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Communication
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DEANNA P. DANNELS

“Undergraduate education must enable students to acquire strong com-
munication skills...[F]rom the freshman seminar to the senior capstone
course, communication skills should be integrated with the subject mat-
ter.” (Boyer Report, 1998, Reinventing Undergraduate Education).

Boyer Report on Undergraduate Education, yet it received a stamp of support,

approval, and encouragement with Boyer’s acknowledgement of the importance of
communication skills across the curriculum. Subsequent public reportage propelled the
communication across the curriculum movement to center stage in many national conver-
sations. A recent issue of the Chronicle of Higher Education claimed the importance of
“taking aim at student incoherence” and explored the extent to which communication
across the curriculum programs do this (Schneider, 1999). The LA Times (Mehren, 1999)
and the Boston Globe (Zernike, 1999) both spotlighted articles suggesting the horror of
“mallspeak” in university settings and highlighting speaking across the curriculum centers
as providing valuable support in reducing inarticulate speech.

THE communication across the curriculum movement was alive and well before the

Amidst this national attention, though, the CXC' movement has faced some
internal growth and change. In the 1999 National Communication Association debate,
“Communication Across the Curriculum: Friend or Foe,” supporters and opponents of
CXC identified challenges and potential benefits facing the movement in the upcoming
years, including but not limited to the need for increased theoretical sophistication and
depth. A wealth of subsequent articles have challenged CXC directors and scholars to
move in similar new directions. Morello (2000) argues that CXC scholars must explore
(similar to the writing across the curriculum movement) “unique and innovative applica-
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tions of rhetorical and communication theory in the context of oral communication activ-
ities across the curriculum” (p. 111). Dannels (2001) furthers this call by claiming that
“even if CXC programs and scholars have been engaged in the theoretical work of the dis-
cipline, they have not made this well known... many are committed to complex notions of
learning theory and communication practice, yet we are lacking in our efforts to make this
a public part of our discipline’s scholarly discourse” (p. 146).

Aside from the call for additional theoretical and scholarly CXC work, other arti-
cles identify a more practical challenge—the lack of central resources and information
about CXC programs. Cronin, Grice, & Palmerton (2000) identify recommendations for
the movement focused on facilitating access to OCXC information, sustaining OCXC pro-
grams, and providing more active leadership regarding OCXC—all of which depend on a
more centralized notion of the movement and its resources (p. 81). Additionally,
Proceedings from the 2001 NCA Summer Conference define guiding principles and
action recommendations for the future of the movement. One of these recommendations
was to “centralize program information and resources” for current and future directors
(see the NCA Proceedings of the 2001 Summer Conference, “Engaging 21* Century
Communication Students”).

These recent calls for scholarship, theoretical sophistication, and centralized
resources indicate a time of reflection and growth. The CXC programs of the past 25 years
did an excellent job gaining status for the movement, placing communication across the
curriculum at the center of national discussions, and creating a collective wisdom of direc-
tors to pass along to those who are just beginning in the movement. Yet the CXC programs
of the past two decades years are different than those emerging, thriving, and growing
today and from those that will flourish in the next two decades. There are limited places,
though, that catalogue current CXC programs, audiences, activities, and challenges (for
the most recent review of CXC programs, see Tomlinson). Finally, there are even fewer
places where the voices of current directors—those who work with CXC issues day in and
day out—are the voices that give meaning and definition to the movement itself. This arti-
cle represents a step in this process.

This article describes the status of the CXC movement from the voices of current
CXC directors nationwide. In this article, I represent directors’ perspectives about their
CXC programs in four ways: facts and figures, program descriptions, challenges and
points of resistance, and looking to the future. Based on these descriptions, I discuss sev-
eral implications for CXC programs and scholars and identify five recommendations for
the movement. Ultimately, I argue that the pulse of CXC is strong, but the continued
health and growth of the movement is in need of attention in areas of publicity, assess-
ment, scholarship, institution-specific program structures, and discipline-specific
resources.

METHODOLOGY

The relative lack of public documentation of CXC programs led to three stages
of data collection. First, I sent an initial e-mail survey instrument (Saris, 1991) to several
databases most applicable to CXC programs. For this survey, five databases were sur-
veyed: 1) SAC Newsletter membership list, 2) NCA Communication Across the
Curriculum listserv, 3) DePauw University database of current program directors,
4) Tomlinson database of current program directors, and 5) NCA CRTNT list serv.2 The
initial survey asked general program demographic questions and facts and figures regard-
ing clients, structure, mission, and activities. Of 35 known CXC directors, 27 responded
to the initial survey. This response rate of 74% is well within range of acceptable response
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rates for e-mail surveys. Of those 27 responses, four indicated that their programs had
been cut due to financial constraints (15%); which left 23 full responses.

