent issue from Peitho on Transgender Rhetorics.  

 The Coalition's Twitter also works to build a community of scholars. They do so 

through multiple means, some spontaneous based on what they see on Twitter from adjacent 

organizations and scholars, others intentionally scheduled. Their spontaneous community 

building efforts include retweeting calls and invitations for online events, from podcasts, 

lectures and performances, such as Stanford’s The Word holding a lecture-and-performance 

showcase on hip-hop, to Rhet/Comp related activities, like the semester-end party hosted by 

DBLAC (Digital Black Lit and Composition). Events recommended tend toward either past 

physical gatherings, like conferences, or both past and present remote events, the latter of 

which are in larger numbers at the time of this article’s composition due to the COVID-19 

pandemic. Scheduled community building measures include the “Mentor Monday” 

amplification of the #WomenInTC mentor Monday conversations, which aligns with their 

overall organizational goals toward fostering mentorship amongst feminist scholars. The 

more recent (since 2019) scheduled community builder is  #RhetKindness, which invites the 

digital public square to share kindness and celebrate each other. This is usually on Thursdays, 

though it is not always every Thursday. The #RhetKindness posts usually have a particular 

prompt each time, such as “celebrate your mentors,” “celebrate yourself,” or “celebrate your 

academic bestie.” Other prompts have included calls for practical self-care methods and 

readings that inspired people.  #RhetKindness tends to be well-engaged, commented on 

instead of retweeted, which is the Coalition’s more common type of audience engagement.  

 Despite the intersectionality of the digital public squares of the Coalition, 

achieved in large part due to the efforts of the two most recent Social Media and Outreach 
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chairs60, the Coalition’s intersectionality has not been universally applied throughout its 

digital and physical public squares. Critiques of the physical public square – the Feminisms 

and Rhetorics biennial conference – often took place in a mixed digital public, sometimes 

tagging the Coalition using the “@” symbol to bring their comments to the attention of both 

the Coalition as an organization and those who participate in its digital public square, which 

include at least the 3000 @CFSHRC followers. In this context, we must remember that “the 

speech [is] addressed to indefinite others” (Warner, 2002, p. 58) who, while they respond due 

to a feeling of commonality, are still strangers. Indeed, “even texts of the most rigorously 

argumentative and dialogic genres also address onlookers, not just parties to argument” 

(Warner, 2002, p. 63). The invisible audience (boyd, 2007), present even when posting on 

one’s own Twitter feed, may still be present, if not in the current moment of one’s tweet, then 

in the future, due to the persistence of the things posted in digital publics (boyd, 2007). 

Critique in digital publics, then, is a risk, one that should be made with full awareness of 

potential ramifications. That said, the critiques that I paraphrase below from the extended 

digital public square of the Coalition are important public critiques that point to the tensions 

between the digital public square version of the Coalition and the official organization, 

especially but not exclusively related to the conference. Critiques of the Coalition include the 

defensiveness and exclusion held at the town hall hosted at the 2019 Feminisms and 

Rhetorics conference, accessibility concerns questioned and critiqued as an expense, and the 

overwhelming whiteness and white femininity of the conference. In relation to the 

complaints of defensiveness at the town halls, “a double movement” was at work, framing 

their justifications for lobbied concerns in a manner that was “hierarchical” and yet, silencing 

 
60 Patricia Fancher and Sweta Baniya, the latter of whom is a doctoral candidate at Purdue University. Sweta 
took over the position in Feb. 2020, at which time the name changed to the Digital Media and Outreach 
Director.  
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(Warner, 2002, p. 77). Some of these concerns were that the leaders of the conference, and 

the Coalition more broadly were too caught up in justifying to actually invite up and listen to 

non-leadership participants in their public. The word defensiveness was brought up multiple 

times, as was the lack of graduate students at the conference, which had been a major 

criticism brought up in 2017 and in advance of the 2019 conference.  

Another tension between the intersectional Writing Studies nature of the Coalition’s 

digital public square versus its conference public square is the issue of accessibility. Despite 

the clearly articulated accessibility measures in the “Social Media Plan,” accessibility 

measures at the conference were referred to as an extra expense, particularly the CART61 

services that were requested by some conference attendees. While certainly such 

accommodations do cost money, the Coalition, like any organization that posits to be 

intersectional and inclusive, must decide if people are worth the expense, if people are the 

priority at such events. As a discipline, there is an understanding that “public discourse puts a 

premium on accessibility. But there is no infinitely accessible language…” (Warner, 2002, p. 

77). Thus, if one wants to include disabled scholars - and a feminist coalition should want to 

- then the accommodations necessary to do so must be considered not an “extra” cost, but a 

prioritized measure to ensure that all scholars seeking to join their public are able to do so.  

The final major critique made of the Coalition is that women of color voiced not 

feeling comfortable or made welcome in the space, due in part to its predominant whiteness. 

This problem has been brought up multiple times, including at and after both the 2017 and 

2019 Feminism and Rhetorics conference. While it may seem inconsequential, one of the 

 
61 CART stands for “Communication Across Real-Time Translation” used in most academic conference spaces 
as an aid to deaf attendees who need live-captioning of presentations, though the resource is an accommodation 
useful for others who have also have live-captioning needs, such as those who do not fluently speak the 
language spoken during the presentation, or who have auditory processing disabilities. 
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aspects of overwhelming whiteness at the conference had to do with something as simple as 

the food served there. While the complaints about food being “too white” and undercooked 

were tongue-in-cheek, with a particular emphasis on the vegan and vegetarian meals offered 

to attendees who requested them, the most recent conference’s location in the South meant 

that the conference planners had access to food from a variety of cultures, including vegan 

and vegetarian food that was offered for religious, cultural, and medical dietary 

accommodations. The Naylor Symposium, located in largely rural York, Pennsylvania, 

achieved this by intentionally reaching out to the Black and Latinx restaurant owners in the 

community to cater the Symposium’s meals (DelliCarpini, personal communication, 

September 29, 2018).  

On another level, members of the Coalition’s digital public complained about the 

disproportionate number of White attendees and pointed to many possible causes for that 

imbalance. The overall whiteness of the space belied spoken goals toward diversity and 

inclusion. The cost of attendance was mentioned frequently in tweeted complaints about the 

conference, before, during, and afterward. Key issues were the location, which was far from 

any major airport and thus required extra expenses to reach the conference; the cost of 

registration, which even with a discount for graduate students was considered so expensive 

that last-minute donations for graduate student attendees were collected; and the feeling that 

expenses were wasted on the trappings of fancy meals and could have been used on other 

things or cut to make the conference more affordable overall. Not only did these issues keep 

many scholars of color from attending the conference, but those who did attended were 

subjected to the plantation aesthetic of James Madison University62, along with large pictures 

 
62 For images of James Madison University’s campus:  
https://www.jmu.edu/news/2018/11/29-ycp-grant.shtml 
For buildings named after Confederate leaders and recent (June 2020) decision of JMU to request approval to 

https://www.jmu.edu/news/2018/11/29-ycp-grant.shtml
https://www.jmu.edu/news/2018/11/29-ycp-grant.shtml
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of slave-owners on the walls of hotel bedrooms63. At the root of the tension between the 

Coalition’s digital public square and its physical one, perhaps, is the reality that when “any 

public is taken to be the public, those limitations invisibly order the political world” (Warner, 

2002, p. 77). Understandably, both conference attendees and conference organizers suppose 

that the public of the Coalition was similar to a public of the Coalition, namely, its digital 

public squares.  

The CFSHRC has, as one scholar referred to it, a big white feminism problem. This 

may, actually, stem from the name of the conference itself. By keeping “Feminism” singular 

in the conference name until recently, members of their public are left to wonder whose 

feminism it is, and, due in part to the intersectional efforts of the digital public square, 

conference attendees were disappointed when they arrived, expecting deeply inclusive and 

intersectional work that many remarked on as largely not present. Common words to describe 

the white feminism of the conference were “self-congratulatory,” “comfortable,” “out of 

touch,” “safe,” and “play by the rules feminism.” The Coalition has not ignored these 

critiques. As noted on the Coalition’s website, they have canceled the 2021 Feminism and 

Rhetorics conference both out of the COVID-related issues with travel and the ongoing 

conversations about the future of the conference. One hopes that, with the extra time, now, 

between the writing of this article in 2020 and the next conference in 2023, the Coalition 

might use the digital conference alternatives it plans to deliver to become a “poetic” 

intersectional Writing Studies digital public square (Warner, 2002, p. 81).  

Despite saying on the Coalition’s website that they “welcome and sustain all who do 

feminist work, inclusive of all genders, sexualities, races, classes, nationalities, religions, 

 
change those names: https://www.insidehighered.com/quicktakes/2020/06/23/james-madison-recommends-
dropping-confederate-building-names 
 

https://www.insidehighered.com/quicktakes/2020/06/23/james-madison-recommends-dropping-confederate-building-names
https://www.insidehighered.com/quicktakes/2020/06/23/james-madison-recommends-dropping-confederate-building-names
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abilities, and other identities, in their research and classrooms” there clearly is more work to 

be done in this area. I do not bring up these critiques merely to do so; rather, I use them to 

illustrate that even a space that names itself as intersectional and in its digital public does the 

work of amplifying a wide variety of voices and disciplinary perspectives, still has to do that 

intersectional work in substantive ways, in all the publics it inhabits. May it use its addresses 

to the public in such a way that it “characterize[s] the world in which it attempts to circulate, 

projecting for that world a concrete and livable shape, and attempt[s] to realize that world 

through address” (Warner, 2002, p. 81). Intersectional Writing Studies is not something 

claimed and achieved all at once. It takes time. The Coalition and the other organizations 

mentioned in this article all must engage in the work iteratively, growing and changing such 

that they work to be more inclusive and more intersectional, over time and in all their spaces. 

Conclusion 

Digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces, some made by and for graduate 

students, others more broadly accessible to the discipline, have both current and potential use 

for graduate students and faculty in the discipline. These uses are both scholarly and 

communal in nature. The three example intersectional Writing Studies digital publics met 

members’ scholarly needs through providing information, strategies, and support for all 

aspects of an academic career, from advice about doctoral milestones to intersectional 

research and teaching practices. Members’ human needs and concerns were addressed 

through the resources of the communities built in those digital spaces and through integrating 

identity into scholarship and activist work. Of course, some digital spaces were more 

immediate in their ability to meet the needs of their publics; the smaller the group, the shorter 

the reach between strangers turned colleagues. Knowing about these intersectional digital 

 
63 Images of slave owners in hotel bedrooms: https://www.hotelmadison.com/accommodations 

https://www.hotelmadison.com/accommodations
https://www.hotelmadison.com/accommodations
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environments extends the scholarly and cultural resources that faculty can offer their 

graduate students, particularly as departments engage in the long journey of becoming more 

intersectional themselves. Yet, faculty can do more than share these spaces; they can also 

make donations to scholarships and travel awards, as well as volunteer their time at events, 

such as DBLAC’s book events or their writing retreats. Faculty can also learn from these 

spaces how to better advocate for their graduate students in the groups that are not 

specifically for graduate students, such as the Coalition, and, in this way, better integrate the 

digital public square with its official organizational practices and policies. Graduate students 

would thus additionally benefit from finding these spaces more practically and personally 

inclusive, as well as enhanced peer and faculty mentorship and opportunities for pedagogical 

and research related work. Indeed, these digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces can 

serve as an important link to substantively changing the discipline as a whole, such that 

intersectional Writing Studies and the students and faculty who embody and enact it, are 

fully integrated into the discipline and all its publics.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

 

202 

References 

Agboka, G. Y. (2014). Decolonial methodologies: Social justice perspectives in intercultural  

technical communication research 

Alvarez, N., Salazar, C., Brito, F. N., & Aguilar, K. (2016). Agency, liberation, and  

intersectionality among Latina scholars: Narratives from a cross-institutional writing  

collective. Praxis: A Writing Center Journal, 14(1), 9-14.  

https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/handle/2152/62575 

Anzaldúa, G. (2015). This Bridge Called My Back, Fourth Edition: Writings by Radical  

Women of Color. (Moraga, C., Ed.) (4 edition). Albany: State University of New  

York Press. 

Baker-Bell, A. (2017). For Loretta: A Black woman literacy scholar’s journey to prioritizing  

self-preservation and Black feminist-womanist storytelling. Journal of Literacy 

Research, 49(4), 526-543 

Baker-Bell, A. (2020). Linguistic justice: Black language, literacy, identity, and pedagogy.  

Routledge & National Council of Teachers of English. 

Baker-Bell, A., & Jackson, D., & Johnson, L., & Kynard, C., & McMurtry, T., &  

Williams-Farrier, B. (2020). https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/demand-for-black-linguistic- 

justice 

Banks, I. (2000). Hair matters: Beauty, power, and black women’s consciousness. New York  

University Press.  

Bartels, R. (2020). Navigating Disclosure in a Critical Trans Pedagogy. Peitho, 22 (4)  

Retrieved August 28, 2020, from https://cfshrc.org/article/navigating-disclosure-in-a-

critical-trans-pedagogy/ 

boyd, danah. (2007). Why youth (heart) social network sites: The role of networked publics  

https://cfshrc.org/article/navigating-disclosure-in-a-
https://cfshrc.org/article/navigating-disclosure-in-a-


 

 

203 

in teenage social life (SSRN Scholarly Paper No. ID 1518924). Social Science 

Research Network. Retrieved from https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1518924  

Brock, A. (2012). From the blackhand side: Twitter as a cultural conversation. Journal of 

Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 56(4), 529-549. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2012.732147 

Brooks, M. P., & Houck, D. W. (Eds.). (2011). The speeches of Fannie Lou Hamer: To tell it  

like it is. University Press of Mississippi. www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt12f641. 

Buck, A., & Bellwoar, H. (2015). Crafting online spaces: Identity and  

materiality. Kairos: A Journal of Rhetoric, Technology, and Pedagogy, 19(3).  

Retrieved August 28, 2020, from  

http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/19.3/interviews/buck_bellwoar/podcast.html 

Collins, P. (1986). Learning from the outsider within: The sociological significance of Black  

feminist thought. Social Problems, 33(6), s14–s32. https://doi.org/10.2307/800672 

Collins, P. H. (2008). Black feminist thought: Knowledge, consciousness, and the politics of  

empowerment. Routledge. 

Cook, D. A., & Williams, T. (2015). Expanding intersectionality: Fictive kinship networks  

as supports for the educational aspirations of Black women. The Western Journal of  

Black Studies, 39(2), 137-166. 

Duthely, R. (2017). Black feminist hip-hop rhetorics and the digital public sphere. Changing  

English: Studies in Culture and Education, 24(2), 202-212.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/1358684X.2017.1310458 

Flaherty, C. (2019). https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2019/03/28/racist-writing- 

instructors-listserv-post-prompts-debate-about-future-field-and-how 

Gere, A., & Robbins, S. (1996). Gendered literacy in black and white:  

http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt12f641
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/19.3/interviews/buck_bellwoar/podcast.html
https://doi.org/10.2307/800672


 

 

204 

Turn-of-the-century African-American and European-American club women’s 

printed texts. Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 21(3), 643-678. 

Goodman, D. (1989). Enlightenment salons: The convergence of female and philosophical  

ambitions. Eighteenth-Century Studies, Special Issue: The French Revolution in 

Culture. 22.3 pp. 329-350 

Goode, L. (2005). Jürgen Habermas: Democracy and the public sphere. Pluto Press.  

Graham, R. (2014). The digital practices of African Americans: An approach to studying  

cultural change in the information society. New York: Peter Lang Inc., International  

Academic Publishers. 

Grue, M. (2019). “Rooting for e’rybody Black: Black women academics’ Twitter practices.”  

The annual Conference on College Composition and Communication, Pittsburgh, PA,  

2019 

Forestal, J. (2017). The architecture of political spaces: Trolls, digital media, and Deweyan  

democracy. American Political Science Review, 111(1), 149–161.  

