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William I. Wolff 
Department of Writing Arts 
201 Mullica Hill Road 
Rowan University 
Glassboro, NJ 08028 

856-256-5221 
wolffw@rowan.edu 

http://users.rowan.edu/~wolffw 
 

Education 
 

Ph.D. in English, University of Texas at Austin, Computers and English Concentration, Aug. 
2006 

Fields: Technical Communication, Educational Technology, Innovation Theory, Computers 
and Composition  

Dissertation Title: Faculty Learning Communities: Cultivating Innovation in Educational 
Technology Support Organizations 

Committee: Margaret Syverson (Chair), John Slatin, Linda Ferreira-Buckley, Daniel 
Updegrove, Cynthia Selfe  

M.A. in English and Creative Writing, University of Cincinnati, August 1997 
Fields: Modern British Literature, Rhetoric and Composition, Poetry, Playwriting 
Thesis: The Salon, a play in three acts 

B.A. in English (departmental honors) Union College, New York, June 1994 
 

Academic Positions 
 

Assistant Professor, Department of Writing Arts, Rowan University, 2006 – present 
College Composition II (course topic: The Rhetoric of War) 
College Composition II for Engineers  
Writing, Research, and Technology  
Information Architecture (Graduate, Summer 2007) 

Lecturer, Science, Technology, and Society Program, University of Texas at Austin (2002 – 
2006) 
Introduction to Web Development  

Assistant Director, Computer Writing and Research Lab (CWRL), Division of Rhetoric and 
Writing, University of Texas at Austin, 2002 - 2004  

Instructor, Division of Rhetoric and Writing, University of Texas at Austin (2000 – 2002) 
Topics in Writing: The Rhetoric of War  
Rhetoric and Composition  

Director of Instructional Technology, Writing Program, Rutgers University (1999 – 2000) 
Full-time Instructor, Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey, Writing Program (1997 – 

2000) 
Expository Writing II: “Holocaust”  
Expository Writing II: “War & Ethics”  
Expository Writing  
Basic Composition  
Writing and Composition Tutor, Writing Program Writing Center, 1998 – 1999 

Adjunct Professor, DeVry University, North Brunswick, NJ (Fall 1997) 
Advanced Composition  
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Teaching Assistant, The University of Cincinnati, Department of English (1996 – 1997) 
Freshman English 101, 102, and 103  

 

Academic Service 
 

Rowan University 
Student Evaluation Form Committee, Department of Writing Arts, 2007 -- present 
ePortfolio Working Group, 2007 – present 
Jack Kent Cooke Fellowship Committee, College of Communication Rep., 2007 
Discipline Committee, Department of Writing Arts, 2006 – present 
Curriculum Committee, Department of Writing Arts, 2006 – present  
Technology Committee, College of Communication, 2006 – present 
Multimedia Technology and Content Casting Committee, 2006 – present 
Campus Master Plan – Academic Facilities Subcommittee, 2006 – present  
Classroom Technology Upgrade Working Group, 2006 – present 
Banned Book Reader, Fall 2006 

 

Session Chair, “Bringing a Broad Base of Users into the Project: Web-based Remote Usability 
Testing,” CCCC Computer Connection 2007, March 2007 

 

Paper Reviewer, TCEA Educational Technology Research Symposium, Fall 2006 
 

Thomas J. Watson Fellowship Committee, Union College, 2006 – present 
 

The University of Texas at Austin 
Project Director, Learning Record Online, 2000 – present  
Research Consultant, Writing Across the Curriculum, 2005 – 2006 
Liberal Arts Instructional Technology Grants Selection Committee, 2005 – 2006 
Steering Committee, Computer Writing and Research Lab, 2000 – 2004  
Information Technology Research Internship with Daniel Updegrove, Vice President for 

Information Technology, Fall 2004 
Judge, AIR-Austin, Accessibility Internet Rally, 2001 – 2002  

 

Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey 
Expository Writing Pilot Program, Writing Program, Spring 1998  

Publications and Reviews 
 

“Toward the Convergence of New Media Technologies and Learning Space Design: A 
History and a Proposal.” Media Convergence: Exploring Multi-modalities in the 
Composition Classroom for Hampton Press's series, “New Dimensions in Computers and 
Composition Studies.” Book under review. 
 

“What exactly is this major?: Creating a Writing Department’s Identity Through an 
Introductory Course.” Advance(d) Composition: Undergraduate Majors and the Future of 
the Discipline. Eds. Tom Moriarty and Greg Giberson, forthcoming with Sandy Tweedie 
and Jennifer Courtney. 
 