Second, I sent a follow up survey to those program directors responding to the
initial request. The second survey asked more interpretive questions regarding directors’
opinions of challenges, resistance, and future directions. In this second round, 19 of the
23 original directors responded to this follow-up survey. Finally, for those programs that
listed website addresses, I reviewed any web-based materials to gather more specific, in
depth information about the program. The review of the web-based materials was com-
pleted to supplement the directors’ responses to the survey (See Appendix A for a data-
base of programs responding to this study). Survey responses were then compiled into an
anonymous database that removed director name and institutional affiliation.’

In analyzing this data, I used a combined grounded theory and content analytic
framework (Holsti, 1969; Glaser and Strauss, 1967). As an overall perspective, I worked
from an inductive analytical framework committed to reducing data, comparing cate-
gories, and drawing conclusions (Miles and Huberman, 1984). My unit of analysis was a
coherent “theme” (Kerlinger, 1986). For each survey question, I identified thematic cate-
gories, and then placed subsequent responses into those thematic categories. I then count-
ed the number of thematic responses in each category to calculate frequencies. For exam-
ple, one question asked about institution location. Responses were grouped in geographi-
cal location categories (West, East, Midwest, etc.). Another question asked about budget-
ary support and responses were grouped in numerical categories (under $1000, release
time only, $5000-$10,000, etc.). Topical categories such as “challenges” were grouped
according to thematic responses—for example, responses such as “budget,” “money,” and
“funding” were placed in a category titled “resources.” Sample survey responses were
given to an independent coder and produced a 87% reliability rate.

In the final stage of analysis, I looked at the ways in which the general themes of
all categories compared and contrasted and explored more fully the specific ways in
which these categories functioned together to speak to the CXC movement as a whole. In
this phase, I looked for common threads existing in emerging categories, identified gen-
eral regular patterns among categories, and looked at those patterns for their implications
on future action.

RESULTS

Results of this study are intended to be descriptive in nature. Whenever possible,
I include data that are direct quotations from surveys to provide color and depth to the
numbers. In this section, I describe the status of communication across the curriculum in
four parts: facts and figures, program descriptions, challenges and points of resistance,
and looking toward the future.

Facts and Figures

In this section, I provide basic descriptive facts about CXC programs. I depict
CXC programs according to their institution type and size, institution location, program
location and collaboration with institutional partners, and source of program support.

Institution type and size. Of the surveyed programs in this study, 45% existed at
public universities, 32% at private universities, and 23% at private colleges. Table |
details the relative sizes of these institutions in terms of student enrollment. Although the
private vs. public ratio is somewhat even (45% at public institutions, 55% at private uni-
versities or colleges); the majority of programs exist at institution enrolling between 1000-
5000 students (55%), with the 22% of the programs at institutions enrolling over 20,000
students.
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Table 1
CXC Program by Institution Type and Student Body Numbers

Type of Total 1,000-5,000 5,000- 10,000- Over 20,000

Institution Percentage students 10,000 15,000 students
students students

Public 45 9 10 13 13

Private,

Liberal Arts

University 32 23 9

Private,

Liberal Arts

College 23 23

Total 100 55 10 13 22

Institution location. Table 2 illustrates the locations of the institutions surveyed
in this study. As indicated, most of the CXC programs exist in the Southeast (43%), with
many also in the Midwest (26%).

Program location and collaboration with institutional partners. Program loca-
tions varied across institutions. Table 2 illustrates typical program locations. The majori-
ty of programs are located in Departments of Speech/Communication (41%) while anoth-
er portion are located at the college level (27%). Of the programs responding to the sur-
vey, 64% described some form of informal or formal collaboration with other institution-
al partners. Typical institutional collaborators included councils of general education,
departments of business, English departments, writing centers, career centers, teaching
centers, and other student programs (project Excel, extended campus programs, leader-
ship programs, information technology, etc.).

Table 2
Institution Location
Regional Location Percentage of Programs States of Program Locations

Southeast 43 Virginia, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee,
Florida

Midwest 26 Illinois, Indiana, Wisconsin,
Iowa, Minnesota

Northeast 13 Massachusetts, New York,
Pennsylvania

West 13 Utah, Colorado, Alaska

Other 4 Australia
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Table 2

Program Location Within Institution

Program Location Percentage Typical Responses
Department of Communication 41 Two programs located in departments
that were combined with English
College Level 27 Arts and Sciences, Humanities
Centrally Located 23 Tutorial Services, Centers, General

Education, Academic Affairs

Other Disciplines 9 Business, Engineering

Program budget and resources. Of the programs surveyed, 64% are supported by
some form of university budget. This support typically includes combination of release
time, departmental budget", and general college or university funds. 18% of the programs
are fully supported by an external agent—an endowment or center. 14% of the programs
started with support from an external agent and are now supported exclusively by an inter-
nal, university budget.

Program Descriptions

In this section, I report results that identify four general descriptive characteris-
tics of communication across the curriculum programs: program type, program mission,
program clients, and typical inquiries facing to communication across the curriculum pro-
grams.