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055416000666 

 Fox, J., & Tang, W. Y. (2017). Women’s experiences with general and sexual harassment in  

online video games: Rumination, organizational responsiveness, withdrawal, and 

coping strategies. New Media & Society, 19(8), 1290–1307. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816635778 

Inoue, A. B. (2019). 2019 CCCC chair’s address: How do we language so people stop  

killing each other, or what do we do about white language supremacy? College  

Composition and Communication, 71(2), 352-369.  

Lorde, A., & Clarke, C. (2007). Sister outsider: Essays and speeches (Reprint edition).  

Berkeley, Calif: Crossing Press. [Originally published in 1984] 



 

 

205 

Kynard, C., & Eddy, R. (2009). Toward a new critical framework: Color-conscious political  

morality and pedagogy at historically Black and historically White colleges and 

universities. College Composition and Communication, 61(1), W24–W44. 

Martin, A. & Grudziecki, J. (2007). DigEuLit: Concepts and tools for digital literacy  

development. Italics 5(4). http://www.ics.heacademy.ac.uk/italics/vol5iss4/martin-

grudziecki.pdf [pdf no longer accessible; quote also found in Goodfellow, 2011] 

Marwick, A. E., & boyd, danah. (2011). I tweet honestly, I tweet passionately: Twitter users,  

context collapse, and the imagined audience. New Media & Society, 13(1), pp. 114–

133. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444810365313 

Miller, B., & Licastro, A., & Belli, J. (2016). The roots of an academic genealogy:  

Composing the Writing Studies Tree. Kairos: A Journal of Rhetoric, Technology,  

and Pedagogy 20(2), n. p. 

Nunley, V. L. (2004). From the harbor to da academic hood: Hush harbors and an African  

American rhetorical tradition. In E. Richardson & R.L. Jackson II (Eds.), African 

American rhetoric(s): Interdisciplinary perspectives (pp. 221-241). Carbondale, 

Illinois: Southern Illinois University Press. 

Pohlhaus Jr., G. (2017). Knowing without borders and the work of epistemic gathering.  

In M.A. McLaren (Ed.), Decolonizing feminism: Transnational feminism and 

globalization (pp. 37-54). Rowman and Littlefield 

Pritchard, E. D. (2017). Fashioning lives: Black queers and the politics of literacy. SIU  

Press. 

Royster, J.J. (1996) Southern horrors and other writings; The anti-lynching campaign of  

Ida B. Wells, 1892-1900. Bedford/St. Martin's 

Smitherman, G. (1977). Talkin and testifyin: The language of Black America. Wayne State  

http://www.ics.heacademy.ac.uk/italics/vol5iss4/martin-grudziecki.pdf
http://www.ics.heacademy.ac.uk/italics/vol5iss4/martin-grudziecki.pdf


 

 

206 

University Press. 

Strong, Duarte, Gomez, and Meiners. (2013) Too close to the work/There is nothing  

right now. In. D. Paris and M. Winn (Eds.) Humanizing research: Decolonizing  

qualitative inquiry with youth and communities. (pp. 3-20). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications 

Taylor, K. -Y. (Ed.). (2017). How we get free: Black feminism and the Combahee River  

Collective. Haymarket Books. (Original work published 1977).  

https://www.reed.edu/cres/assets/Combahee-River-Collective,-Black-Feminist- 

Statement-How-We-Get-Free---Taylor.pdf 

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2019). The  

condition of education 2019 (NCES 2019-144), Characteristics of postsecondary  

faculty. 

Waite, S. (2017). “Queer (re)visions of composition”  In Teaching queer: Radical  

possibilities for writing and knowing. Pittsburgh, PN: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Warner, M. (2002). Publics and Counterpublics. Public Culture. 14(1) pp. 49-90 

Womack, A., Blanchard, A., Wang, C., and Jessee, M. C. (2017). Accessible Syllabus.  

https://www.accessiblesyllabus.com/image/ 

White, E. F. (2001). Dark continent of our bodies: Black feminism & politics of  

respectability. Temple University Press. 

Wysocki, A. F. (2004). The multiple media of texts: How onscreen and paper texts  

incorporate words, images, and other media. In C. Bazerman & P. Prior (Eds.), What  

writing does and how it does it: An introduction to analyzing texts and textual  

practices. (pp. 13-32) Routledge. 



 

 

207 

Conclusion 

 
In March of 2019, after listening to Asao Inoue’s Chair’s Address on White language 

supremacy at the Conference on College Composition and Communication, I solidified my 

decision to pursue this dissertation topic. As such, Inoue’s (2019) address foregrounds the 

introduction to this dissertation and it makes sense, then, that the Black linguistic justice 

(BLJ) demands64 issued by NCTE/CCCC in July of 2020 would constitute the bookend. I 

conclude this dissertation “while witnessing ongoing #BlackLivesMatter protests across the 

United States in response to the anti-Black racist violence and murders of Breonna Taylor, 

George Floyd, Ahmaud Arbery, Tony McDade, and a growing list of Black people at the 

hands of the state and vigilantes” (Baker-Bell, Jackson, Johnson, Kynard, McMurtry, & 

Williams-Farrier, 2020, para 1). Like them, I witness organizations and academic 

departments pen statements against racism that ring hollow, discordant tones because they 

exist against a backdrop in which I found that only 29% of doctoral programs in Writing, 

Rhetoric, and Composition require any sort of class that discusses “race”65 in either its title or 

description. I, too, assert that a discipline that is grounded on the agentive, embodied power 

inherent to the research, practice, and teaching of writing and rhetoric “cannot say ‘Black 

Lives Matter’ when decades of research on Black Language has not led to widespread 

systemic change in curricula, pedagogical practices, disciplinary discourses, research…” and 

so much more. While this dissertation looks at the complexities of identities that people 

embody and how those complexities can be acknowledged by adopting an intersectional 

Writing Studies approach in teaching, research, and the restructuring of doctoral programs, I 

 
64 https://cccc.ncte.org/cccc/demand-for-black-linguistic-justice 
65 I cast a wide net of terms in my coding for “race” in this study, to include ethnicity, multilingual education, 
and other criteria. In future publications, in which I further parse the types of topics offered, Black language and 
identity is likely to represent much less than 29%.  
 



 

 

208 

have also made it abundantly clear that I am unapologetically Black and that Blackness, 

along with my womanhood, inform not just the theoretical and methodological framing for 

this dissertation, but also my motivation to “do the work.” An intersectional Writing Studies 

that leaves out Black folks is not intersectional at all.  

The Black linguistic justice demands, along with others calls to serve diverse 

students, faculty, and staff, fit well into the wheelhouse of this dissertation. Before further 

extending the work housed in this dissertation for use in both short- and long-term practical 

application, I will first braid together the three chapters at the center of this document. In 

Chapter Two, my “by the numbers” review, I deliberately turned over two purposes of these 

reviews: plain reporting and identifying programs in Rhetoric and Composition. Previous 

reviews that were comprehensive portraits of the discipline (Chapman & Tate, 1987; Covino, 

Johnson, & Feehan, 1980; Enos, 1989; Lauer, 1980) did not include race or gender in the 

context of their reviews. Of course, the field was new in those days, and the thrust of these 

articles and those that followed up on them (Brown, et al., 2008; Pierce & Enos, 2006) were 

focused on portraying the core work done in the discipline’s doctoral programs. That 

Skeffington’s (2010) review was the first to explicitly acknowledge race or gender speaks 

volumes about the marginal positioning of intersectional Writing Studies. My review of 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral programs is, instead, deliberately critical in its 

nature. I took a close look at the curricular and structural practices of those programs 

regarding their inclusion – or not – of race and gender, rather than mainly sharing what this 

now-established discipline is doing four decades after the first publications about the state of 

a then-fledgling discipline.   

These “state of the discipline” articles often report findings and trends from those 

programs and then sometimes list the programs as a whole or in groups, either in the body of 



 

 

209 

the article or in an appendix. In Chapter Two, I chose not to do that for two interrelated 

reasons. The first is that even before this moment, in which justice for Black lives has entered 

the cultural zeitgeist in an undeniable way, race and gender were charged topics. 

Programmatic and individual sensitivity about being judged as racist or sexist is much higher 

now. My hope for Chapter Two is for program administrators and instructors to 

introspectively look at the numbers to get an idea of the overall portrait of the field and then 

decide how their own institution stacks up with those counts. I hope their realizations would 

bring about a beginning for change. However, program administrators might read a text that 

includes departmental groupings based on the results of my findings and immediately enter 

into a state of defensiveness if they were grouped negatively. Defensiveness rarely begets 

change. Secondly, it would be risky, regardless of one’s stature within the discipline, to 

publish a text that groups departments based on what they offer (Lauer, 1980) related to 

intersectional Writing Studies. I chose not to include a ranked or grouped list of schools 

because of those risks, which are significant for a junior scholar in this enhanced season of 

precarity that comes with a global pandemic and its economic fallout. Add to those concerns 

my own positionality as a Black woman, I knew I could not organize my chapter in such a 

way. 

Instead, in Chapter Two, I track patterns and report them like Enos (1989), but with 

an explicit focus on race and gender. The emphasis of the piece homes in on what a colleague 

of mine referred to as the “good, bad, and the ugly” of what is going on in the discipline right 

now, including the “anti-Black skeletons in the closet” (Baker-Bell et al., 2020). One such 

anti-Black skeleton I uncovered includes the finding that over 70% of doctoral programs in 

Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition have no degree-required courses on race and over 80% 

have none that cover gender, which points to a distinct need for curricular renovations.  
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In Chapter Three, I argue that renovating needed to be done in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition. But, like before any good home renovation, I wanted to find examples of what 

other departments had done to make their doctoral programs more intersectional, which 

drove the impetus to delve deeper into the 30%, those programs that do require at least one 

intersectional Writing Studies courses. Studying the websites with a critical digital literacy 

lens (Goodfellow, 2011), and the programs overall through the bifocal lenses of Black 

feminist responsivity (Royster, 2014) and antiracist writing program assessment ecologies 

(Inoue, 2015), yielded twelve model programs that exemplified intersectional Writing 

Studies in multiple ways. But more than that, this multi-factored analysis revealed that the 

structural problems found in Chapter Two were repairable, but also tied to deeper issues than 

the curriculum.   

Including but going beyond curriculum, the doctoral writing program ecologies of 

power, people, places, purposes, parts, products, and processes all revealed key aspects that 

needed to be changed in order to truly center intersectional Writing Studies and support the 

scholars – new and old – who do that work. An analysis of the power dynamics illustrated 

that the most vulnerable people in dynamics between advisors, instructors, and their graduate 

students had power-related areas of concern in mentorship and in the classroom, but also in 

relation to their mental and physical safety. Doctoral writing programs need to consider the 

responsibilities they have to the people in their departments, especially the graduate students 

they recruit and then too often underfund. Doctoral programs need to provide the financial 

and scholarly support graduate students deserve not just to survive but to thrive in the 

discipline and as whole people. The solutions needed to bring about financial changes may 

be part of the long-game, requiring divisional and university-wide political maneuvering, but 

these solutions are essential for the recruitment and retention of diverse graduate students (U 
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of CA Office of the President, 2010). The places in which doctoral programs are situated 

could be better acknowledged, particularly the Indigenous peoples of programs’ locations, 

but also the languages and technical communication opportunities that are place-based. The 

purposes for doctoral programs in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition need to be clearly 

articulated and all plans for renovation need to be able to point back to those purposes and 

the power dynamics they seek to address. These purposes also need specific and actionable 

goals that impact all the other parts of the writing program ecology, including coursework 

and products like doctoral milestones that can be made more humane and useful for graduate 

students as they compose themselves as scholars. The processes of earning a doctoral degree 

in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition need reflection, but also explicit articulation from 

advisors and in structured coursework, so no one receives unequal knowledge of how to 

succeed in the program or the discipline.  

Many of the changes above will require careful deliberation and time, but some are 

more immediately actionable; changes to course content are one of the more quickly 

actionable goals. The model programs provided rich examples of what the foundational 

courses in our discipline might look like with an intersectional frame, from Classical 

Rhetoric and Modern Rhetoric to Theories of Composition. While some might say it is not 

possible to teach Classical Rhetoric, for example, with an intersectional frame, it is more than 

possible. It is already being done. Departments like the one housed at the University of 

Texas, San Antonio already offer a Classical Rhetoric course that includes Greco/Roman 

women and rhetors from around the world during the “classical” time period along with the 

usual rhetorical classics (UTSA English dept website). In Chapter Three, the “A new home” 

chapter, I do name names, because these programs are doing phenomenal work that needs to 

be witnessed and taken up by the discipline if we are going to ensure that intersectional 
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Writing Studies and the scholars who bring it to life are centered, not put in the back of the 

not-so proverbial bus.   

Of course, scholars who have a vested interest in critical race, feminist, queer, or 

disability scholarship find ways to learn those theories and methodologies, often in the digital 

intersectional Writing Studies publics which I discuss at length in the fourth chapter of this 

dissertation. In that chapter, I extend the concept of the digital public (boyd, 2007). I do so by 

discussing and exemplifying how digital intersectional Writing Studies publics draw on the 

histories of their members to utilize digital publics in ways not considered in the original 

critical digital literacy theorizing (boyd, 2007). I frame digital intersectional Writing Studies 

spaces as digital hush harbors, digital salons, and digital public squares. These publics have 

many of the same characteristics of publics and counterpublics in the physical environment 

(Warner, 2002), including Enlightenment (Goode, 2005), Black women’s clubs (Gere & 

Robbins, 1996; White, 2001), and hush harbors (Nunley, 2004), but have adapted to the 

realities of the digital environment (boyd, 2007; Brock, 2012; Duthely, 2017; Marwick & 

boyd, 2011)  Some of these spaces are made by and for graduate students, while others are 

more broadly accessible to the discipline, yet they both work to meet the scholarly and 

human needs of their publics through community building, sharing scholastic and pedagogic 

information, and mentoring.  

Digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces serve an important supportive role in 

helping graduate students and faculty alike. While the discipline takes the time necessary to 

substantially change how it helps doctoral students compose themselves into scholars, and 

how it supports them as whole people during that process, intersectional Writing Studies 

scholars use digital spaces to keep on doing the work while renovation is happening around 

them. Members of our discipline must take a frank and humble look at the current realities of 
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how doctoral programs do – and do not – center intersectional Writing Studies, how they can 

learn from the digital publics that do, in fact, make scholars feel welcome and integral to the 

discipline. Instructors and writing program administrators alike must do the introspective 

reflection and collaborative departmental planning necessary to begin renovating and actively 

seek the spaces in which intersectional Writing Studies is already being enacted and 

embodied. If this reflective, humble responsivity (Royster, 2014) does take place, Writing, 

Rhetoric, and Composition can live up to its most basic level of scholarly investigation: our 

discipline’s inquiry into what is writing, who is writing, how are they writing, to whom are 

they writing, and to what end (Logan, 2011).  