“Laptop Use in University Common Spaces.” Educause Quarterly 29.1 (2006). 
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Review of Reinventing the Research University, eds. Luc E. Weber and James J. 
Duderstadt. Planning for Higher Education 33.4 (June – August 2005).  
 

Review of Electronic Communication in the Humanities: Issues and Options, eds. James 
Inman, Cheryl Reed, and Peter Sands. Rhetoric Society Quarterly, Summer 2004. 

 

“Re-Designing the CWRL Web Site: A Look to the Future,” CWRL White Papers Series. 
No. 040606-1, June 2004. Available at http://www.cwrl.utexas.edu/files/040606-1.pdf. 
 
“Reading the Rhetoric of Web Pages: Rethinking the Goals of Student Research in the 
Computer Classroom.” Currents in Electronic Literacy. Fall 2003 (7), Available at: 
http://www.cwrl.utexas.edu/currents/fall03/wolff.html. 

 

National Conference and Invited Presentations 
 

“Welcome to the ‘Big Apple’: Geographical Space, Systems of Classification, and their 
Affects on Writing Instructor Identity.” Conference on College Composition and 
Communication. New York City, NY (March 2007). 

 

“The Learning Record Online: The New Wave of Online Portfolio-based Assessment.” 
Workshop with Peg Syverson. Computers and Writing Conference, Honolulu, HI (June 
2004). 

 

“Surfing: Professional Representation on the Web.” Panel title: “The Right Craft for a 
Rising Tide.” Computers and Writing Conference, Honolulu, HI (June 2004). 
 

“From the Classroom to the Curriculum: How Graduate Student Innovation can Inform 
Departmental Change.” Conference on College Composition and Communication, San 
Antonio, TX  (March 2004). 
 

“Assessment, Teaching Practice, and Student Learning: A Composition Course Realizes 
the Benefits of the Learning Record Online.” Computers and Writing Online Conference 
(May 2002).   
 

“The Learning Record Online K-12 Version: A Presentation for the Center for Language 
in Learning Board of Directors.” San Diego, CA (April 2002).  
 

“‘Do You Yahoo?’: Student Research, the Kosovo Crisis, and the World Wide Web.” 
Computers and Writing Online Conference (March – May 2001). 
 

“‘You've Given Us the Money - Now What?’: Year One in the Life of a Computer 
Classroom.” Conference on College Composition and Communication. Denver, CO 
(March 2001). 
 

Regional Conference and Invited Presentations 
 

“Rethinking Learning Environments: An Analysis of Student Laptop and Common Space 
Use at the University of Texas at Austin.” 2006 EDUCAUSE Southwest Regional 
Conference, Austin, TX (Jan 2006). 
 

 “Wireless Networking and Laptop Use at UT-Austin.” UT-Austin ITS Senior Staff 
Meeting (Oct 2004). 
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“From Teacher to Learning Environment Designer: Incorporating Advanced Technology 
into Your Classroom.” CWRL Spring Colloquium. Austin, TX (Feb 2003). 
“Training Students to Read the Rhetoric of Web Pages: An Overview of an In-class 
Workshop.” CWRL Spring Colloquium. Austin, TX (Feb 2002). 
 

"Teaching with the Learning Record Online: A First Time User's Perspective." CWRL 
Spring Colloquium Austin, TX (March 2001). 
 

Assistantships, Fellowships, and Awards 
 

ITS Grant, provided by the Vice President for Information Technology, UT-Austin, to 
analyze data from two dissertation-related research studies, 2005 

Professional Development Award, University of Texas at Austin, 2004 
Research Assistant, Computer Writing and Research Lab, UT-Austin, Summers 2001 – 

2004  
AIR-U Web Accessibility Award for redesign of CWRL web site, 2003 
Research Assistant for Professor Clay Spinuzzi, UT-Austin, Summer 2002 
Professional Development Award, University of Texas at Austin, 2001 
McGraw Hill Technology Design Award, Computers and Writing Conference, for the 

Learning Record Online, 2001 
The Helen Weinberger Playwriting Prize, University of Cincinnati, 1997 
The Lanzit, Strauss, and Elliston Poetry Prize, University of Cincinnati, 1997 
The Thomas J. Watson Fellowship, awarded by The Thomas J. Watson Foundation, 2004 

- 2005 
Award of $15,000 for the academic year 1994 – 1995 to follow the life of T.S. 
Eliot through England, France, Germany and Switzerland, attempting to see how 
the spaces he was in affected his poetry and prose. Worked with the following 
archival material: The Brenchly Collection, Merton College Library, Oxford; The 
Hayward Collection, King's College Library, Cambridge; the T.S. Eliot Collection 
at The British Museum Library; and The Lloyds Bank Archives, London. 