Program type. Program directors were asked to identify their program in terms
of its primary descriptive characteristic and type. Table 3 illustrates general program
descriptions and describes typical activities associated with these descriptions. The most
common types of programs were combined faculty development/ student support (32%)
and intensive programs (27%). Of the programs that were characterized both by faculty
development and student support (32%), typical activities included workshops for facul-
ty and students, stipends for participants, mentor or fellow programs, and some form of
ongoing training. These programs engaged in training and development for faculty and
students across campus—not necessarily targeted to one course or assignment, but rather
to the communication activities they were designing or assigned in a variety of different
courses. Programs characterized as “intensive” (27%) also included some form of facul-
ty/student development targeted to those teaching intensive courses or to those taking
intensive courses. Student support programs (23%) were labs or centers that provided
support for students assigned oral assignments, and at times had contact with faculty in
providing evidence of tutoring, but were mostly student centered.
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Table 3
Description of CXC Programs and Activities
Program Description Percentage Typical Activities

Combined Student Support 32 Workshops for students and faculty,

and Faculty Development consultations with students and faculty

Communication (Speaking) 27 Course designation, assignment

Intensive Program review

Student Support 23 Lab or center to help students with speak-
ing assignments

Faculty Development 18 Workshops, grants, retreats, fellows
programs

Mission. Missions of the surveyed CXC programs all varied across institutions,
yet five general themes emerged: communication competence (100%), speaking to learn
(36%), combined competence and learning (36%), faculty change/teaching improvement
(18%), and institution-specific goals (22%). Table 4 illustrates these missions and typical
responses fitting under those missions.

Table 4
CXC Missions
Mission Statement Percentage of Samples of
Theme Mission Statements Mission Statements

Including Theme

Communication Competence 100 Speaking in public, small group
competence, conflict management

Competence and Learning 36 Engage in professional discourses
of field, speak critically and
knowledgeably about content,
engage in thoughtful discussion

Speaking to Learn 36 Learn content, begin asking ques-
tions about subject, critically ana-
lyze reading

Institution-specific missions 22 Further liberal-arts tradition,
engage in ethical speaking, illus-
trate strong leadership as a woman

Faculty Change 18 Improve teaching, energize class
rooms

All of the programs surveyed identified competence as a mission of their pro-
gram, yet they all defined it in institution-specific ways. For example, many program mis-
sions identified communication competence beyond public speaking (20%): “‘we encour-
age support for speaking in all contexts—small group, public, and interpersonal,” “we
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help students face the communication situations that arise in every context,” and “our pro-
gram focuses on the increasing needs for training in teamwork, conflict management, and
group discussion.”

Additionally, a handful of programs (15%) expanded the notion of communica-
tion competence to include other forms of competence such as writing, reading, critical
thinking, and leadership. One program mission states they “will advance students’ abili-
ties to communicate, both orally and in writing, in ways that are cogent and compelling.”
Another claims their mission is to “develop enhanced student computing, critical think-
ing, speaking, and writing skills in every undergraduate and graduate course.”

Many programs also identified the goal and mission of using speaking or com-
munication activities to improve learning (36%). For example, one program claims their
mission is “to enhance subject area learning through active engagement in oral communi-
cation,” while others claim “the speaking intensive program will enhance student learn-
ing,” and “speaking intensive activities must support the instructional goals of the instruc-
tor.” Still others identify both competence and learning as important goals in programs
with expanded notions of communication (36%): “the program is a direct response to a
commitment to both improving graduates’ writing and speaking abilities and incorporat-
ing writing and speaking in to the classroom as powerful tools for teaching and learning
in all curriculums.”

In addition to broadening the notion of competence, many programs also identi-
fied faculty change and teaching improvement in their missions (18%). For example, one
mission claims: “our academic mission is to reenergize classrooms and teachers, and to
create more active classrooms and discussions.” Another mission states: “Through using
speaking activities, we work to help faculty understand the importance of active learn-
ing—that you learn something better when you speak it aloud.”

Program clients. Table 5 illustrates the typical program clients identified by
directors. As illustrated, schools of business represent the most frequently identified audi-
ence for communication across the curriculum (27%), while humanities (23%) and sci-
ences (23%) also represent a large group of clients using these services. Within these gen-
eral descriptions, departments such as economics, biology, chemistry, political science,
and psychology were mentioned as frequent clients.