I bring things around to our discipline’s inquiry (Logan, 2011) because it is the 

discipline as a whole that needs to consider how intersectionality might deepen and improve 

the scholarly and pedagogical pursuits of its members; yet, focusing too much on individuals 

can further isolate underrepresented minority students within programs and put too much of a 

burden on scholars with marginalized identities to fix problems of diversity or inclusion in 

their department (de Müeller & Ruiz, 2017). As a discipline, we need to speak not just to 

individuals, but to contexts, which is why the antiracist writing program ecologies framework 

is so instructive. There are many structural factors that a program and, in fact, a discipline, 

need to consider if substantive change is going to be made. Yes, single programs may and 

should do assessments to determine local campus conditions and do something about those 

findings. But stopping at just one program is not enough, either. In order to renovate the 

discipline, we need methods that can be used to examine discipline-level intersectional 

issues, because that is what is necessary to address the systemic racism that must be 

addressed.  
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One of my dissertation's contributions, then, is the development of a systematic 

method of uncovering and dealing with systemic issues that go beyond the current diversity 

and inclusion bandage being used to “fix” programs by offering a class that is only 

occasionally available or hiring one professor dedicated to intersectional research topics. As I 

developed this method and applied it to doctoral programs within Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition, I have uncovered several facts about the state of the discipline that we should 

be paying attention to. One crucial issue is the sheer imbalance between the number of 

faculty who purport to study topics related to race and gender, and the severe lack of required 

courses that, neither by title nor description, claim to discuss any of those topics. It is deeply 

concerning that 89% of programs, based on their faculty profiles, have at least one faculty 

member who studies gender related topics, and 65% have two or more such faculty members, 

and yet, 82% of programs require no courses on topics related to gender or even have the 

words gender, women, feminist, or LGBTQ+ included in the course descriptions of their 

required courses. It is equally concerning that 94% of doctoral programs have at least one 

faculty member who claims to study race-related topics and 80% of programs have two or 

more of these faculty members, and yet 71% of doctoral programs do not require any courses 

on race-related topics, or even include in the words race, critical race theory, ethnicity, 

second language, or common names for races and ethnicities in their course descriptions for 

required courses. Numbers like these remind me of one of the statements in the Black 

linguistic justice demands, which denounces the “centering of research by white scholars on 

Black Language, which has too often been elevated in the field and deemed leading and 

foundational scholarship” (Baker-Bell, et al., 2020, n. p.). If scholars are profiting in their 

careers by publishing on race and gender, but their doctoral programs will not require the 
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teaching of those very subjects to its graduate students, something is deeply wrong and needs 

to be addressed. 

Another serious concern is the way the ecologies of power and people are currently at 

work in the discipline. Underrepresented minority graduate students in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition have shown they feel unsafe in the discipline’s major digital public, the Writing 

Program Administration Listserv, to the point that they left en masse in 2018 to create their 

own listserv, nextGen, and other digital publics, like DBLAC. This power imbalance has 

shown itself to be present in the discipline’s doctoral programs as well, revealing a need to 

re-consider the ways programs financially support their students, not just in terms of money, 

but reasonable health insurance that includes mental health care. Support for graduate 

students also needs to consider greater transparency in the processes for earning a doctoral 

degree and the relationships between advisors and their students. Support for students with 

languages other than White Mainstream English (Baker-Bell, 2020) is also necessary, both 

for students who speak languages other than English in general (Alvarez, Salazar, Brito, & 

Aguilar, 2016). 

 Perhaps the key systemic assumption providing structure to the discipline’s house, 

yet harming far too many of the people who work and dwell within it, is the assumption that 

there is a correct English (Phelps & Ackerman, 2010) and that writing instructors’ primary 

task is to arbitrate, correct, and discipline that language (Inoue, 2019; Baker-Bell, 2020). It is 

this assumption that justifies shunting “other” dialects, languages, and courses to the margins 

of programs, and thus it is this assumption in particular that needs to be dismantled if we are 

to make progress towards intersectionality. In 1974, the Conference on College Composition 

and Communication executive committee released a statement asserting that all students have 

the right to use their own language (SRTOL), dialect, and linguistic patterns in their writing, 
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both in and out of the classroom (Perryman-Clark, 2013). Yet many, including both Inoue in 

his CCCC’s Chair’s address and the Black linguistic justice demands, have questioned the 

lasting impact of SRTOL in the discipline. This is not to say it has had no impact. 

Composition scholars have used SRTOL as a “framework for helping college writing 

students understand the ways that they can make purposeful and strategic choices about 

language practices in the composition classroom” (Perryman-Clark, 2013, p. 470). It has 

helped shift the attention from African American writers in particular as basic writers who 

need remediation to students who have “literacy and language practices that prepare them for 

academic success in composition classroom” (Williams-Farrier, 2017, p. 230). But Black 

students in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition still feel pressured to pay the ‘Black tax,’ 

code-switching in order to present an acceptable form of Blackness to White audiences 

(Burros, 2016), because the use of Black language still carries negative stigma (Baker-Bell, 

2020; Williams-Farrier, 2017), even when used strategically. Simply agreeing that students, 

Black or otherwise, have a right to their own language, clearly has not been enough. The 

persistent stigma that exists among Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition instructors, 

conscious or unconscious, needs to be identified and unraveled in order to move forward to 

language justice of any kind.  

Of course, intersectional Writing Studies seeks disciplinary justice in more areas than 

race; I intentionally complicate essentialist narratives of identities by asserting that people 

can in fact be Black and queer and disabled. Someone can be Black and an immigrant. Black 

trans folks do not just exist but die at a disproportionate rate to people who are Black and cis 

or White and trans (Stotzer, 2017). From Peitho’s recent special issue on Transgender 

Rhetorics, Waite’s (2017) book on queer composition, to Pritchard’s (2017) book that 

deliberately focuses on Black queer literacies, there is a rich well of publications from which 
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instructors in the discipline can draw if they seek to learn more about how to complicate 

these single story (Adichie, 2013) narratives in both their classroom content and their 

pedagogy. Indeed, queer theory and queer literacies provide a helpful lens for viewing the 

unraveling of biases and binary perspectives of language use in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition. I, too, have not always considered queer literacies as a requisite part of 

studying African American or Black women’s rhetoric, yet much can be learned from a queer 

perspective on composition.  

Though Waite’s (2017) proposition about the benefits of queer theory in composition 

is focused on the perspective of the benefits to students in the classroom, I suggest that it 

would benefit administrators and instructors alike to take those “moment[s] when, while the 

ice remains ice, we might slow down the slippage enough to look closely at what it makes 

possible for the teaching of writing,” (Waite, 2017, p. 168) taking the time to zoom in on a 

particular concept, to stretch time out a bit so examination, reflection, and then 

experimentation are possible. As Waite (2017) asserts, these moments open up opportunities 

to “imagine, describe, and invent alternative structures – ones that encourage and evoke … 

movement rather than containment, ones that value shapes that are not necessarily linear, 

ones that are messier perhaps” (p.179). Black queer literacies (Pritchard, 2017) combine 

these aspects of queer rhetorics and composition with a “practice of social justice and identity 

formation and affirmation” (Pritchard, 2017, p. 20) that is needed in the discipline to reject 

the primacy of literacy normativity and instead embrace restorative literacies and restorative 

ways to become a scholar in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition.  

Building representation 

The chapters within this dissertation work alongside these theoretical calls and can be 

used in conjunction with them. If a program administrator or instructor in a graduate writing 
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program has read and been convicted by these calls and demands for justice in Writing, 

Rhetoric, and Composition, there are practical ways to act on that conviction. Some of these 

will take more time to achieve than others; substantive change will be something like a 

scholar having more than one project they are working on at a time, with each project at 

different stages, bearing fruit at its own time. One of these multi-staged changes is 

representation, which matters on multiple levels. On one level, it is important in the same 

sense that having books that serve as mirrors for some students and windows into different 

perspectives for others is important (Bishop, 1990). Underrepresented minorities should be 

able to see themselves as instructors, scholars, and administrators in Writing, Rhetoric, and 

Composition, not just via imagination, but because examples exist in front of them. Graduate 

students from minoritized groups, not just via race, but also sexuality, gender, disability, and 

other groups, are often drawn to courses that are taught by people who share that identity. 

They want at least some of their instructors to be a mirror for them, to not be surrounded by 

windows of whiteness.  

But, because recruitment of diverse scholars is a long process, it is a good thing for 

departments that URM students also want to see how the core subjects of their discipline 

apply to their everyday lives and their research interests. A thoughtfully renovated program 

can make those connections explicit. Yet, because a White, Western centrism pervades how 

required introductory courses in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition are taught, these courses 

fail to demonstrate why the content is relevant to underrepresented minority students. Black 

undergraduate students, for example, have a demonstrated interest in language-related 

disciplines and concentrate in the majors (Beasley, 2011; Carnevale, Fasules, Porter, & 

Landis-Santos, 2016) that provide “clear pathways to careers in which they can work to uplift 

Black communities” (Calhoun, 2020). Given the rich resources within the discipline, there is 
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no reason for Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition to not be one of these fields that provides a 

clear, intersectional pathway.  

Another level on which representation matters is that it enables graduate students and 

faculty alike to help rebuild the discipline. Bringing vital changes to network structures and 

curricular content can help with both recruitment and retention because students will be able 

to explicitly see how their interests and passions can be not just part of the discipline, but at 

its center. Programs can use digital means to connect their students to more diverse 

representations of the discipline. Chapter four – “Digital intersectional publics” – discusses 

digital publics and their ability to connect intersectional Writing Studies scholars at length. 

Suffice it to say that doctoral programs can intentionally encourage their students to join 

these digital publics and in that way help them witness and connect with mirror-scholars in 

the discipline. Additionally, programs can build bridges with scholars across the discipline, 

inviting them to give digital talks and seminars for their students that address scholarly topics 

and concerns that are both practical and personal. Instructors can also invite guest speakers 

into their classroom digitally. This type of service for departments and the discipline is 

already happening informally, but it may now be more officially structured and thus 

something that can fit more clearly into instructor’s tenure and promotion files. I have 

witnessed Anne Charity-Hudley employ this model of using one’s network to expand the 

resource of scholars that her students have access to. If one’s network is lacking 

intersectional Writing Studies scholars, joining digital publics that focus on intersectional 

Writing Studies that are open to non-graduate students and supporting those that are for 

graduate students is one way to expand that network. So, too, is following key intersectional 

Writing Scholars on Twitter and building a relationship in that way.  
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Yet, one can be even more strategic in this work, and do so in a way that may provide 

a source that ensures that faculty, graduate students, and undergraduates alike are paid for 

their labor. Charity-Hudley and her team and the University of California, Santa Barbara saw 

the usual “pipeline” problem regarding the lack of Black faculty and graduate students in 

Linguistics and decided to do something about it. After applying for a National Science 

Foundation grant and receiving it, Charity-Hudley and her team created the University of 

California Santa Barbara - Historically Black Colleges and Universities/National Science 

Foundation Research Experiences for Undergraduates Scholars in Linguistics Program 

(UCSB-HBCU/NSF REU SLP)66. The three-year program is centered around Black language 

and upward mobility; undergraduate applicants from HBCUs are actively invited to apply for 

the program. Each cohort takes a Black-centered introductory course in Linguistics in the 

spring and engages in original research or graduate student and faculty research, all of which 

focus on Black language use. Students come from a variety of locations and majors to take 

the online course taught by Black graduate students in the UCSB Linguistics department. 

Pre-COVID-19, the students came to UCSB in person during the summer to work directly 

with graduate students and faculty in the Linguistics department. Graduate students are paid 

for their labor, both in terms of teaching the courses, but also for organizing the students’ 

schedules and needs while on campus (or working from home, as was the case in the third 

and final year, due to the pandemic). Black faculty from across the country are digitally 

brought in as guest speakers, further expanding the network not just for the undergraduate 

students, but for the graduate students and other faculty as well.  

While this sort of program takes time, energy, and funding to produce, it is replicable 

in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition, as funding sources do exist if one knows how to look 

 
66 For more information on this program, please visit their website: https://ucsbhbculing.com 
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for them (DelliCarpini, Mattison, Cutrufello, Efthymiou, & Grue, 2020). Doctoral programs 

in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition may need to start small, working with their own and 

neighboring undergraduate programs, but they also might reach out to other minority serving 

institutions (MSIs) to do similar work. Departments could focus on a research area that 

faculty in their program already prioritize that overlaps with the interests of underrepresented 

minorities students and begin building such a network in a way that makes sense for their 

place. Though one can, of course, recruit from the wider range of student populations, I will 

reiterate what I mentioned earlier; Black students contain multitudes: queer, disabled, men, 

women, cis, trans, immigrants, descendants of enslaved Africans. If one gives them space to 

do research that is framed by the discipline and filled by their interests, the intersectionality 

will come.  

Pedagogy and classroom content: How I walk that walk 

Providing representation in terms of content and pedagogy is more immediately 

achievable than recruiting more faculty or organizing a pipeline program like the one 

described above, so I will focus now on curricular adaptations of intersectional Writing 

Studies. The third chapter – “A new house” – provides multiple examples in terms of course 

descriptions and reading lists, so I will focus here on mostly pedagogical examples for 

enacting intersectional Writing Studies. I also feel that if I am going to suggest that the 

discipline reflect on how to substantively change their programmatic and instructional 

practices, I should be willing to illustrate how I walk that walk.  

I start by building a classroom environment that is both explicitly and implicitly 

welcoming to a diverse range of students. On a normal, face-to-face (F2F) first day, my 

students are greeted with materials to make name tags with room for their preferred name 

(and tips for pronunciation) and pronouns (Pritchard, 2017). I adapt this to my online 
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instruction by creating a list of first day to-dos, which includes how to change their display 

name to include their preferred first name with their last name and their pronouns. I tell 

students explicitly that they should reach out to me if I say their name wrong, but I also look 

up pronunciations to names I am unsure of and practice before the first day, because names 

matter (Kohli & Solórano, 2012). In a F2F classroom, I arrange posters across the room with 

questions about their backgrounds, identities, feelings about and experiences with writing, 

what they already know about writing academic pieces, and what they think twenty-first 

century literacies are. Students usually write on post-its and place them around the room. In 

my online courses, I have students respond to those questions via an anonymous Google 

Form. I share the results on our online learning management system and students engage in a 

discussion of the results.  

These combined first day efforts serve to orient the class to each other (Arroyo & 

Gasman, 2014; Goodfellow, 2011), help the professor get a sense of their class right from the 

beginning (Cress, Collier, & Reitenauer, 2013); and illustrate to students not just that their 

professor cares about them as people (Arroyo & Gasman, 2014; Ladson-Billings, 1995; 

McDowell, 1999; and Perryman-Clark, 2013), but that their identities, their backgrounds, 

their experiences, and their knowledge about writing do matter in the collegiate writing 

classroom and in the practice of writing (Alvarez et al., 2016; Baker-Bell, 2020; Grobman, 

2017; Pritchard, 2017).  Explicitly sharing that I use guidelines from the Accessibility 

Syllabus to make my assignments and syllabi more accessible to neurodiverse and disabled 

students also helps evidence that my students, in their diverse ways of being, matter. 

Transparency is at the core of how I enact intersectional Writing Studies pedagogy, 

and I make that plain from the beginning of my courses. I am explicit as to why I have them 

do class activities and we have discussions about why the learning outcomes are what they 



 

 

223 

are and how each assignment tries to get them closer to reaching those outcomes. I am clear 

that my main personal motivation as a professor is to orient my research, service, and 

teaching to serve students and colleagues who have felt the same isolation I felt as a first-

generation, Black college student, but that I will hold space for all my students. I am 

forthright about my standards for discourse, including an equity statement in my syllabus that 

we discuss as a class. I intentionally and unabashedly craft my First Year Composition 

(FYC) courses to include Black authors. I have included different CCCC chair’s addresses to 

illustrate discussions happening in the discipline as whole, and to demonstrate that writing in 

fact has a discipline. I also include Black and Latinx literacy narratives (Frederick Douglas, 

Malcom X, Jimmy Santiago Baca) and Black scholarship as examples of academic writing. 

Through disciplinary analysis assignments, writing literacy narratives, and transforming 

academic writing into public-facing composition, my students learn that they can take 

academic writing practices and apply them to the personal and political events that drive 

them, using the language that rhetorically fits, be that ‘Standard Academic English’ or not 

(Perryman-Clark, 2013). Because I adapt these courses to be culturally relevant in multiple 

ways, my students learn how to use writing to voice their concerns and empower themselves 

in situations that otherwise feel overwhelming. 

My courses are not majority Black, so I also bring in assignments and reading 

materials that cover a diverse range of topics and authors, designed to focus on the specific 

needs of my student population, adapting my course materials to serve my student-audience. 