 
Professional Memberships 
 

Conference on College Composition and Communication 
Council of Writing Program Administrators 
Educause 
National Council of Teachers of English 
Modern Language Association 
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Self-Appraisal of Professional Performance 
 
Teaching Effectiveness 
As an instructor my goal is to design a collaborative learning environment that challenges 
students to read, write, and think critically about the subject matter. Toward that end, I encourage 
students to work with challenging texts, consider the various implications of complex issues, and 
reflect on their learning throughout the course of the semester. Flexible classroom spaces and 
access to computers and other educational technologies are essential components of this 
environment. 
 
I try to create an activity-based classroom where student work informs class discussion, students 
are encouraged to collaborate with their peers, assignments are sequenced, comments on student 
work reinforce the skills we have been focusing on during that part of the semester, and in 
courses other than Sophomore Clinic work is assessed using a reflexive portfolio system (the 
Learning Record). To facilitate these goals I use a variety of pedagogical methods and tools that 
provide students with the space to openly discuss their and their classmates’ ideas and ways to 
think critically about their writing.  
 
Ultimately, I believe students have the capacity to explore complex theories, tackle difficult 
assignments, learn from their successes, and bring their new skills into settings outside the 
classroom. 
 
Writing, Research, and Technology  (1 section, Fall 2006) 
Hand-coded course web site: http://users.rowan.edu/~wolffw/courses/wrt/wrt-fall-06/index.html 
 
In this course students look at what Jay David Bolter calls writing spaces—those online and in-
print areas where texts are written, read, and manipulated. We consider how the latest 
technologies are blurring the distinction between writer and reader, author and subject, and text 
and image. Indeed, much of our time is spent thinking about the language of images and how one 
reads images on the page and on the screen. Our discussions ask students to question what, in our 
technologized and visual world, writing is, and how images have been and are being used as 
evidence to both support and supplant it. 
 
Students read substantial selections from Jay David Bolter’s Writing Space: Computers, 
Hypertext, and the Remediation of Print, Luc Sante’s Evidence: NYPD Crime Scene 
Photographs: 1914-1918, and Edward Tufte’s Beautiful Evidence. Although the course involves 
a substantial reading component, the primary focus is on student writing. There are three primary 
units each of which asks students to explore writing in a different medium and with different 
rhetorical goals. The units are: 1) Technology and Remediation, 2) Evidence and Visual 
Rhetoric; and 3) On Beautiful Evidence. Most reading assignments are accompanied by a prompt 
which asks students to respond in an online WebCT forum, thereby beginning discussion of the 
text prior to class and extending in-class discussions outside of the walls of the classroom. Other 
assignments ask students to engage in online chat; to learn HTML code and design their own 
web page based on a provided template; and to learn how to take screen shots and incorporate 
those images into their essays. Each of the larger assignments have rough and final drafts; rough 
drafts are accompanied by peer response which students complete using Microsoft Word’s 
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commenting feature. I provide extensive feedback on student formal essays and require students 
to post forum postings at least 2 hours prior to class so I have time to incorporate students’ ideas 
into class discussions and activities. All assignments and information about the course is placed 
on a hand-coded course web site of my design (not WebCT).  
 
Class periods are structured so that students are engaged in multiple activities. These activities 
include students working individually on their web page, working in small groups to deconstruct 
particularly complex portions of the text, and full-class discussions where we cover the goals of 
the next assignment. By varying classroom practices students are provided with an opportunity to 
engage their learning from a variety of perspectives and to collaborate with their peers on a 
weekly basis. One student described in her portfolio reflection the impact of such collaborative 
experiences:  
 

The networks that I have made between the peers in this course have gone significantly 
beyond the classroom. As earlier mentioned my collaborated work with [name removed] 
has been a huge benefit to my progress in this course. . . . The group work that we have 
weekly paired up in was different every week. I liked your take on this as many 
professors keep the same groups all semester. The formula for successful collaboration is 
when you are forced to break out of your shell and try new things. I feel that this method 
was successful in this particular class. A few weeks back when we were required to meet 
in groups and build an introduction, frame and case for our rough draft of essay three, the 
collaboration between the four of us really opened my mind to new ideas. The six other 
eyes that were there to see where I was making mistakes and where I was doing well, 
made the writing process of my final draft much less painful then it may have been if I 
was the only one originally seeing it. 