Table 5
Disciplinary Affiliations of CXC Clients
General Collegiate Percentage Specific Departments
Category Occurrence

in Client List

Business 27 Economics, Business Management,
Business Administration

Humanities 23 History, English, Liberal Arts Major

Sciences 23 Biology, Chemistry

Social Sciences 18 Psychology, Political Science

Engineering 14 Mechanical Engineering, Chemical
Engineering

Communication 14 Public Speaking Basic Courses

Education 9 Teacher Education, Special Education




JACA

Dannels

Program inquiries. Just as CXC clients varied in their disciplinary affiliation, so
too did the typical questions and inquiries of programs. Table 6 illustrates the typical pro-
gram inquiries facing directors. Of note, although the largest majority of requests focused
on public presentations (32%), these requests were primarily focused on discipline-spe-
cific public presentation information—assignment samples, responding to students, argu-
ment structures, and technical visual aids. Additionally, other requests such as teamwork
(23%) and business communication (14%) were common.

Table 6

Typical Requests and Inquiries for CXC Programs

Sample Requests

Topic of Request Percentage
of Occurrence
Public Presentations 32
Teamwork 23
Business Communication 14
Protocols for Practice 14

Sessions or Assignments

Speaking to Learn 9
Evaluating Communication 9
Activities

Discipline-specific genres

Small group task division, team roles
and rules

Interviewing skills, conflict management
with employees, networking

Student practice session formats

Informal activities, group discussion
formats

Grading sheets, sample model
presentations

Program assessment. Given the increased importance of assessment in higher
education (Astin, 1991; Shaeiwitz, 1999), the survey asked directors to identify the types
of program assessment being completed. Table 7 illustrates the general types of assess-
ment and some examples of those types. Of note, 41% of the programs identified “no cur-
rent assessment measures” or ‘“assessment measures in progress, nothing final.” Of those
programs that do have some form of assessment, 36% identified self-report data as the pri-

mary means and mode of assessment.
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Table 7

Program Assessment Procedures

Type of Assessment Percentage Examples

No current assessment 41
procedures or assessment
procedures in progress

Self-report data 36 Student surveys, faculty
surveys, alumni and/or
industry surveys

Outcomes-based assessment 14 Student portfolios,
course-specific
videotaping

Course Materials 9 ' Syllabi, assignment

sheets, grading sheets

Challenges and Points of Resistance

In this section, I report results of the surveys that identify the common challenges
facing program directors. Additionally, I describe the most frequently identified points of
internal resistance (resistance from within communication departments) and external
resistance (resistance from other departments and/or disciplines).

Common challenges for program directors. Table 8 identifies the most common
challenges identified by directors. The most common challenge identified was a lack of
discipline-specific materials for faculty and student workshop development (40%). For
example, directors claimed: “the bulk of my time over the past four years has been spent
in developing student and faculty workshops and supplemental materials for use by con-
tent area instructors,” and “there are some materials available that are generic, but I get
requests for discipline-specific materials and those just don’t exist,” and another director
identified the challenge of “providing appropriate, specific materials to support faculty in
other disciplines.”
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Table 8

Challenges Facing Program Directors

Challenge Percentage of Directors
Stating Challenge

Lack of Materials and Resources for 40
Faculty Development
Faculty Support and Participation 33
Sustainability of the Program 27
Faculty Pre-conceptions about Communication 27
Staffing (Finding and Maintaining Qualified 20
Directors and Support Staff)
Quality Control of Faculty across Disciplines 20
using Communication Assignments
Growth and Managing all New Requests 20
Money/Budget 13
Time for Program Administration 13
Student Interest and Commitment to CXC Activities 13
Other 9

The second most frequent challenge identified by directors was getting faculty to
participate in program activities (33%). One director claimed: “faculty are reluctant to
attend campus-wide workshops,” while another said: “getting faculty from other disci-
plines to give this a try is difficult.” One program director affirmed this challenge and said
“our program is based on voluntary participation, which means we have to basically
coerce the faculty to attend—once they’re here, they come back though.” Similar to this
challenge, directors also claimed that faculty pre-conceptions about communication and
communication activities were points of resistance (27%). Sample statements inciude:
“basic public relations is a challenge,” and “speech communication has a poor image,”
and “faculty have beliefs about speaking that allow them to say ‘I can’t do it’ or ‘It does-
n’t fit in my class.””

Directors also identified sustainability as a challenge for their CXC program
(27%). One director claimed: “for a program in existence for almost 20 years, entropy is
a major challenge,” while another identified the challenge of “ensuring that all faculty
teaching oral communication intensive courses understand the criteria in light of the fact
that some who first proposed the courses no longer teach them.” Another director stated
that there is a challenge in “keeping the program vital and on track now that it has been
in place for several years.” Still others claimed, “starting up is one thing, but keeping it
going is an even bigger challenge,” and “with a 10-year reaffirmation approaching it is
difficult to keep energy up in this initiative.”
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External resistance. Table 9 identifies the four general points of resistance from
other disciplines. The most common type of resistance facing program directors nation-
wide is the belief that communication is not relevant to the target course or discipline
(53%). Directors claimed: “I hear that communication is not relevant to science courses,
or math courses, or even English courses—pretty much fill in the blank,” and *“they view
communication as ancillary to disciplinary knowledge...and we are in a position of fail-
ing before we have the possibility to succeed because we are already irrelevant in their
minds.” Another director claimed: “we have to sell this to them—to show them how com-
munication is relevant to chemistry 100, to engineering 331, to history 450—they don’t
think it is.”