But, designing a course in this matter is difficult, and instructors beginning to adapt a 

composition or rhetoric course may find it helpful to focus on one main marginalized identity 

or a particular theme, rather than trying to learn about race (Grobman, 2017; Owens, 2018; 
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Perryman-Clark, 2012, 2013; Williams-Farrier, 2017), gender (Chick & Hansel, 2009; 

Hocks, 1999), or LGBTQ+ literacies (Waite, 2017), all at the same time. 

My diverse students, grounded in a welcoming environment, become more open to 

considering themselves as writers and researchers. I build on that by inviting guest speakers 

into my classrooms, especially the two tiers of First Year Composition that I teach. The 

students and guests engage in discussions about the speakers’ research and writing, while 

also sharing how the guest speakers made their way into an academic or alternative-academic 

career. I also intentionally recruit undergraduate researchers from my courses, which has 

yielded student-researcher teams with a wide variety of student identities, including both 

traditionally represented students and under-represented minorities, such as Black women 

and men, Latinx and Asian women, LGBTQ+ students, and women in STEM. They have 

since become McNair Scholars and both design their own projects and join other faculty 

members’ projects. 

Building these relationships that help students compose their self-affect as scholars 

has challenges in the digital environment, but it is possible. Students are used to using digital 

environments as identity formation and expression (boyd, 2007). Instructors can make clear 

to students that another value of diversity is that, as boyd (2007) asserts, “diverse social 

environments help people develop these skills [managing identity impressions] because they 

force individuals to reevaluate signals they take for granted” (p. 128). Of course, expecting 

that the results of these reevaluations will always be pleasant would be naïve. These 

interactions and realizations are often uncomfortable; instructors will need to prepare 

students for that discomfort, provide opportunities for unpacking those experiences, and be 

ready to protect students, particularly marginalized ones, from the defensiveness of those 

learning to “reevaluate signals” (boyd, 2007) or realities (Cress et al., 2013). One way to do 
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this in composition classrooms is to ask questions with a critical literacies frame with a 

variety of intersectional perspectives. One could, like Arola (2017), ask students “what 

would Facebook look like if it were designed by and for” Indigenous Americans in her case, 

though students could fill in the blank based on their community of choice. Activities like 

this one are a small step toward actually decolonizing composition curriculum (Paris & 

Winn, 2013; Tuck & Yang, 2012). Composition scholars can use the suggestions of Pritchard 

(2017) and the work of Woodland (1999) and Richardson (2013) to form questions that 

enable students to do critical digital analysis of identity formation as it takes place online and 

in other mediated spaces.  

Closing 

One of the Black linguistic justice demands – in fact, their final demand – is for 

“graduate programs in the fields of composition studies and English education develop the 

next generation of researchers’ Black Linguistic Consciousness of citationality politics and a 

Black activist research disposition” (Baker-Bell et al., 2020). Intersectional Writing Studies 

can help doctoral programs answer this demand, but it requires all of WRC to compose 

classrooms and universities that are diverse in student, faculty, and administrator 

populations; it requires us a deconstruction of university power structures so that situations 

and the people in them truly are equitable; it requires cultural humility and self-awareness, 

not just knowledge about cultures and languages; it requires using digital publics and 

networks in ways we have not fully realized. It will take hard work and it will take time, but 

the discipline of Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition can help bend the arc of its history 

toward justice. 
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Appendix One: Methods 

 
Research questions 

1. Are Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Ph.D. programs “walking the walk” of 

preparing their graduate students for intersectional scholarship and teaching? 

a. Sub-question: How do Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition doctoral 

program websites implicitly and explicitly convey that they do intersectional 

Writing Studies work? 

2. What digital intersectional Writing Studies spaces do graduate students seek as they 

learn how to study and teach intersectional topics in the context of Writing Studies? 

Methods Overview 

To answer research question one, I investigated the official knowledge-making 

structures in WRC Ph.D. programs. With a team of undergraduate researchers, I gathered 

degree requirement information, course descriptions, and both faculty and student research 

interests in order to paint a picture of how students in those doctoral programs were prepared 

to research or teach courses on race or gender in the context of Writing Studies. Because of 

time delays on university websites, I also drew from the Program Profiles assembled by the 

Consortium of Doctoral Programs in Rhetoric and Composition (CDPRC). I triangulated 

between both rhetmap67 and CDPRC to create a list of WRC doctoral programs. My research 

team and I assembled a corpus of the data available from the aforementioned resources. We 

coded that data according to the code list below to determine counts of how many programs 

did or did not offer courses related to race and gender in the context of Writing Studies, the 

required or elective nature of those courses, the number of faculty in those programs who 

claim to study those topics, and students interested in those topics, among other factors. This 

 
67 http://rhetmap.org/doctoral/ 
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count-based analysis, rooted in what programs make transparent and accessible on their 

websites, revealed that even programs with reputations for studying race and Writing Studies, 

such as the University of Michigan and Syracuse University, lacked clear statements and 

transparent evidence of their intersectional Writing Studies work.  

After analyzing that data, I determined that schools with high counts in at least two-

thirds of the areas assessed would be considered as model programs. After my research team 

and I reviewed those programs, we concluded that having at least one required course that 

included a discussion of race, and another (or the same) course that included gender was the 

major determining factor to be a model doctoral writing program. That yielded eight schools. 

Yet, there were four schools with otherwise illustrative programs who did not quite make the 

cut. I decided it would be worth including them anyway but noted that division (8-4) in 

Chapter Three. These twelve schools contained particularly instructive examples of how to 

design a doctoral program that supports students in studying intersectional Writing Studies. 

Delving into the 12 model programs uncovered insights into the specific intersectional 

aspects of the programs and how they are structurally organized.  

To answer the second research question, I collected observational data from digital 

intersectional Writing Studies spaces. This data included describing the structural and design 

aspects of these spaces, how the affordances of the platforms they are hosted on were 

leveraged by members of those spaces, and the types of discursive moves used by members 

of those digital publics. Afterward, I collected examples of types of discourse in the space, 

with example exchanges. One of the inherent contradictions to a ‘private’ or ‘secret’ group 

with membership in the thousands is that these spaces are not truly private. When anything 

you post can be screenshot and shared to anyone outside the group, one has to carry an 

awareness that one’s posts are not truly private or secret. They, like anything else on the 
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internet, could still make their way to anyone else in the world, including one’s employers. 

Most intersectional Writing Studies digital spaces are not labeled with an expectation of 

privacy, but their nature as counterpublics – DBLAC for Black scholars and their supporters, 

NextGen for graduate students that wanted a more inclusive space than the WPA Listserv – 

gives a sense of shelter, of privacy, nonetheless. One does have to seek permission to join 

these spaces and that alone gives a sense that everyone there is vetted and thus safe. 

    When ‘public’ and ‘private’ are this complicated, it presents a challenge to a 

researcher deciding how to share findings from these spaces; however, this is an article in 

which intersectional Writing Studies is at the forefront, which requires a questioning of the 

traditional, in methodology and otherwise (Agboka, 2014). Ultimately, I decided that 

describing the groups themselves and ways people use these groups was more important to 

the audience that most needs to find these groups, graduate students who embody multiple 

marginalized identities and need digital counterpublics from which one can receive support 

and grow as a person and a scholar. Direct quotes from members are not necessary to paint a 

picture of these groups. In this case, while a sharply detailed painting might be more 

accurate, an impressionist one may still be beautiful, welcoming, elicit an emotional 

response, and convey a message. While choosing an impressionistic approach to describing 

these groups may draw criticism, I stand by my decision as one that puts maintaining the 

privacy of marginalized and vulnerable junior scholars before my own personal profit.  

  To provide some grounding details, though, I use published descriptions of some 

digital counterpublics. For other digital counterpublics, I respect the people who use these 

spaces by not drawing quotes or naming names from user posts. I do, however, name the 

founders and administrative members, who are known to the discipline in part due to the 

award one of these groups has won and the very public nature of another group. I draw 
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quotes from the group mission statements and other truly public statements. The people in 

these publics matter, so while some details will be focused on more than others for the ethical 

reasons outlined here, but a sense of movement and purpose should still come through. 

Coding 

 
1. List of terms used to search websites for “race” related and “gender” related examples 

a. AAVE/BVE 
b. black feminism 
c. Chicano/a studies 
d. citizenship 
e. critical pedagogy 
f. critical race theory 
g. critical digital literacy 
h. culturally responsive pedagogy 
i. culture 
j. decolonial 
k. dialect 
l. Ebonics 
m. embodiment 
n. English as a Second Language (ESL) 
o. ethnicity 
p. feminism 
q. first-gen 
r. foreign/language  
s. gender 
t. Geocode 
u. global 
v. hip hop feminism 
w. hip hop studies 
x. immigration/migration 
y. indigenous 
z. L2 
aa. Latinx feminism 
bb. mixed-race 
cc. multilingual 
dd. multinational 
ee. race 
ff. social justice 
gg. transnational 
hh. gender-nonbinary 
ii. gender fluid 
jj. LGBTQ+ 
kk. queer 
ll. queer theory 
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2. Organizational categories of the Excel spreadsheet 
a. Program 
b. Number 
c. Link 
d. Notes 
e. Degree requirements 
f. Race-related courses offered in the past 3 years 
g. Gender-related courses offered in the past three years 
h. Race-related course descriptions 
i. Gender-related course descriptions 
j. Comprehensive/qualifying/prelim exam concentration areas (related to 

race/gender) 
k. Faculty research areas (related to race/gender) 
l. Student research areas (related to race/gender) 
m. Research emphasis programs offered outside the program 
n. Within department specifications (related to race/gender) 
o. Foreign Language Requirements 

3. Coding terms used within the Excel spreadsheet 
a. In addition to the codes listed in section 1: 

i. Potential model program 
ii. Disability  

4. After courses were coded, they were further coded into the following class-related 
categories: 

a. Theory 
b. Methods 
c. Elective 
d. Required 
e. Menu-based required (required categories, students choose 1+ courses within 

that category) 
5. Lastly, courses were coded based on their fit as one of the following types of courses 

(from Chapman & Tate, 1980; their course titles were supplemented by common 
course titles beyond what they proposed in 1980 that the research team and I observed 
in the data) 

a. Classical Rhetoric 
b. Communication 
c. Critical Methods 
d. Critical Theory 
e. Current Theories of Composition 
f. Educational Psychology 
g. Graduate Teacher Training 
h. History of Composition 
i. History of Literary Criticism 
j. Intercultural Communication  
k. Introduction to Graduate Study 
l. Introduction to Literary Theory 
m. Introduction to Rhetoric and Composition  
n. Introduction to Technical Communication 
o. Literacy 
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p. Literary Criticism 
q. Literary Genres 
r. Literary Periods 
s. Linguistics, general 
t. Modern Rhetoric 
u. Professional Development 
v. Professional Writing Theory and Research 
w. Psycholinguistics 
x. Research Methods 
y. Rhetorical Genre 
z. Rhetoric of Written Composition  
aa. Rhetoric and Composition Media 
bb. Second Language Writing 
cc. Sociolinguistics  
dd. Test Construction and Evaluation 
ee. Theoretical Analysis of Western Discourse 
ff. Topics in English 
gg. Technology Methods 
hh. Writing Methods 
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Appendix Two: Model Program Profiles 

 

New Mexico State University 

PhD in Rhetoric and Professional Communication 

  
Location: Las Cruses, NM 
  
Description: “The Ph.D. program in Rhetoric and Professional Communication offers 
courses in rhetoric, composition studies, professional communication, and critical/cultural 
studies, which can be viewed at http://english.nmsu.edu/resources/courses/. Drawing on a 
range of research methods and pedagogical approaches, we support students from diverse 
backgrounds pursuing interests in industry, government, and education, including 
universities, community colleges, and public schools. 
  
The faculty in the Rhetoric and Professional Communication (RPC) program approach 
research, teaching, and other professional practices from multiple perspectives. We value 
collaboration and synthesis. We encourage critical engagements that challenge the borders 
traditionally drawn between theory and practice, production and reception, and creativity and 
critique. We promote situated inquiry that negotiates cultural, technological, disciplinary, and 
textual constraints in order to imagine and realize new possibilities. 
  
We regularly revise our graduate curriculum to stay current with changes in the field. We 
have designed our program to provide a theoretical foundation in key sub-disciplines 
(Composition, Rhetoric, Critical/Cultural Studies, and Technical/Professional 
Communication) through required core courses. Students also have the flexibility to pursue 
their own interests through numerous specialized courses. Faculty continually develop new 
course offerings based on their own expertise and research interests, as well as the needs of 
our students.” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENGL 668 Rhetorical/Cultural Studies 
ENGL 683: Critical Writing Studies 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENGL 690: Topics in Rhetoric – Rhetorical Bodies 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: 
Specializations within the program: Border Rhetorics and Cultures; Identity and Political and 
Social Rhetoric; Intercultural Rhetorics 
  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Jean-Thomas Tremblay, Assistant Professor – Dr. Tremblay’s areas of research 
include 20th– and 21st-century North American fiction, nonfiction, poetry, film, and 
television; autobiography; the avant-gardes; minoritarian aesthetics; feminist, queer, 
and trans politics, theory, and aesthetics; embodiment; ecology and the environment; 
and French continental philosophy. 

http://english.nmsu.edu/resources/courses/
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• Barry Thatcher, Professor – Dr. Thatcher’s areas of research include technical and 
professional communication; Spanish-English writing; border rhetorics; ESL writing 

• Kellie Sharp-Hoskins, Associate Professor – Dr. Sharp-Hoskins’ areas of research 
include rhetorical theory; feminist theory; composition theory; pedagogical theory; 
studies in subjectivity, performativity, and emotion 

• Brian Rourke, Associate Professor – Dr. Rourke’s areas of research include 
Modern British Literature; Postcolonial Literature and Theory; Critical Theory; 
Socio-Historical Approaches to Culture; Film 

• Lauren Rosenburg, Associate Professor Writing Program Administrator, 
Associate Department Head – Dr. Rosenburg’s areas of research include 
Composition Theory and Pedagogy; Critical and Community Literacy Studies; 
Writing Program Administration; Feminist Theories and Methodologies; Qualitative 
Research Methods; Creative Writing 

• Gina Lawrence, Assistant Professor – Dr. Lawrence’s areas of research include 
Writing Centers, Rhetoric and Composition, Intersectional Feminist Pedagogies, 
Student Resistance, and Social Justice 

• R. Joyce Zamora Lausch Garay, Associate Professor – Her R. Joyce Zamora 
Latina/o and African American literature 

• Rose Conley, Assistant Professor – Dr. Conley’s areas of research include 
composition and women writers 

• Marieka Brown, Associate Professor – Dr. Brown’s areas of research include 
English as a Second Language (ESL) writing 

• Kerry Banazek, Assistant Professor – Dr. Banazek’s areas of research include 
Rhetoric, Writing Studies, Visual Cultural Studies, Cultural Geography, Science and 
Technology Studies, Design History, and the Philosophy of Media 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Kavita Surya, Writing Center Coordinator – Research interests: intercultural 
rhetoric, organizational rhetoric, composition studies, identity theory  

• Karen Tellez-Trujillo, Writing Program Coordinator – Research interests: 
rhetoric of emotion, rhetoric of space, Central Eastern European dissident literature 

  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Scott, Jennifer, “Injurious Speech, Scientific Boundaries, and Institutional 
Orthodoxy: The Rhetoric of the Vaccines-Autism Controversy,” Monica Torres, 2014 

• Powell, Rebecca, “Flood, Drought, and Normal Conditions: Twelfth Graders’ 
Writing Experiences and Values in a Time of Texts, Tests, and Uneven Terrain,” 
Chris Burnham, 2014 
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North Carolina State University 

PhD in Communication, Rhetoric, and Digital Media (CRDM) 

  
Location: Raleigh, NC 
  
Description: “The Ph.D. Program in Communication, Rhetoric, and Digital Media prepares 
doctoral students to analyze the social, cultural, rhetorical, philosophical, and political 
dimensions of information technologies, new communication media, and digital texts and to 
actively engage digital media through research, criticism, production, and practice.  
Students work with program faculty from the departments of Communication and English 
and with affiliated faculty from departments across the university to study oral, written, 
visual, computational, and multimodal forms of communication and rhetoric and digital 
media; to examine the transformation of communication in the context of converging digital 
media and communication networks; and to address the theoretical challenges of innovative, 
interdisciplinary research.” 
 