Table 9

Points of External Resistance

Point of Resistance Percentage of Directors
Identifying this Resistance

Relevance of communication activities
to course or discipline 53

Sacrificing of disciplinary content for
communication activities 40

Lack of time to learn about and incorporate
communication activities 40

Lack of rationale for teaching something so
obvious and natural 33

Institution-specific resistance 12!

'Institution-specific resistance included issues of transfer students, beliefs about student demographics, and
maintaining enough sections of SI courses to meet requirements.

The other common point of resistance mentioned by directors was the notion that
communication activities take away from content (40%). Directors claimed: “they argue
more speaking will sacrifice their precious content,” “making courses intensive takes time
away from course content,” “faculty fear activities will push content out of courses” and
“faculty ask ‘why do we have to teach oral presentations? Why can’t we just work on con-
tent issues?’” Finally, directors claim: “they can’t see that these activities help students
learn their content, not take away from it,” and “faculty don’t want to make speaking a
very high percentage of course grade because they believe it is separate from content.”

A third point of resistance mentioned by directors was the belief by faculty in
other disciplines that there is simply not enough time to learn about, practice, and teach
oral communication (40%). Directors stated that faculty did not see the “benefit of time
spent on oral communication activities,” “there’s no class time for so many presenta-
tions,” “there’s some resistance in working out the required number of presentations in
classes with larger numbers of students because of time issues,” and “initially, the great-
est resistance stemmed from faculty concerns that including communication assignments
and activities in courses would be very time-intensive.”
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The final point of resistance identified by program directors was a belief that
communication is obvious and natural, and therefore does not warrant instructional time
(33%). Directors stated: “they don’t understand what we do and why—they think it is just
something you learn naturally,” “part of this resistance comes from a widespread belief
that speaking is informal, unplanned, and unstructured—I hear the phrase ‘just get up and
talk about it,”” and finally “mainly, I just have to get used to people calling my field rudi-
mentary and obvious.”

Internal resistance. 87% of the directors surveyed in this study reported having
support from their departments, colleges, and universities. Although they identified diffi-
culties in “making curriculum changes,” “finding appropriate staffing and directors,” and
“administrative issues” for the most part the directors did not identify blatant internal
resistance on their home campuses. Resistance that was explicitly stated (13%) focused
on resources, departmental politics, and simple lack of interest.

Looking to the Future
In this section, I report results that identify program directors’ beliefs about the
future of the CXC movement, and the issues that will define its relative level of success.

Table 10 identifies the critical issues mentioned by program directors for the future health
of CXC.

Table 10

Issues for the Future of the CXC Movement

Critical Issue Facing the Future of CXC Percentage of Directors
Identifying this Issue

Creating public relations and marketing materials 28
Creating discipline-specific instructional materials 24
Connecting with other campus initiatives 20
Engaging in research and scholarship 20
Focusing on differences between needs facing CXC

in small vs. large institutions 13
Training and maintaining qualified CXC directors 13
Maintaining the quality of instruction in other disciplines 6

One of the most frequently identified issues for the future health of the CXC
movement was the creation of public relations and marketing materials that are designed
to persuade faculty in other disciplines that communication is relevant and important to
their disciplinary courses (28%). Directors claimed: “we need to change their minds and
do so in a responsible way so they see how we fit in their discipline,” “getting buy-in from
faculty and students,” “just basic PR, ”and “we need to create materials that will sell our
programs to outlying disciplines.”

Directors also claimed the future of CXC rests on our ability to create discipline-
specific instructional materials (24%): “we need to explore what colleagues can tell us

about their discipline-specific rhetorical norms,” “creating instructional materials that are

61




JACA May, 2001

authentically discipline-specific,” and “the rhetorical norms are different and it is not only
useless but dangerous to let a student think that academic/civic communication behaviors
will cut it in a business environment, for example.” Finally, one director claimed: * we
need to help individual departments and disciplines take ownership and design their cur-
ricula accordingly.”

Directors also identified the need for research and scholarship as a key issue for
the future (20%). One director claimed: “CXC scholarship and research exists, we just
need to do a better job of making it public and central on the national stage. Another direc-
tor summarizes this issue clearly:

RESEARCH, RESEARCH, RESEARCH. We need to know what
works and what doesn’t and why. We need to know what people need,
think they need and why. We need to know the particular skills that are
important, how those are best learned and the dimensions of the envi-
ronment (pedagogical and administrative) that best serve the develop-
ment of those skills. We need to be able to prove that we’re effective but
first we need to identify what we are trying to be effective at.

Directors also identified the need to connect with other campus initiatives (20%)
and to focus on differing needs between small and large institutions (13%): ‘“smaller
schools need to know how to do SAC right where there is little full-time speech commu-
nication expertise on campus to use,” “the requirements for CXC on a 20+ thousand stu-
dent campus are so different, we can’t treat everything the same,” and “we need to insti-
tutionalize the program with an extended campus academic directive,” “we need to con-
nect with English, to emphasize the similarities and differences between speaking and
writing...we should prepare students to excel in many contexts,” and “we will sustain our
programs if we become part of the institutional fabric—which means we need to create
partnerships with other undergraduate education initiatives.”

Other directors claimed the critical issue for the future is training and sustaining
qualified directors (13%): “increasing the supply of competently trained individuals who
can serve as SAC program directors,” “we need directors who are trained, and then we
need to support them so they can create sustainable programs,” and “our graduate schools
need to help students become prepared to do this,” and “graduate-level training is the
key.”

Finally, directors claimed that it is important to maintain the quality of commu-
nication across the disciplines (6%). One statement particularly reflected this idea: “The
perennial issue remains: ensuring that students in across the curriculum courses get the
preparation for assignments and the feedback on assignments necessary for them to learn
from such experiences. Otherwise, simply having communication experiences will be of
limited value.”

DISCUSSION

In their recent article, “Oral Communication Across the Curriculum: The State of
the Art After Twenty-five Years of Experience,” Cronin, Grice, and Palmerton (2000) look
back on OCXC programs, research, and experiences to provide strategies for the contin-
ued development of OCXC. Their work provides recommendations focused on program
development, institutional resources, faculty development, and assessment. Ultimately,
their article claims communication across the curriculum is alive and growing, and holds
great potential across campuses.
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This study supports the claim that the CXC movement is alive and well, and pro-
vides an important perspective on the movement from the vantage point of those who are
currently directing, working in, and designing these programs. Based on the results of this
study, several important issues for consideration emerge that support and expand Cronin,
Grice, and Palmerton’s review. First, the types of institutions supporting CXC programs
are becoming more diversified. While many programs still find their home in small, lib-
eral arts institutions, increasingly there are more and more programs at larger institutions
with 20,000 or more students. These larger institutions (whether they be public, land-
grant, or private) have particular restraints and opportunities that smaller institutions do
not have. No longer can we claim CXC to be the domain of the small college—in fact, it
is time to recognize the diversity of institution size and type and respond to it in ways that
are useful for programs at those institutions.

Second, the CXC movement is facing a desperate need for discipline-specific
resources. Over and over again, directors mentioned that they are receiving inquiries
about discipline-specific resources, that their challenges are in finding discipline-specific
materials, and that the future depends on such specificity. The challenge of “how is this
relevant to my discipline” calls loudly for CXC scholars and practitioners to illustrate con-
nections between communication theory and disciplinary knowledge and practice. CXC
directors are increasingly being called to focus on discipline-specific genres, evaluation
tools, and delivery issues—rather than generic instruction.

Third, results of this study suggest that the daily challenges and external points
of resistance CXC programs face are not the same as the challenges put forth internally—
by our own discipline. For example, in the 1999 NCA Debate: “Communication Across
the Curriculum, Friend or Foe?” opponents of the CXC movement articulated several
points of resistance: CXC weakens communication theory, CXC contributes to a poor
image of our discipline, CXC drains resources from basic courses, and CXC deals prima-
rily with surface issues (to name a few). Yet this study indicates that clients do not nec-
essarily view CXC as a replacement to our basic courses. Directors did not report woes of
diluted communication theory from faculty across campus—in fact, faculty across cam-
pus were actually interested in sophisticated discipline-specific instruction. Directors did
not report worries by faculty across campuses that they were unable to teach oral com-
munication—they simply wanted the rationale and resources in order to do this. Nor did
the directors report that faculty and students across campus perceived that CXC meant the
communication discipline was unnecessary or simply focused on surface issues.
Essentially, this study illustrates that the very concerns that emerge in our own discipline
about CXC are not realized in the practice or perceptions of other disciplines.

Fourth, it is clear that programs (both new and ongoing) are being increasingly
faced with issues of sustainability—and there is a dearth of scholarship on CXC that could
possibly contribute to the formative development and sustainability of these CXC pro-
grams. The lack of assessment models is glaring, and the need for scholarship to feed pro-
grammatic decisions is great. None of the program missions explicitly articulated a schol-
arly component’, which implies that program directors are sustaining programs on the
energy of a director, the commitment of champions, or the mandates of administration—
not the seeds of scholarly inquiry. In fact, the 15% of programs that were cut and there-
fore unable to respond to the survey, all identified sustainability in leadership and
resources as a key issue.