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
CRD 701 History and Theory of Communication Technology 
CRD 703 Communication in Networked Society 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: N/A 
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Steve McDonald, Associate Professor, Sociology – Steve McDonald studies the 
diffusion of labor market information across social networks. In essence, who gets job 
leads, how do they get them, and what are the implications for social stratification? 
Specifically, he investigates the serendipitous ways in which people receive 
information about new employment opportunities from their interpersonal 
connections without seeking it out – an example of the “invisible hand of social 
capital.” His empirical research demonstrates that access to this form of information 
is especially common among the executives and high-level managers and results in 
significant information advantages for white and male workers. Current projects 
examine how employers use social media and communication technologies to recruit 
and evaluate job applicants. 

• Walt Wolfram, William C. Friday Distinguished, Professor of English – Walt 
Wolfram is William C. Friday Distinguished University Professor at North Carolina 
State University, where he also directs the North Carolina Language and Life Project. 
He has pioneered research on social and ethnic dialects since the 1960s and published 
more than 20 books and more than 300 articles. Over the last two decades, he and his 
students have conducted more than 2,500 sociolinguistic interviews with residents of 
North Carolina and beyond. Current research supported by National Science 
Foundation grants have included the longitudinal development of African American 
English and the emergence of Hispanicized English in the Southeastern US.  

• Sheila Smith McKoy, Associate Professor , English – Dr. Sheila Smith McKoy, a 
native of Raleigh, NC, holds a BA from NC State University, a MA from the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and a PhD from Duke University. A 
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well-recognized critical scholar, Smith McKoy is also a poet, fiction writer, and 
documentary filmmaker. Her book, When Whites Riot: Writing Race and Violence in 
American and South African Cultures, received critical attention in both the U.S. and 
South Africa. 

   
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: 
https://crdm.chass.ncsu.edu/people/students/jedarlin; 
  

• Candice LaShara Edrington –  Her research largely focuses on “interpersonal 
communication, public relations, and social networking. Recently, her interests have 
extended to visual rhetoric and social movements; specifically the Black Lives Matter 
Movement and its counter-movements.” 

• Megan Alyssa Fletcher – She is a “PhD candidate in the Communication, Rhetoric 
and Digital Media program as well as an instructor of Communication and 
Interdisciplinary studies at North Carolina State University. [Her] primary scholarly 
interests include feminist theory, narrative methods in qualitative research, intimate 
partner violence, social justice, and education. [Her] most recent research explores the 
use of narrative resistance as a feminist intervention in intimate partner violence, as 
well as the use of "safety" mobile apps as a post-feminist intervention in IPV.” 

• Yeqing Kong – She “is a Ph.D. student in Communication, Rhetoric, and Digital 
Media. Her research interests include technical and professional communication, 
visual risk communication, health communication, and intercultural communication.” 

• Hannah Mayfield – Her research largely focuses on “writing and composition, 
critical media studies, and fan studies. More specifically, she is interested in 
embodiment, materiality, and affect, asking how we creatively and critically engage 
with composition and craft using our bodies. As an acafan, she is especially interested 
in how our corporeality and gender are treated in media fandom and other forms of 
mediated experience.” 

• Anne Njathi – “With 8+ years of multidisciplinary work experience in Mobile Phone 
& IT Industry, Renewable Energy, Non For Profit Organization, Media & 
Advertising, her research interest lies in digital media and mobile communication. 
Her notable expertise is in Marketing Communications, Brand Strategy, Digital 
Marketing, Communications Strategy, Business Development, Budgeting, Account 
Development in building sustainable brands. Armed with a passion for development 
studies for Africa, she is currently working on understanding the role of technology in 
communication dynamics with focus on effects of mobile lending apps by Fintech 
Start-Ups on consumer credit behavior in Kenya.” 

• Melissa Stone – She is a “Ph.D. candidate in the Communication, Rhetoric & Digital 
Media (CRDM) program. Her research focuses on material feminist rhetorics, and on 
the quotidien use and practice of reproductive healthcare technologies. Her in-
progress dissertation project aims to create a foundation for menstrual healthcare 
rhetorics given that this specific focus has not yet received the same kind of attention 
that other aspects of reproductive healthcare have in feminist rhetorics of health and 
medicine. She is also interested in the theory and practice of rhetoric & composition 
and technical & professional writing pedagogies.” 

• Judith Ellen Darling – Her research interests include “ robotic development and its 
impact upon theories of media, culture, and rhetoric.”  

 

https://crdm.chass.ncsu.edu/people/students/jedarlin
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University of Kansas, 

Specialization in Rhetoric and Composition, Department of English 

  
Location: Lawrence, KS 
  
Description: 
“KU offers a two-track PhD in Rhetoric and Composition. The M.A. to Ph.D. standard track 
offers the opportunity for advanced and concentrated research to students who hold an M.A. 
degree in English or a related field, from KU or elsewhere. The B.A. to Ph.D. accelerated 
track is a five-year intensive program for students with a B.A. 
A GTA appointment includes a tuition waiver for ten semesters plus a competitive stipend. In 
the first year, GTA appointees teach English 101 (first year composition) and English 102 (a 
required reading and writing course). Graduate students eventually have the opportunity to 
teach an introductory course in their field, and opportunities are available for a limited 
number of advanced GTAs to teach in the summer. 
Doctoral Program Profile (PDF)” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENGL 780 Contested Spaces in Composition Studies 
ENGL 709 Literary Criticism after 1800: Race and Gender Theory 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
*At least 24 credit hours must be taken of 700-level or higher graduate courses. There is 
quite a variety offered that can count toward this requirement, including the ones below. 
**ENGL 880 is a required course in “Field E” for Composition, Rhetoric, and Language 
Studies, but the topic changes based on who is teaching it. 
  
ENGL 880 Topics in Composition Studies and Rhetoric: 

• Genres and Agency, Action, and Advocacy 

• Rhetoric Materialities, and the Everyday 
ENGL 908 Seminar in Literary Criticism: 

• Marxism and Cultural Criticism 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
 
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Pritha Prasad – Assistant Professor. Areas of research: Rhet/comp, critical race 
studies, feminist and queer studies (particularly Black feminism and queer of 
color critique), and cultural rhetorics. 

• Mary Jo Reiff – Full professor. Areas of research: Writing theory, research, and 
pedagogy; public rhetoric; audience theory; critical ethnography; rhetorical genre 
studies. 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 

https://rhetoric-composition.ku.edu/
http://graduate.ku.edu/sites/graduate.ku.edu/files/docs/dpp/DPP_A_ENGL_ENGL.pdf
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University of Hawai’i Mānoa 

Graduate Certificate in Rhetoric and Composition, Department of English 

  
Location: Mānoa, HI 
  
Description: “Ph.D. candidates are given a great deal of freedom to create an individualized 
program around their own interests and objectives. Doctoral students take at least seven 
courses in English plus two outside of our Department and related to the individual student’s 
interests; at least one of the nine courses must have substantial Hawai‘i/Asia/Pacific content. 
The other three principal formal requirements are constituted by the area exams, oral 
comprehensive examination/prospectus meeting, and the dissertation.”  
  
“CompRhet at UHM can expect to learn a range of rhetorical concepts, histories, theories, 
and strategies—by examining works by Ancient Greek writers like Aristotle and Plato 
alongside contemporary works informed by indigenous, queer, feminist, digital, speculative, 
postmodern, ecological, and embodied theories of rhetoric (among many others). Students 
should also expect to practice working within diverse genres and modalities that include 
traditional academic forms, creative and hybrid forms, writing for the public, technical and 
professional writing, multimedia productions for the web (among many others).” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
  
“Hawai‘i/Asia/Pacific content course. Students must take – but not in addition to present 
credit requirements – one course with substantial Hawai‘i/Asia/Pacific content, to be fulfilled 
at the 400-level or above, in or out of the English Department, while in residence at UH 
Mānoa. ENG 625 may not be used to fulfill the HAP requirement. 
  
Second Language Requirement. Fulfilled in one of the following ways: 
a) Language 302 course equivalent or higher in 1 language, minimum grade of B 
b) Language 202 course equivalents in 2 languages, minimum grades of B 
c) Reading proficiency examinations are offered at the 302 and 202 levels and may substitute 
for the Language courses above. 
 
Exams are administered by the appropriate university department. Students must contact the 
appropriate language department to schedule an exam. d) Native speakers of a language other 
than English will be considered to have fulfilled the second language requirement 
  
ENG 605, Theory & Practice of Teaching Composition 
ENG 625c Intro to Composition & Rhetoric 
ENG 625E Theories of Cultural Studies 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENG 709(1): Seminar in Rhetoric: Rhetorics of Publics and Counterpublics 
ENG 775(1): Seminar in Cultural Studies: Queer Studies, & Questions of Race, Class, Nation 
& Genre 
ENG 709(001): Seminar in Rhetoric: Postmodern Rhetorics;  
ENG705: Emerging Issues & Perspectives in Community-Based Pedagogies 
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Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Sarah Allen, Associate Professor. “My scholarship generally focuses on ethics of 
engagement in writing, as does my teaching. The two work in symbiotic relations to 
each other -- so much so that the boundaries between my scholarship and teaching 
are, at best, superficial. Areas of Interest composition theory (subjectivity and ethics), 
creative nonfiction, writing pedagogies Courses Spring Semester 2019 ENG-302: 
Hist of the English Language ENG-709: Seminar in Rhetoric: Postmodern Rhetorics 
Fall Semester 2019 ENG-307: Rhetoric, Comp & Computers ENG-625C: Intr to 
Composition & Rhetoric Fall Semester 2018 ENG-307: Rhetoric, Comp, & 
Computers Spring Semester 2018 ENG-306: Argumentative Writing I ENG-409: 
Studies: Comp/Rhet/Language: Rhetoric and Environmental Justice Fall Semester 
2017 ENG-605: Theory and Practice of Teaching Composition” 

• Daphne Desser, Associate Professor. “Graduate seminar topics have included 
globalization and composition studies, rhetorics of social movements, feminisms and 
writing, and rhetorics of publics and counterpublics… Her academic writing explores 
various aspects of identity construction and negotiation in such diverse writing 
contexts as memoir, electronic media, computer games, family letters, and the writing 
classroom.” 

• John Gagnon, Assistant Professor. “As a cultural rhetorician interested in human 
rights and the framing of human rights issues, my research program is rooted in a 
consideration of the ways in which rhetorical scholarship might contribute more 
directly to ongoing dialogue around pressing human rights issues in and between the 
humanities and other academic disciplines. …Areas of interest: Moʻolelo Hawai’i 
(Native Hawai’ian literary traditions) / Kanaka Maoli (Native Hawai’ian) literary 
studies / Kanaka Maoli Intellectual History / Nā moʻolelo ʻokoʻa o Hawai‘i 
(Literatures of Hawai’i) / Nā Moʻolelo o Moana Nui (Oceanic [Pacific] literature) / 
Indigenous literary nationalism / Indigenous Digital Humanities / Indigenous 
Rhetorics and Writing / Children’s literature / Translation studies / Curriculum 
development, nā Kula Kaiāpuni Hawai’ian language immersion, and culturally-based 
charter schools / Place-based literacy.” 

• Georganne Nordstrom, Associate Professor. “Her research and teaching in 
composition focuses on writing center studies, critical and place-based pedagogy, and 
empirical research. Her teaching and research focused on rhetoric is grounded in 
Hawai’i and examines Indigenous and minority rhetoric, with a specific focus on 
Hawai’i’s Creole, Pidgin.” 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Janet Graham: “Traces of War and Relationalities in the Vietnamese Diaspora” 
Chair: Fujikane 

• Dhiffaf Al-Shwillay: “Folklore as Resistance in Postcolonial Narratives and Cultural 
Practices: Hawai’ian, African American, and Iraqi” Chair: hoʻomanawanui 
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• Edward Lee: “The Internet as a Digital Thirdspace: Evolving Representations of 
Asians and Asian Americans in Popular Culture” Chair: Payne 

• Jamaica Osorio: “(Re)Membering ʻUpena of Intimacies: A Kanaka Maoli Moʻolelo 
beyond Queer Theory” Chair: Howes 

• Nicole Myoshi Rabin: “The Affects of Race: Millennial Mixed Race Identity in the 
United States” Chair: Franklin 
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University of California, Irvine 

PhD in English, Rhetoric concentration 

  
Location: Irvine, CA 
  
Description: “The Departments of English invites Ph.D. applicants interested in Rhetoric 
and Composition, including histories and theories of rhetoric, writing studies, new media, 
global Englishes, and rhetorics of social difference. A common ground for graduate students 
in English is the teaching of composition. In preparation, students take a seminar in Rhetoric 
and the Teaching of Composition then teach first-year students in a range of writing and 
reading courses. After comprehensive exams, students may propose courses in advanced 
writing, work in the writing center, or apply for administrative work in the office of the 
Campus Writing Coordinator (CWC). Our students benefit from connections with UCI's 
cross-disciplinary programs such as Visual Studies, the Graduate Feminist Emphasis, and the 
Critical Theory Emphasis, as well as interdisciplinary departments such as African American 
Studies, Asian American Studies, and Gender and Sexuality Studies. 
 
The Composition Program provides substantial funds to support graduate student 
presentations at professional conferences. Graduate students regularly present papers 
individually and collaboratively at CCCC, RSA, and other national and regional conferences. 
Numerous collaborative writing studies have originated at UCI. Both the Composition 
Program and the office of the CWC offer opportunities for writing research. 

UCI provides an intellectually exciting atmosphere, featuring visiting lectures from 
internationally known scholars in the humanities, and informal reading and writing groups. 
We have recently offered colloquia on comparative rhetorics, longitudinal writing studies, 
and writing and technology.” 

Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
English (F19) 210 Intersectionalities  
English (W19) 210 Race and Postwar American Poetics  
English (F18) 210 Introduction to Critical Methods 
English (S18) 210 Global Englishes  
English (S18) 210 Fanon, Said, and Postcolonial Theory 
English (W19) 210 Queer Indigenous 
English (S19) 210 Genre & Television  
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: 
  
Emphases offered at UCI that can be taken along with the Rhetoric concentration: 

• Asian American Studies 

• Chicano/Latino Studies 

• Critical Theory 

• Feminist Studies 

• Latin American Studies 

http://sites.uci.edu/rhetoric/events/
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UC Irvine Rhet/Comp Grad Collective and the Rhetoric Reading Group 
  
For example: “Our theme for AY 2018–19 is Chicanx Cultural Reclamation Strategies in 
Rhetoric, Composition, and Postcolonial Identity. Our goal is to examine how rhetorics of 
survivance continue to address the colonization of language, identity, faith, and culture in the 
classroom setting. In the Mesoamerican cosmology of non-linearity, history remains alive in 
the rhetorics of the Chicanx writers we will consider—thus necessitating a look back at 
colonial contexts that both the Chicano Movement and Chicana Feminist Wave contest, and 
that current Chicanx composition pedagogy continues to address.” 
  