Finally, although programs are increasingly becoming more and more institution
specific in their mission and goals, directors are facing challenges and points of resistance
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that suggest a lack of centralized resources and support. That program directors across the
nation face similar questions such as “how do I incorporate communication instruction
without sacrificing content?” and “are there resources specific to my discipline?” implies
that as a movement, we have not done an adequate job getting the word out to our clients.
Although turnover in faculty participation will always generate some repetitiveness in the
points of resistance, there seems to be a clear opportunity for an organizational response
to the most frequently asked questions of program directors.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of this study, several recommendations for program direc-
tors, scholars, and national leaders seem pertinent. These recommendations should be
viewed as calls for action mostly for those involved as directors of programs. It should be
noted, though, that several recommendations could be implied for institutions interested
in adopting such a program, for the national office, and for disciplines interested in send-
ing their faculty and students to CXC activities. Given the scope of this research was lim-
ited to program directors, recommendations are tailored toward that audience.

Create Discipline-Specific Materials, Resources, and Scholarship

The call for discipline-specific materials is absolutely clear. To do this, CXC
directors and scholars need to explore what Dannels (2001) calls “communication in the
disciplines.” This framework calls for directors and scholars to create templates for speak-
ing in engineering, mathematics, history, etc., that are grounded in scholarship about the
genres, norms, evaluations, and knowledges that characterize the specific disciplines. Our
writing-across-the curriculum (WAC) counterparts have done this in far more sophisticat-
ed ways than CXC scholars. This has not only benefited the WAC movement as a whole
by raising the bar in terms of scholarship, but it has also benefited the disciplines with
which WAC programs work. A similar framework committed to communication in the
disciplines (CID) would not only respond to the inquiries and challenges facing current
directors, but it would also generate scholarship about communication instruction, peda-
gogy, and competence that could ultimately benefit the creation of disciplinary materials.
We can no longer respond to our clients solely with cookie-cutter instruction on commu-
nication—in fact—it does our movement an injustice to do so. Faculty in other disciplines
are asking for more theoretically sophisticated resources—those that are grounded in their
own disciplinary knowleges and content areas. It is up to those who lead these programs
to respond to faculty in a way that does justice to the complexity of our theory and peda-

gogy-

Generate Institution-Specific Protocols for Program Administration and Structure

If CXC programs are no longer the domain of one-type of institution, it is criti-
cal that program directors and scholars address the specific needs and parameters that face
different types of institutions. Programs that exist at an institution with relatively small (or
even no) communication departments have different needs and should have different
structures than those existing at an institution with a full load of graduate students, lec-
turers, and faculty in communication. The CXC programs existing at institutions without
basic courses face different needs than those at institutions with large, multisection basic
courses. If we adopt a “one size fits all” attitude, whether it be intentional or unintention-
al, we are asking for failure. Several good model programs exist—at a variety of different
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institutions—and those models need to be explored and modified to acknowledge the par-
ticular challenges and structures of the cross-curricular movements.

Create Partnerships with Other Institutional Initiatives

As this study illustrates, sustainability of CXC programs is a critical issue. If this
is the case, program directors should consider seriously creating partnerships with other
institutional initiatives. Many current directors report success with such partnerships
(writing, leadership, technology, etc.) and although these partnerships require thoughtful,
strategic planning, they also could work to make CXC more a part of the institutional fab-
ric of the university. Such partnerships could be initially explored as opportunities for
grant writing or external funding that lead to more permanent structures and administra-
tive support for all partners involved.

Make Systematic, Programmatic Assessment a Central Priority

CXC directors spend so much of their time planning, implementing, and facili-
tating the daily administration of their programs, that it is not surprising that assessment
is lagging behind. This cannot continue, though, as more and more institutional programs
are losing funding. CXC programs nationwide have to be able to illustrate and show they
are working—that they are meeting the goals of their specific program and institution. In
the past, self-report assessments were adequate for such a process. Now, with increasing
pressure to engage in outcomes-based assessment, CXC programs must develop proto-
cols. Numerous articles and conference presentations have made this charge, program
directors need to take seriously the call and begin initiating conversations about what this
assessment would look like in practice. Sophisticated program assessment will not only
contribute to the growing scholarly body of work about CXC, but it will also help sustain
programs over time in a somewhat tenuous university climate.

Consider Turning Administrative Questions into Scholarly Questions

The administration of a CXC program requires time, energy, and commitment.
There is a possibility, though, that the time it takes to run a program necessarily means
sacrificing research and scholarship. Yet there is no reason that CXC directors can’t turn
their everyday administrative questions into scholarly questions. Directors responding to
this study articulated challenges, inquiries, and points of resistance—a wealth of infor-
mation that could be explored in empirical ways. To what extent is resistance discipline-
specific? Are disciplinary genres malleable over time? How does oral practice influence
content knowledge? Blurring the line between programmatic questions and scholarly
questions could spark research that contributes to communication theory in interesting and
important ways. Directors spend plenty of time doing the work of the program—yet there
is an opportunity to turn that administrative work into scholarly research that feeds pro-
gram success in an empirically grounded way.