“Past themes include the following: 

• Feminist Interventions in History and Rhetoric (Enoch, Quandahl, Royster, Lerner) 

• Circulation and Materiality (Gries, Latour, Bennett, Spinoza, Boyle) 

• Rhetoric and Activism (And What They Mean for Pedagogy) (Happe, Haskins, 
Butler, Dewey, Acosta, DeChaine) 

• Ecologies and Metaphors (Edbauer, Booth, Deleuze and Guattari) 
• Emotions in/of Rhetorical Education (Berlant, Gross and Alexander, Stenberg) 

• Heidegger and Aristotle’s Rhetoric (Kisiel, Gross) 
• Foucault’s Care of the Self/Parrhēsia (Courage of Truth, Government of Self and 

Others, Hermeneutics of the Subject) 

• The Architectonics of Rhetorical Action (Doxtader, McKeon, Simonson)” 
  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Jonathan Alexander, jfalexan@uci.edu (Writing Studies; Composition/Rhetoric; 
New Media Studies; Sexuality Studies) 

• Daniel M. Gross, dgross@uci.edu (Histories and Theories of Rhetoric; Early Modern 
literature and Culture; Heidegger and Rhetoric) 

• Susan C. Jarratt, Emerita, sjarratt@uci.edu (Ancient Rhetorics; Contemporary 
Rhetorical Theory; Feminism and Rhetorical Analysis; Writing Studies) 

• Jerry Won Lee jwl@uci.edu (Nationalism/National Identity; Global Englishes; 
Language Ideologies; Cultural Politics of Teaching English as a Second/Foreign 
Language; Multilingual Writing; Comparative/Global Rhetoric) 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 
  

• Elaina Taylor, "Reading, Writing, Lyric, Queerness: Alternative Epistemologies for 
Twenty-first Century Composition Pedagogy" 

• Katherine Mack, “A Generative Failure: The Public Hearings of South Africa’s 
Truth and Reconciliation Commission” 

• Abraham Romney, “Latin American Rhetoric:  From Civilization to Modernity” 

• Libby Catchings, “Composing (In)Commensurable Publics: Dual Sponsorship and 
Askesis in the Writings of Detained Youth” 

  
  

https://sites.uci.edu/rhetoric/rhetoric-reading-group/
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The University of Texas at San Antonio 

PhD in English, Composition and Rhetoric concentration 

  
Location: San Antonio, TX 
  
Description: The Graduate Certificate in Rhetoric and Composition is a 12-semester-credit-
hour concentration available to degree-seeking students who have been admitted to any 
UTSA graduate program, as well as special graduate students who meet all the requirements 
outlined in the UTSA Graduate Catalog. 
  
The Graduate Certificate in Rhetoric and Composition offers coursework in advanced, 
interdisciplinary study of language and language instruction, encompassing theoretical, 
applied, and pedagogical aspects of discourse. This certificate is designed for graduate 
students interested in working at the masters or doctoral level in rhetoric and composition 
and will be particularly valuable for doctoral students focusing on one of the two areas of 
emphasis in the Ph.D. in English program, Rhetoric and Composition. This certificate will 
also enhance students’ employment credentials as college and university writing instructors 
or professional writers in corporate, non-profit, and educational settings. This certificate 
offers further professional development at the graduate level for teachers already teaching 
English Language Arts at the high school level. 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENG 5133: Cultural Histories of Rhetoric 
ENG 5763 & 6053: Latina/o/x Drama and Performance (Required); 
ENG 5013: Introduction to Graduate Studies 
ENG 6023 

• Rhetoric and Composition: Texts and Contexts 
• Contemporary Rhetorical Theory and Environmental Justice 

  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENG 5053 & 5933: Topics in American Literature: Literature of the United States in 
Languages Other Than English; 
ENG 6033.002: #BlackLivesMatter: Critical Perspectives 
ENG 5773, 6073, & 7073: Sovereign Stories & Blood Memories: Native American Women 
Re-righting/Re-writing History, Literature & Art 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 
  
Dr. Sue Hum, Associate Professor: Ph.D., Texas Christian University, 1994, English 
Composition and rhetorical theory and pedagogy, literacy and digital technology, race and 
gender, visual rhetoric 
  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
 

http://colfa.utsa.edu/english/fall17grad.html
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Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 
  

• Alexis McGee: Legacies of Black Womenhood in Blues and Hip Hop: A Critique of 
Feminism, Sonic Rhetoric, and Language 

• Y. Isaac Hinojosa, Jr.(Summer 2015) Cuerpo, or a Spatial-Material Rhetoric: 
Embodies Approaches Using Chicana Third Space Feminism for Understanding and 
Teaching Literacy on the Border 

• Michael Lee Gardin (Spring 2015) A Decolonial Study of Gender and Sexuality: 
Analyzing Queer Chicana, Feminist, and Trans Theory, Literature, and Pedagogy 

• Chelsea Patterson (Spring 2015) The Postmodern Gaze: Material Rhetoric and 
Viewing Practices of the Transgressive Body 
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East Carolina University 

PhD in Rhetoric, Writing, and Professional Communication 

  
Location: Greenville, NC 
  
Description: “The PhD program offers you the opportunity to combine theory and practice 
in the study of rhetoric, writing, and professional communication. Focusing on public and 
community rhetoric across genres and media, we provide future scholar-teachers with 
diverse, well-supported research and pedagogical experiences and foster professional 
development within intellectual and professional communities.” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENGL 8615 - Seminar in Rhetorical Theory: Queer 
ENGL 8630 - Seminar in Community and Cultural Rhetorics 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: 
  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• William P. Banks – Professor. Research Interests: Theories of Rhetoric and 
Composition, Teaching of Writing, Histories of Rhetoric, Minority Rhetorics, English 
Education, Computers and Composition, National Writing Project, Children's and 
Adolescent Literatures.      

• Matthew Cox – Coordinator, PhD in Rhetoric, Writing, and Professional 
Communication / Associate Professor. Research Interests: Queer rhetorics and LGBT 
rhetorics, Technical and professional writing, Rhetorics of Intersectionality, Cultural 
rhetorics and studies within professional writing Studies in professionalization and 
identity as narrative.           

• Erin A. Frost –  Associate Professor: Research Interests: Feminisms and Gender 
Studies, Rhetorics of Health and Medicine, Environmental Rhetorics, Risk 
Communication, Teaching with Technology 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• LaKela Atkinson - Atkinson plans to direct a community writing center to specially 
provide writing support for African Americans and people of color. Research interests 
include: Community literacy, educational equity for minorities, mentoring, writing 
program administration, adult literacy, and community writing centers 

• Kelsey Burroughs – One of her main professional goals is to develop open-source 
and open-access instructional materials for other educators to use. She wants to help 
teachers who are not gamers to be able to confidently use games or discuss games as 
texts in their classrooms. Research interests: Video games in the classroom, history of 
rhetoric, intersections between rhetoric and literature, technical and professional 
communication, queer studies. 

• Alicia Hatcher – Research interests: Performative acts as resistance (in Black 
cartoons, pop culture TV shows, hip hop), embodiment rhetorics 
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• Zachary Peterson – Peterson openly identifies as survivor of childhood sexual 
assault, a stutterer, as a member of the LGBTQIA+ community, and a battler of 
anxiety, depression, and PTSD. His research focuses around asylum architecture and 
how it can help us tell the lost stories of patients, rhetorics of end of life and hospice 
care and rhetorics of sympathy and grief in the United States. Research interests: 
Disability/ Accessibility Discourse, End of Life/Hospice Care Rhetorics, mental 
health, sympathy and grief rhetorics, trauma discourse and activism, object orientated 
ontology/phenomenology 

• Jayde Rice - His scholarly interests lie primarily in queer theory. His current research 
focuses on the rhetorics of the furry community as a way to examine how stigmatized 
communities respond to their stigma and navigate their relationship with dominant 
society. 

  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Kimberly Thompson, PhD, Teaching Instructor, Department of English at East 
Carolina University. Dissertation: “Rhetorical Lifelines: Queer and Feminist Survival 
in Riyoko Ikeda’s The Rose of Versailles” Chair: Wendy Sharer, PhD 

• Brandon Hardy, PhD, Instructor, Department of English at University of Northern 
Colorado. Dissertation: “Constellating Identities and Workplace Genres in Writing 
Center Discourse” Chair: Nikki Caswell, PhD 

• Cecilia Shelton, PhD, Assistant Professor of Writing, CCAS Department of 
University Writing, George Washington University. Dissertation: “On Edge: a 
Techné of Marginality” Chair: Wendy Sharer, PhD 

• Temptaous Mckoy, PhD, Assistant Professor, Department of English & Modern 
Languages, Bowie State University. Dissertation: “Y’all Call it Technical and 
Professional Communication, we Call it #FORTHECULTURE: The Use of 
Amplification Rhetorics in Black Communities and their Implications for Technical 
and Professional Communication Studies” Chair: Michelle Eble, PhD 

• Stephanie J. West-Puckett, PhD, Assistant Professor of Writing and Rhetoric, 
University of Rhode Island, Kingston, RI. Dissertation: “Materializing Makerspaces: 
Queerly Composing Space, Time, and (What) Matters,” 2017. Chair: William Banks, 
PhD 

• Therese Indira Pennell, PhD, Instructor, University of Mount Olive, Mount Olive, NC 
Dissertation: “Cross-Cultural Online Learning in Technical Communication Courses: 
Aiming for Intercultural Competence,” 2017. Chair: Brent Henze, PhD 

• Alana F. Baker, PhD, Assistant Professor, Rockingham Community College, 
Wentworth, NC. Dissertation: “Pragmatic Feminist Empiricism: An Original 
Analytical Framework for Technical Communication,” 2017. Chair: Erin A. Frost, 
PhD 

• R. Chad Holt, PhD. Vice President of Admissions and Financial Aid, Brevard 
College, Brevard, NC. Dissertation: “Reading the Writing of the Wall: The Israeli 
Security Fence/Palestinian Separation Wall as Semiotic Text,” 2017. Chair: Donna 
Kain, PhD 

• Janine Butler, PhD, Assistant Professor of Liberal Studies, Rochester Institute of 
Technology, Rochester, NY. Dissertation: “Integral Captions and Subtitles: 
Designing a Space for Embodied Rhetorics and Visual Access,” 2017. Chair: Tracy 
Ann Morse, PhD 
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• Randy Marfield, PhD. Lecturer, Belmopan Central Campus of the University of 
Belize. Dissertation: “A Rhetorical Analysis of the 1981 Belizean Constitution: 
National Identity in the context of History, Race, and Language,” 2016. Chair: Kirk 
St. Amant, PhD 

• Katrina Layton Hinson, PhD. Assistant Professor, Tarleton State University, 
Stephenville, TX. Dissertation: “Chronic Illness Narratives Through Facebook,” 
2014. Chair: Donna Kain, PhD 
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Indiana University of Pennsylvania 

PhD in Composition & TESOL 

  
Location: Indiana, PA 
  
Description: 
“DIVERSE AND INCLUSIVE PROGRAM: Our program promotes intercultural 
understanding as we consider both local and global perspectives on language and literacy 
policies, practices, and learning. Our diverse family of students, faculty, and alumni come 
from all over the world including Africa, Asia, Central and Latin America, Europe, the 
Middle East, and North America. We are committed to creating an inclusive environment for 
all students and welcome and honor the perspectives, cultures, and traditions each person 
brings to the program.” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
ENGL 825 – Second Language Literacy 
ENGL 833 – Theories of Composition 
ENGL 831 – Rhetorical Traditions/Rhetorical Composition   
ENGL 842 – Cross-Cultural Communication 
ENGL 847 – Identity, Power, and the Multilingual Writer 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: N/A 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: 
  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• David Hanauer, Professor. “My early work on poetry (including my dissertation) 
was directed at understanding the psycholinguistic characteristics of poetry reading. 
This was work applied a range of quantitative and qualitative research methodologies 
to explore various aspects of poetry reading in a first and second language.” 

• Gloria Park, Program Director and Professor. “Both within the specific realms of 
TESOL and Applied Linguistics and in the field of teacher education more broadly, I 
am interested in understanding how all TESOL teachers’ (especially the ones from 
diverse linguistic, racial, and cultural backgrounds) constructs of their knowledge, 
identities, and pedagogies are developed and enacted.” 

• Curt Porter, Associate Professor. “My teaching and research are aimed at 
developing connections between language, bodies, and movement in a variety of 
educational contexts. I believe that language and learning are activities that always 
include the creative use of bodies and space and it is important for educators to 
understand how these can act as sites of relevant educational, social, and cultural 
action.” 

• Cristina Sánchez-Martín, Associate Professor. “Her work revolves around 
investigating how humans understand and navigate composing and linguistic 
practices in transnational contexts. Her teaching and research interests also include 
teacher education, particularly from a transdisciplinary perspective, and feminist 
mentoring of multilingual students. She is currently serving as an editor of the Non-



 

 

255 

Native English Teacher (NNEST) of the month blog. She has published in the Journal 
of Second Language Writing and Poroi.” 

• Matthew Vetter, Associate Prof. “My research asks questions related to writing, 
digital technology, and critical literacy. I am interested in the opportunities for writing 
pedagogy afforded by technology, and the need for cultural critique of 
communicative interfaces and new media. This agenda includes interrogation of how 
digital communities and technologies marginalize social groups, identities, or 
practices, and how we can engage those consequences through intervention and 
reflective praxis.” 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
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University of California, Davis 

PhD in English, Designated Emphasis in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Studies 

  
Location: Davis, CA 95616 
  
Website Link: https://wracs.ucdavis.edu/ 
  
Description: “The Designated Emphasis in Writing, Rhetoric, and Composition Studies 
(WRaCS) enables graduate students to study writing practices and written communication in 
academic, professional, and social contexts. 
Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC), Writing in the Disciplines (WID), and Professional 
and Technical Writing have emerged as distinctive fields of inquiry that draw on methods 
and expertise from composition studies, cultural studies, education, linguistics, literary 
studies, psychology, and rhetoric.” 
 
“The Designated Emphasis in Writing, Rhetoric and Composition provides doctoral students 
with both a theoretical and practical knowledge of writing instruction, program 
administration, and research. The study of how social, technological, and cognitive factors 
impact writers’ composing processes is vital for improving instructional techniques. PhD 
graduates in affiliated programs will find that a designated emphasis in Writing, Rhetoric, 
and Composition Studies opens up positions at universities, colleges and community 
colleges, research foundations, and international corporations that are looking for 
researchers, faculty, and administrators with an expertise in writing and the teaching of 
writing.” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: N/A 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 

• CST 212—Studies in the Rhetorics of Culture 

• EDU 244—Topical Seminar in Language, Literacy and Culture 

• EDU 251—Research in Bilingual and Second Language Education 

• LIN 265—Language, Performance, and Power 

• COM 390—Teaching Comparative Literature in College 

• EDU 235—Critical Pedagogy 

• LIN 289—Pedagogical Applications of Second Language Acquisition Theory 

• SPA 215—Special Topics in Hispanic Linguistics 

• UWP 395—Teaching Multilingual Writers 

• EDU 226—Culture and Social Organization of Higher Education 

• LIN 283—Politics of Bi and Multilingual Literacies 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A  
 
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Kory Lawson Ching, Assistant Professor, Chair for the DE in Writing, Rhetoric, 
and Composition Studies: writing technologies, digital literacies, composition 

https://wracs.ucdavis.edu/
http://wracs.ucdavis.edu/
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pedagogy, teacher preparation, qualitative research methods, socio-cultural theories 
of literacy and learning. 

• Pamela Demory, Lecturer: Her writing and research interests include adaptation 
studies, film as narrative, popular culture (fiction, film, and television), and queer 
cinema. 

• Trish Serviss, Assistant Professor: writing program administration, longitudinal 
literacy development (source use, argumentation, cultural rhetorics, community 
writing, 1st Gen writer development, writing education in undergraduate STEM), 
research methods. 

• Liza Grandia, Associate Professor: Q'eqchi' Maya; Belize & Guatemala; peasants, 
and agrarian change; corporate trade and globalization; foreign aid and empire; 
biodiversity conservation; political ecology and environmental justice; the politics of 
cancer; and theories of the commons. 

• Ines Hernandez Avila, Professor: Native American/Indigenous Poetry; 
Contemporary Indigenous literature of Mexico; Native American Religious 
Traditions; Native American Literature in Performance; the relationship of creativity, 
spirituality, autonomy, and social justice; cultural (in)formations of identity and 
community; Native American women’s and Chicana spiritualities; creative 
writing/poetry/short fiction. 

• Jessica Perea, Affiliated Faculty: Native North American music cultures; Alaska 
Native, Circumpolar Inuit, and African-Native American cultures, histories, and 
politics; Indigenous aesthetics and methodologies; sound and media studies; critical 
race and gender studies; jazz and popular music studies. 

• Justin Spence, Assistant Professor: Native American languages (especially Hupa 
and the other Pacific Coast Athabaskan languages), language documentation, and 
historical linguistics. 
 

Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Sophia Bamert: American literature, urban studies, critical geography, race studies, 
literature and environment, cultural rhetoric, composition pedagogy. Becky Kling: 
Nineteenth Century Literature, Rhetoric & Composition, Critical Theory, Prison 
Studies, Gender Theory. 

• DJ Quinn: First-year composition, adjunct labor issues, language ideologies, 
professional development, digital literacies, contract grading, mentorship. 

• Diana Recouvreur: dissertation work looks at Building Pathways in California's 
Corrections to Education Pipeline. Other research interests and work include: school 
discipline policies, school to prison pipeline issues, prison education policies, health 
(physical and mental) policies for the reentry population, and school climate. 

• Sergio Sanchez: teachers’ self-efficacy on classroom drama; how teachers learn to 
use drama pedagogy; the pedagogical changes needed to make drama education 
relevant for California K-12 classrooms; Teacher Education; linguistically and 
diverse learners; Drama-based writing; Social Justice. 

• Victoria White: Early modern lyric, Petrarchism, theories of imitation, gendered 
voice, performativity, parody, early modern reception of Classical rhetoric, 
collaborative composition. 

• Stacy Wittstock: Basic writing & writers, writing program administration, race, 
language, & writing assessment, language diversity & second language writers, 
composition pedagogy, peer review & response in writing classrooms, digital 
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literacies, response to students’ writing, collaborative learning, sociocultural theories 
of learning, programmatic assessment, faculty 

 
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Grant Eckstein, grant_eckstein@byu.edu,  Linguistics, 2014, Ideal versus Reality:  
Student Expectations and Experiences in Multilingual Writing Center Tutorials, Dana 
Ferris (chair, UWP); Vai Ramanathan (Linguistics); Chris Thaiss (UWP), Assistant 
Professor, Department of Linguistics and English Language, Brigham Young 
University, Provo, Utah 

• Miki Mori, miki.mori@univ-mayotte.fr, Linguistics, 2014, Negotiating Ownership 
when Incorporating Outside Sources: A Qualitative Study with Multilingual 
Undergraduate Students, Julia Menard-Warwick (chair, Linguistics); Dana Ferris 
(UWP); Vai Ramanathan (Linguistics), Assistant Professor of Linguistics at the 
Centre Universitaire de Formation et Recherche (CUFR) de Mayotte 

• Sarah Klotz, English, klotzsa1@msu.edu, 2014, Sentimental Literacies: Grief, 
Writing, and American Indigenous Rights, Carl Whithaus (co-chair, UWP); Mark 
Jerng (co-chair, English); Hsuan Hsu (English), Assistant Professor, Writing, 
Rhetoric, & American Cultures, Michigan State University 

• Joanna W. Wong, jowong@csumb.edu, Education, 2014, What to write: Elementary 
bilingual students writing in a second language, Christian Faltis (chair, Education); 
Dana Ferris (UWP); Karen Watson-Gegeo (Education), Assistant Professor & 
Elementary Education Program Coordinator, Department of Education and 
Leadership in the College of Education, California State University, Monterey Bay 

• Rusty Bartels, rrbartel@syr.edu, Cultural Studies, 2016, War Memories, Imperial 
Ambitions: Commemorating WWII in the U.S. Pacific National Park System, Robyn 
Rodriguez (chair, Asian American Studies); Caren Kaplan (American Studies); Sarah 
Perrault (UWP), Assistant Teaching Professor in Writing Studies, Rhetoric, and 
Composition at Syracuse University 

• Katherina Sibbald, sibbald@sonoma.edu, Education, 2017, Tyranny in the Mirror: 
Critical Reflections on Literary Talk with High School Juniors in Writing 
Conferences, Kerry Enright (chair, Education); Steven Athanases (Education); Sarah 
Perrault (UWP); Danny Martinez (Education), Adjunct Professor, English and 
Education, Sonoma State University 

• Kendon Kurzer, kckurzer@ucdavis.edu, Education, 2017, Writing in Economics 
Classes: Departmental Practices and Multilingual Student Challenges, Dana Ferris 
(chair, UWP); Chris Thaiss (UWP); Michelle Cox (Cornell University), Lecturer, 
University Writing Program, UC Davis 

• Manuel Senna, Education, 2017, Variations in Support for Second Language 
Writers: Lessons from Top International Student Destinations, Dana Ferris (chair, 
UWP); Carl Whithaus (UWP); Chris Thaiss (UWP), EFL Lecturer at Fukuoka 
University, Japan 

• Katie Evans, Linguistics, 2017, Engaging undergraduate writers: A study of 
motivational dynamics in the second language writing classroom, Dana Ferris (chair, 
UWP); Vaidehi Ramanathan (Linguistics); Chris Thaiss (UWP), Lecturer, Writing 
Program, UC Santa Barbara  
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University of Louisville PhD in Rhetoric and Composition 

  
Location: Louisville, KY 40292 
  
Website Link: https://louisville.edu/english/graduate/ph-d-in-rhetoric-composition 
  
Description: 
“Established over 30 years ago, the University of Louisville's Ph.D. in Rhetoric and 
Composition (Graduate Catalog Page) prepares students for research and teaching careers in 
the theory and practice of rhetoric and composition. Most students seek tenurial employment 
in colleges and universities; a few go into businesses and industry as writing consultants.” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
None of the below are explicitly required, but the 600-level courses can be used to fulfill 
requirements. This represents a transitional step from intersectional Writing Studies courses 
only being electives. 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 

• ENGL 551-01 Jewish ID in Graphic Novels  
• ENGL 550-01: Studies in African American Literature  
• ENGL 681-75: Digital Media and Composition Pedagogy (Can be used for req.) 
• ENGL 691-01: Contemporary Interpretive Theories  
• ENGL 567-01: Postcolonial Voices 
• ENGL 508-01: Literacy Tutoring Across Contexts and Cultures 
• ENGL 686-01: Native American and Indigenous Studies: Culture, History, and 

Rhetoric (Can be used for req.) 
• ENGL 549-01 Postcolonial/Ethnic Literature  
• ENGL 574-01 American Literature 1960-Present  
• ENGL 691-75 Contemporary Theory 
• ENGL 624-01 Rhetoric of Race in Medieval England (Can use as req.) 
• ENGL 664-75 The Serial Poem: Modernism to the Present (Can use as req.) 
• ENGL 552-01 Detective Fiction 
• ENGL 660-01 African American Fiction (Can use for req.) 
• ENGL 681-75 Digital Media and Composition Pedagogy (Can be used for req.) 
• ENGL 691-01: Contemporary Interpretive Theories  
• ENGL 567-01 Postcolonial Voices  
• ENGL 651-75 The Bröntes  (Can be used for req.) 
• ENGL 574-01 American Literature 1960 – Present  
• ENGL 691-75 Contemporary Theory 
• ENGL 674-01 Feminist Methods 
• ENGL 632-75 Shakespeare: On Unfamiliar Ground (Can use for req.) 

  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
 
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Ranen Omer-Sherman, Prof: “Graphic novels; Ethnic American literature; Middle 
Eastern literature.” 

https://louisville.edu/english/graduate/ph-d-in-rhetoric-composition
http://louisville.edu/graduatecatalog/degree-programs/degree-programs-by-school/ga-college-of-arts-and-sciences/doctor-of-philosophy-in-english-rhetoric-and-composition
http://louisville.edu/graduatecatalog/degree-programs/degree-programs-by-school/ga-college-of-arts-and-sciences/doctor-of-philosophy-in-english-rhetoric-and-composition


 

 

260 

• Kiki Petrosino, Associate Prof & Director of Creative Writing: “Creative writing; 
Poetry; Women in literature.” 

• Stephen Schneider, Associate Prof: “Social movement rhetorics; Education and 
social change; African American rhetoric.” 

• Mary P. Sheridan, Prof: “Digital media; Writing studies and community literacy; 
Gender studies.” 

• Ann Elizabeth Willey, Prof & Director of Composition: “Sub-saharan African 
literature in French and English; Indigenous-language literatures; Postcolonial 
theory.” 

• Mark Mattes, Assistant Prof: “American literature to 1900; African American and 
Native American literature; Early American studies.” 

• Karen Kopelson, Associate Prof & University Distinguished Teaching Professor: 
“Rhetoric of health and medicine; Writing studies and pedagogy; Queer theory and 
cultural studies.” 

• Frank Kelderman, Assistant Prof: “Native American studies; 19th-century 
American literature and culture; American studies.” 

• Karen Chandler, Associate Prof and English Department coordinator of the 
undergraduate internship program: “American literature; African American 
literature; Children's and YA literature.” 

• David Anderson, Associate Prof: “African American Literature; American 
literature; Poetry.” 
 

Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Michael Baumann: “Digital writing, Multimodality, Queer sexuality, Identity 
rhetorics, Speech performance.” 

• Megen Farrow Boyett: “Transnational feminism, Motherhood studies, Non-profit 
business writing, Literacy.” 

• Joseph Franklin: “Multilingual writing, Writing centers, Composition pedagogy.”  

• Amy Nichols: “Community literacy, Rural studies, Writing centers, Appalachian 
studies, Hemispheric and postcolonial studies, Feminist methodologies.” 

• Rick Wysocki: “Queer archives, New materialism, Curation, Media theory.” 
 

Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Alvarez, Sara del Pilar: Conciencia Bilingue: The Multilingual and Academic 
Writing Practices of Undocumented Immigrant Activists. Defended: 4/16/18. 
Director: Bruce Horner. Degree: 5/2018 

• Mathis, Keri Elizabeth: Pens, Print and Pixels: Gendered Writing and the 
Epistolary Genre in Transitional Eras. Defended: 4/17/18. Directors: Debra Journet 
and Beth A. Boehm. Degree: 5/2018. 

• Tetreault, Laura: "We're Asking You to Show Up": Accountability as Rhetorical 
Practice for Queer, Feminist, and Racial Justice Allyship. Defended: 4/10/18. 
Director: Karen Kopelson Degree: 5/2018. 

• Hartline, Megan: Aspirations into Action: Navigating Structures for Community 
Engagement at the University of Louisville. Defended: 4/24/2017. Director: Mary P. 
Sheridan. Degree: 5/2017. 
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• Holladay, Andrew: Articulating the New Normal(s): Mental Disability, Medical 
Discourse, and Rhetorical Action. Defended: 6/12/2017. Director: Brenda 
Brueggemann. Degree: 8/2017. 

• Kareem, Jamila: A Curriculum of Civic Responsibility: Transitioning Black Students 
to College-Level Writing. Defended: 5/17/2017. Director: Brenda Brueggemann. 
Degree: 5/2017. 

• Perry, Kathryn: Stories of Single Mothers: Narrating the Sociomaterial Mechanisms 
of Community Literacy. Defended 4/14/16. Director: Bronwyn Williams. Degree: 
5/14/16. 

• Weaver, Stephanie: The Available Means of Imagination: Personal Narrative, 
Public Rhetoric, and Circulation. Defended: 7/18/16. Director: Bronwyn Williams. 
Degree: 8/9/16 

• Bardolph, Megan: Language Difference and Expansive Learning: Negotiating 
Concepts, Contexts, and Identities in Writing-Related Transfer Studies. Defended 
5/1/2015. Director: Bruce Horner. Degree: 5/2015. 

• Bender Smith, Ashly: A Few Good Men and Women: The Rhetorical Constitution of 
Military Personnel Identity. Defended 3/12/2015. Director: Bronwyn Williams. 
Degree: 5/2015 

• Paudel, Hem Sharma: Mediation in Literacy: Language, Technology, and Modality. 
Defended 7/28/2015. Director: Bruce Horner. Degree: 8/2015. 

• Karega-Mason, Joy: Servants of My People First: An Examination of the Political 
Literacies of the Black Liberation Front International (BLFI), 1969-1973. Defended: 
4/11/2014 Director: Bruce Horner. Degree: 5/2014 

• Kilfoil, Carrie: The Language Politics of Doctoral Studies in Rhetoric and 
Composition: Toward a Translingual Revision of Graduate Education in the Field. 
Defended 4/14/2014. Director: Bruce Horner. Degree:5/2014 

• Lamsal, Tika: Literacies in Globalized Contact Zones: (Re)imagining Translingual 
and Transcultural Identities of Bhutanese Refugees in the U.S. Defended: 7/22/2014. 
Director: Bruce Horner Degree: 8/2014 

• Bou Ayash, Nancy: Translingualism in Post-Secondary Writing and Language 
Instruction: Negotiating Language Ideologies in Policies and Pedagogical Practices. 
Defended: 4/17/13. Director: Bruce Horner. Degree: 5/2013. 

• Detmering, Laura: Literacy and Identity in Popular and Participatory Culture. 
Defended: 12/3/12. Director: Bronwyn T. Williams. Degree: 5/2013. 

• Mahaffey, Dexter: The Rhetoric of Africa: Historical Turns in Constructing a 
Continent, 1780-1890. Defended 8/7/2013. Director: Carol Mattingly. Degree: 8/2013 

• McGaughey-Summers, Deanna: Navigating the Field: An Examination of 
Rhetorical Spaces in the Journal of Sex Research. Defended 11/26/2013. Director: 
Karen Kopelson. Degree 12/2013 

• Terry, Robert: Discursive Affordances: Police, Transfer, and the Performance of 
Identity. Defended 8/2/2013. Director: Joanna Wolfe. Degree: 12/2013 

• Williams, Mark Alan: Transformations: Material Terms for Writing on Religion in 
Composition Classrooms. Defended 04/10/13. Director: Min-Zhan Lu. Degree: 
5/2013 
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Michigan Tech University 

PhD in Rhetoric, Theory and Culture 

  
Location: Houghton, MI 49931 
  
Description: “Pursue a Master’s degree or Doctorate of Philosophy in an environment that 
welcomes creative and critical interdisciplinary research. RTC graduate students make use of 
methodological tools and approaches to inquiry from a variety of disciplines to focus on 
issues and problems of contemporary relevance. 
  
Our students prepare themselves to work in: 
Academia - teaching and scholarship in rhetoric and composition, communication and 
media, technical communication, science and technology studies; writing center 
administration; digital media lab management; technology and information management; 
administration and educational staff 
Industry - technical communication; journalism; web-development; publications 
management and editing; business administration and management; entrepreneurial ventures 
Non-profit sector - NGO administration; grant writing, policy-making, activism 
  
We seek students who are critical thinkers, intellectually curious, socially aware, and 
interested in diverse perspectives on a range of topics in humanistic scholarship.” 
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
None of the below are explicitly required, but courses in the first category can be used to 
fulfill requirements. This represents a transitional step from intersectional Writing Studies 
courses only being electives. 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
May fulfill a requirement, but not mandatory: 

• HU 5004 Cultural Theory 

• HU 5006 (Continental Philosophy) 

• HU 5007 (Critical Perspectives on Globalization) 

• HU 5008 (Critical Approaches to Literature and Culture) 

• HU 5114 (Visual Theory and Analysis) 

• HU 6110 (Special Topics in Critical Inquiry: Biopolitics and "Natures" both 
Nonhuman and Human) 

• HU 6111 (Special Topics in Gender Studies) 
Elective only: 

• HU 6111 (Special Topics in Gender Studies) 

• HU 5021 (Literacy Theory and Research) 

• HU 5116 (Approaches to Alterity and Difference) 

• HU 6114 (Special Topics in Visual Representation: Feminism & Visual Media) 

• HU 6115 (Special Topics in Technical Communication) 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: Related in-
department specializations offered: Communication and Culture Studies; Gender Studies 



 

 

263 

  
Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 
 

• Marika Seigel, Associate Prof and Director of Composition: “Research Areas: 
Rhetoric of health and medicine; Feminist theory; Women's rhetorics; Rhetoric of 
science and technology; Technical communication; Usability; Writing program 
administration.” 