Use Public Relations Scholars and Practitioners to Generate Publicity Packages

Many universities and colleges have some form of public relations program. This
is a resource that should not be overlooked by CXC directors. Getting the word out is
often a challenge and a place we spend most of our time. Yet many of the directors (to my
knowledge) are not trained in the best ways to do this. CXC programs would benefit from
the resources available from public relations and marketing scholars and practitioners.
This is a place where we could use the expertise of our colleagues (if available) and our
students and also generate important materials for making sure faculty and students know
about the program, have their common myths dispelled, and actually attend events.
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CONCLUSION

The participants in this study provide a breadth of information about the daily life
of communication across the curriculum programs nationwide. Results of this study indi-
cate the pulse of the movement is strong, yet there are still areas for growth. Increasingly,
higher education scholars, faculty in other disciplines, and members of the public are call-
ing for communication instruction and presenting new challenges for directors and schol-
ars to address. As a discipline we have an opportunity to respond in ways that reflect well
on our theory and practice. If CXC programs are to be sustained over time and succeed in
the next 25 years, it is critical that those involved in the movement take seriously the
needs of our audiences. CXC programs must do more than repeat basic course material—
they must consider the important genres, norms, and evaluative criteria that face their tar-
get disciplines so they can supplement general instruction with that which is more rele-
vant to disciplinary classrooms. The focus on discipline-specific resources also opens
doors for scholarly inquiry that, quite simply, needs to be done in a sophisticated, pro-
grammatic way. Additionally, although the internal debates about communication across
the curriculum are important for reflection and growth—it is time to move beyond the
question of “if” we should do CXC, but rather address “how” so that directors’ and schol-
ars’ time can be spent on contributing to scholarship and disciplinary instruction.

Our responses to these issues will most certainly shape the future of CXC. As
directors of CXC programs work on a daily basis to take our discipline out to other fac-
ulty, departments, and colleges; the work of these programs becomes pivotal in the ways
in which other departments perceive the discipline of communication. For this reason,
CXC programs become champions of our discipline and therefore central spaces for dis-
ciplinary reflection, growth, and assessment. The call from the trenches—directors’ chal-
lenges, inquiries, points of resistance, missions, and future ideas—needs to be heard and
addressed between directors, among scholars, and within communication departments
nationwide. It is these conversations that will nurture the communication across the cur-
riculum movement so that those involved can continue to assume proactive leadership that
not only assures increased health of the movement, but also has a clear and loud voice in
current and future conversations about undergraduate educational reform.
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University
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Clemson University

Columbia College

DePauw University

Dickenson College

East Tennessee State
University

Embry-Riddle
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University

Hamline University

Mary Washington
College

Mt. Holyoke College

North Carolina State
University

Oswego State
University

Randolph-Macon
College

Ripon College

Robert Morris
College
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Appendix A
Database of CXC Programs Included in this Study

Program Name

Communication
skills assessment

Communicating
Across the
Curriculum

Pearce Center for
Professional
Communication

Pearce
Communication
Center

Oral
Communication
Competence
Program

The Writing and
Communication
Center

Computing Across
the Curriculum

Speaking Across
the Curriculum

Speaking Intensive
Program

Speaking, Arguing,
and Writing Program

Campus Writing
and Speaking
Program

Communication
Across the
Curriculum

Oral Communication
Intensive

Communicating Plus
Program

Speaking Across the
Curriculum

Program Website and Update
(if available)

www.clemson.edu/caah/pearce/

www.columbiacollegesc.edu/special-pearce.html

www.depauw.edu/admin/acadaffairs/s.htm

Program discontinued

www.etsu.edu/wcc/oci/index.htm

www.hamline/edu/cla/academics/
comm_studies/oral.html
www5.mwc.edu/~spkc.sp.html

www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/programs/wcl/

www2.chass.ncsu.edu/CWSP

www.ripon.edu/academics/commplus/
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University

Southeast Missouri
State University

University of
Colorado at Colorado
Springs

University of
Melboume

University of
North Carolina
at Chapel Hill

University of North

Carolina at
Greensboro

University of
Northern lowa

University of
Pennsylvania

University of
Richmond

University of Utah

Washington and
Jefferson College

Weber State
University

May, 2001

Program Name Program Website and Update
(if available)

Program inactive; under reconsideration

Center for Excellence
in Oral
Communication

Communication
Across the
Curriculum

Oral Communication Program inactive; undergoing reassessment
Program

Speaking Across the www.uncg.edu/cac/

Curriculum

CBA Business www.cba.uni.edu/buscomm
Communication
Program

Speaking Across the www.sas.upenn.edu/satu
University

The Speech Center ~ www.richmond.edu/academics/support/speech/

Communication
Across the
Curriculum in
Engineering

Communication .Program beginning under Center for Excellence
Across the in Teaching and Learning in Fall 2001
Curriculum

Program discontinued
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