• Dana Van Kooy, Director of English and Liberal Arts, and Associate Prof: 
“Research Interests: Transnational and Global Perspectives of 18th- and 19th-century 
Anglophone Literatures; Visual and Performance Culture; Drama; Theatre; Literary 
and Cultural Theory; The Black Atlantic, Transnational and Circum-Atlantic Studies; 
Decolonization; Space, Place, Environmental Landscapes and Ecology.” 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Wenjing Liu: “Wenjing Liu's research interests include cultural studies, theories of 
feminism, and theoretical perspectives on everyday technologies. Her current project 
is about how bio-technologies, such as reproductive technologies and cosmetic 
technologies, shape females' understandings of their identities.” 

• Tolu Odebunmi: “Tolu has an abiding interest in how discourses are employed to 
assign people to particular social categories. Her other areas of interest include 
Gender Studies, Black Studies, and Cultural Studies.” 

• Kikelomo Omonojo: “My research interest is on rhetorical representation of physical 
disability in selected African fiction, particularly the work of Florence Serwaa Oteng 
and John Maxwell Coetzee. I will look at the rhetoric of disability in selected works 
with a view to finding the general perception of disability. Particular emphasis will be 
placed on the issue of identity and the other. Critical evaluation will be made of types 
and stereotypes. Disability as a motif will be problematized and efforts will be made 
to prescribe the representation of disability.” 

  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: 

• Yunana Ahmed, 2017, Language Rhetoric, and Politics in a Global Context: A 
Decolonial Critical Discourse Perspective on Nigeria’s 2015 Presidential Campaign 
-- yunanaa@mtu.edu 

• Rehema M Clarken, 2017, EFL Education in Mainland China: Word Memorization 
and Essay Writing among High School Sophomores -- on LinkedIn, no public email 

• Lindsay A Hingst, 2017, A Pedagogy of Witnessing: Linguistic and Visual Frames 
of the Dark Side in the Multimodal Classroom -- on LinkedIn, no public email 

• Aranya Srijongai, 2019, Digital Rhetoric of Cosmpolitanism: A Case Study of Thai 
Students at Michigan Technological University -- no results outside of dissertation 
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Kent State University 

PhD in Rhetoric and Composition: Literacy, Rhetoric, and Social Practice 

  
Location: Kent, Ohio 
  
Description: 
The Ph.D. in Rhetoric and Composition is focused on Literacy, Rhetoric, and Social Practice. 
Literacy encompasses all acts of meaning construction in academic and nonacademic settings 
and across reading, writing, and other relevant forms of representation. Rhetoric includes the 
production and use of texts for distinct audiences and social contexts. Social Practice refers 
to the embeddedness of literacy and rhetoric within the larger discursive and material 
contexts of human activity. 
  
The graduate program in Rhetoric and Composition is designed to be unique within the field 
of Rhetoric and Composition and within the state of Ohio. Grounded in rhetoric and language 
study, course work and research in the program center on how advanced literacy is embedded 
within and constitutive of communities of work and citizenship in contemporary culture. 
Well aware of the historical and institutional link between composition instruction and the 
humanities, we designed our program to forge close connections between language and 
literacy at the university and in the work and lives of our students and communities. The 
graduate program in Rhetoric and Composition connects the university with the communities 
and constituencies it serves, and it has two major goals: (a) to understand written literacy 
within the worlds of work and community that college students enter, and (b) to prepare 
doctoral students to carry out original research that can effect positive change in the practices 
of workplaces and communities and in the practices of educators teaching in college and 
university writing programs. 
  
  
Required Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
  
Elective Intersectional Writing Studies Courses: 
May be used to fulfill a requirement, but not mandatory. 

• Course descriptions included substantive inclusion of race 
o English 63034/73034: Literate Practices and Sociolinguistics 
o English 85055: Nature and Relationship of Academic and Nonacademic 

Literacy 
o English 85033: The Rhetorical Nature and Function of Extended Discourse 

• Course descriptions included substantive inclusion of gender 
o English 63034/73034: Literate Practices and Sociolinguistics 
o English 85055: Nature and Relationship of Academic and Nonacademic 

Literacy 
  
Other structural supports for pursuing Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
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Graduate Faculty in Intersectional Writing Studies: 
  

• Jennifer M. Cunningham, Associate Prof and Writing Program Coordinator. 
“Much of Dr. Cunningham’s previous research involves the examination of African 
American Language (AAL) as it exists in digital spaces like social network sites and 
text messages.”       

• Christopher M. Roman, Professor. “Professor Christopher Michael Roman offers a 
variety of undergraduate and graduate courses, including  Medieval literature, 
Chaucer, J.R.R Tolkien, medieval mysticism, as well as, courses on gender, sexuality 
and queer studies as they intersect with the Middle Ages. His various publications, 
lectures, and presentations investigate the entangled themes of queer theory and queer 
theology in medieval vernacular religion, gender and sexuality in the life of 
anchorites and hermits” 

• Phillip Hamrick, Associate Prof and Principal Investigator. “Research Areas: (1) 
Psycholinguistics; (2) (Second) Language Acquisition and Bilingualism; (3) Research 
Methods and Statistics; (4) Implicit and Statistical Learning; (5) 
Declarative/Procedural Memory.”         

• Pam Lieske, Professor. “Pam Lieske teaches courses in 18th-C British literature and 
culture, feminist theory, women’s literature, and writing.  She is the editor of the 12 
volume 18th-C British Midwifery (Pickering and Chatto 2007-09) and has published 
essays on the history of science and medicine, enlightenment culture, and women’s 
literature. Her current research focuses on sexual assault and trauma in contemporary 
women’s fiction as well as on female Gothic fiction from the eighteenth-century to 
the present, with particular emphasis on women’s corporeal punishment and its 
connection to scientific and medical practices.” 

  
Doctoral students currently specializing in Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Recent dissertations related to Intersectional Writing Studies: N/A 
  
Baker, Alexis, “Identity and resistance: Understanding representations of ethos and self in 
women's Holocaust texts.” http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=kent1469715753. 
Advisor: Sara Newman. Dr. Baker is a full-time Instructor in the English and 
Communications Faculty at Anne Arundel Community College in Arnold, Maryland. 
  
Corey, Jessica, “Literate artifacts and psychosocial compositions: Feminist activism's 
composing, archiving, and revising of social narratives.” 
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=kent1448646252. Advisor: Pam Takayoshi. Dr. 
Corey is an Assistant Teaching Professor and Assistant Director of Undergraduate Studies at 
Syracuse University in New York. 
  
Krishnan, Uma, “A cross cultural study of the literacy practices of the Dabbawalas: 
Towards a new understanding of nonmainstream literacy and its impact on successful 
business practices.” Advisor: Brian Huot. 
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=kent1416312472. Dr. Krishnan is a 
Professor in the English Department at Kent State University. 
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Appendix Three: 

Oversized Images and Tables 

 
 
Table 1: Suggested courses for doctoral programs in WRC. 
Covino, Johnson, & Feehan (1980)  
*percentages are an average of responses from faculty and graduate students in Rhet/Comp 
 

From Covino et al. percentage 

Theoretical Analysis of Western Discourse 62.4 

History of Literary Criticism 29.2 

The Rhetoric of Written Composition 19.9 

Current Theories of Composition 35.1 

Classical Rhetoric 80.3 

Major figures in Modern Rhetoric 75.1 

General Linguistics 81.2 

Psycholinguistics 26.9 

Sociolinguistics 12.35 

Educational Psychology 47.7 

Test Construction and Evaluation 18.6 

Literary Periods 34.1 

Literary Genres 12.4 
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Table 2: Required courses in WRC doctoral programs (2019) 

Course Titles 2019 % out of 83 

Theoretical Analysis of Western Discourse 1.2 

History of Literary Criticism 7.2 

The Rhetoric of Written Composition 22.9 

Current Theories of Composition 38.5 

Classical Rhetoric 28.9 

 Modern Rhetoric 19.3 

General Linguistics 14.5 

Psycholinguistics 0 

Sociolinguistics 2.4 

Educational Psychology 2.4 

Test Construction and Evaluation 4.8 

Literary Periods 33.7 

Literary Genres 7.2 

Introduction to Graduate Study 22.9 

Introduction to Literary Theory  12 

Literacy  8.4 

History of Composition 10.8 

Graduate Teacher Training  61.4 

Rhet/comp media 16.8 

Introduction to Rhet/Comp 18 

Research Methods - general 65 

Critical Theory 21.7 

Professional Writing Theory and Research 34.9 

Critical Methods 2.4 

professional development 4.8 

Communication 4.8 

Topics in English 8.4 

Literary criticism 4.8 

Rhetorical Genre 1.2 

Intro to Technical Communication 1.2 

Writing Methods 2.4 

Technology Methods 2.4 

Second Language writing  1.2 

Intercultural Communication 1.2 
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Table 3: Degree-required courses – race  
*78 courses, because of eliminations that had to be made due to insufficient data on department websites 
 

How many Rhet/Comp 
doctoral programs have 
degree-required courses 
in race-related topics? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs* 

Programs with 0 required 
courses 71% 

Programs with 1 required 
course 14% 

Programs with 2 required 
courses 11.40% 

Programs with 3 required 
courses 3% 

Programs with 4 required 
courses 1.00% 

Programs with one or more 
required courses 29.10% 

 
Table 4: Degree-required courses – gender 
 

How many Rhet/Comp 
doctoral programs have 
degree-required courses 
in gender-related topics? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0 required 
courses 82.20% 

Programs with 1 required 
course 14% 

Programs with 2 required 
courses 3% 

Programs with 3 required 
courses 1% 

Programs with one or more 
required courses 17.70% 
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Table 5: Elective courses – race  
 

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have 
elective courses in race-related topics? 

Percentage out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0 elective courses 32% 

Programs with 1 elective course 21.70% 

Programs with 2 elective courses 9% 

Programs with 3 elective courses 7.60% 

Programs with 4 elective courses 14% 

Programs with 5 elective courses 2.50% 

Programs with 6 elective courses 3.80% 

Programs with 8 elective courses 1% 

Programs with 9 elective courses 2.50% 

Programs with 10 elective courses 1% 

Programs with 11 elective courses 2.50% 

Programs with 12 elective courses 1% 

Programs with one or more elective courses 67% 
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Table 6: Elective courses – gender  

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have elective courses 
in gender-related topics? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0 elective courses 43.50% 

Programs with 1 elective course 23% 

Programs with 2 elective courses 11.50% 

Programs with 3 elective courses 9% 

Programs with 4 elective courses 5.10% 

Programs with 5 elective courses 3.80% 

Programs with 6 elective courses 3.80% 

Programs with one or more elective courses 56.40% 

 
 
Table 7: Methods courses – race   

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have race-
related methods courses? 

Percentage out of 
78 programs 

Programs with 0 methods courses 65.38% 

Programs with 1 methods course 19.20% 

Programs with 2 methods courses 12.80% 

Programs with 3 methods courses 1% 

Programs with 4 methods courses 1% 

Programs with one or more methods courses 34.60% 
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Table 8: Methods courses – gender  

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have 
gender-related methods courses? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0 methods courses 71.70% 

Programs with 1 methods course 17.90% 

Programs with 2 methods courses 7.69% 

Programs with 3 methods courses 2.50% 

Programs with one or more methods courses 28.20% 

 
 
Table 9: Theory courses – race 

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have 
methods courses with race in the description? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0 courses 24.30% 

Programs with 1 course 20.50% 

Programs with 2 courses  16.60% 

Programs with 3 courses  16.60% 

Programs with 4 courses 8.90% 

Programs with 5 courses  2.50% 

Programs with 6 courses  1% 

Programs with 8 courses  2.50% 

Programs with 9 courses  3.80% 

Programs with 11 courses  1% 

Programs with 12 courses  1% 

Programs with one or more courses 75.60% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

272 

 
Table 10: Theory courses – gender 

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have 
theory courses with gender in the description? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0 courses 38.40% 

Programs with 1 course 26.90% 

Programs with 2 courses  12.80% 

Programs with 3 courses  8.90% 

Programs with 4 courses 5.10% 

Programs with 5 courses  6.40% 

Programs with 9 courses  1% 

Programs with one or more courses 61.50% 

 
 
Table 11: Faculty who research race-related topics 

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have faculty 
who study race-related topics? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0  faculty  5.20% 

Programs with 1  faculty  14.40% 

Programs with 2  faculty  14.40% 

Programs with 3  faculty  15.70% 

Programs with 4  faculty  17.10% 

Programs with 5  faculty  3.90% 

Programs with 6  faculty  6.50% 

Programs with 7  faculty  6.50% 

Programs with 8  faculty  3.90% 

Programs with 9  faculty  3.90% 

Programs with 11  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 13  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 14  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 16  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 18  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 33  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with one or more faculty   94.70% 
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Table 12: Faculty who research gender-related topics 

How many Rhet/Comp doctoral programs have faculty 
who study gender related topics? 

Percentage 
out of 78 
programs 

Programs with 0  faculty  10.30% 

Programs with 1  faculty  24.60% 

Programs with 2  faculty  20.70% 

Programs with 3  faculty  14.30% 

Programs with 4  faculty  6.50% 

Programs with 5  faculty  7.80% 

Programs with 6  faculty  6.50% 

Programs with 7  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 8  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 9  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 12  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 13  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 17  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with 26  faculty  1.30% 

Programs with one or more faculty   89.60% 
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Table 13: Scholars listed under intersectional Writing Studies areas included in the Writing 
Studies Tree 
 
 

Activism Rhetorics Community 
Engagement 

Critical 
Pedagogy 

Cultural Rhetorics 

Jen Wingard  
Phil Bratta  
Catherine Wilcox  
Gavin P Johnson  
Keisha E. McKenzie  
Seth Kahn  
Cheryl Ball  

Amy Rupiper Taggart  
M. Melissa Elston  
Ben Kuebrich   
Steve Parks  
Linda Adler-Kassner  
Tricia Serviss   

Kendra 
Andrews  
Sherita 
Roundtree  
Gavin P. 
Johnson  
Tyler T. 
Schmidt  
Tom Reynolds  
Trent M Kays  
Oriana Gatta  
Kim Helmer  
Cynthia Selfe 

Lucy Johnson 
Phil Bratta  
Jil McKay Chrobak  
Tina Powell  
Beth Keller  
Alice Myatt  
Malea Powell  
Cheryl Ball   

Feminist Rhetorics Indigenous Rhetorics Queer Rhetorics Second Language 
Writing 

Cindy Tekobbe  
Jen Wingard  
Kelly Sassi  
Catherine Wilcox  
Tamika L Carey  
Kristina Deffenbacher  
Lillian Bridwell-
Bowles  
Beth Burmester  
Kate Pantelides  
Kate Navickas  
Jordyn Jack  
Tricia Serviss  

Cindy Tekobbe  
Luhui Whitebear  
Joyce Anderson  
Wow-Li Driskill  
Alanna Frost  
Chelsea J. Murdock  
Malea Powell   

Olivia Wood  
Gavin P 
Johnson  
Wow-Li Driskill  
Dianna Baldwin  
Mark McBeth  

Colleen Brice  
Kim Helmer  
Dan Tannacito  
Michelle Cox  
Betsy Gilliland  
Cheryl Ball  
Jay Jordan  
Paul Kei Matsuda 
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Figure 1: Writing Studies Tree - Word cloud of research areas 
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