 
One of the goals of this class is that students not merely learn about and use the latest 
technological writing spaces—blogs, wikis, cell phones, and so forth—but to think critically 
about the implications that writing technologies have on writing itself. Barbara B. Duffelmeyer 
has put it best: “Our pedagogy, to be critical in [a] potentially valuable way, needs to provide an 
occasion for students to reflect on and articulate their relationship to digital technology, the 
forces that influenced the formation of that relationship, and the ways that they might develop 
some agency within the parameters of that relationship, thus opening the way for them to 
develop the more complicated and mature positionings relative to technology that computers-
and-composition scholars advocate.”1 As a result, the course encourages students to not only re-
think the spaces in which they have conducted their writing, but also challenges them to reassess 
their relationships (practical, ethical, theoretical, and so forth) with current and emerging 
technologies. This is no easy task; yet, engagement with such reflexive writing practices yields 
students who have confidence to work with and through complex and elusive tasks:  
 

In Writing, Research, and Technology, I have come to realize a lot about myself as a 
writer. I always thought I was pretty good at writing papers, and maybe I was, but I 
definitely needed a lot of work. I worked extremely hard this past semester and definitely 

                                                
1 Duffelmeyer, Barbara B. "Critical Work in First-Year Composition: Computers, Pedagogy, and Research." 
Pedagogy: Critical Approaches to Teaching Literature, Language, Composition, and Culture 2.3 (2002): 357-74, 
page 358. 
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believe that my work has improved a great deal. A lot of the work was difficult and 
confusing and I think I successfully proved to myself that I am capable of a lot. . . . 
However, even though the work was hard, it definitely tested me. As I stated earlier, I 
learned so much and am definitely grateful to Dr. Wolff. As much as I sat and cursed at 
the computer, I can now see how much my writing has improved. Not only did this 
course improve my writing, but it helped with my technological skills. Any course that 
actually made your brain hurt is probably one of the better courses that you can take. My 
brain definitely hurt a lot this semester, but looking back, it was definitely worth it.  

 
The portfolio system used in the course—The Learning Record—provides students with an 
opportunity to engage in the type of reflection over the duration of the semester that facilitates 
becoming critical users of and thinkers about technology. The course is framed by 5 Course 
Strands: 
 

Rhetoric: Students develop their ability to look critically at the way text and images are 
represented in various media, and will gain the tools necessarily to discuss what they 
observe in rhetorical terms.  
 
Research: Students develop their ability to conduct research in both the library and on the 
Internet. They will learn the importance of in-depth research that uses a variety of 
sources.  
 
Critical Thinking, Writing, and Reading: Students develop their ability to analyze events 
in the media and in the texts they read. Students learn to write academic expository texts 
in which they uses sources—both scholarly and primary—to support and further their 
own ideas on a subject. 
  
Technology: Students develop their ability to read technologies rhetorically, which allows 
them to consider not only what they are using, but the implications of its use. They also 
learn how to use various technological tools, which can help them develop their abilities 
in the other course strands. 
 
Collaboration: Students develop the ability to work collaboratively in activities that range 
from online discussion postings to peer reviews to in-class discussion.  

 
In their Learning Record portfolio, students reflect on how they have developed during the 
course of the semester in each of the Course Strands by framing their discussion in terms of five 
Dimensions of Learning: Confidence and Independence, Knowledge and Understanding, Skills 
and Strategies, Use of Prior and Emerging Experience, and Reflectiveness.  
 
All of the assignments and activities we do in class are directed at students being able to improve 
in one or more of the course strands. For example, consider this WebCT discussion forum 
prompt: 
 

In Chapters 1 and 2 of Writing Space Jay David Bolter introduces two of the key 
terms we will be discussing this semester: writing spaces and remediation. For this 
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post, please identify three of the writing spaces you use most frequently, discuss their 
characteristics, and what makes them unique. Then, choose two of those spaces, and 
using Bolter's definition of remediation, discuss how one remediates the other (or 
how they remediate themselves). 

 
This prompt, which comes early in the semester, provides students with the ability to develop 
their skills in the following strands: Rhetoric (they must employ new terminology); Critical 
Thinking, Writing, and Reading (they must understand the text, think about how relates to their 
own lives, and then write about it); Collaboration (they are posting this in an open forum where 
other students can read and respond); and Technology (they are using the very type of online 
writing space that Bolter discusses). As students engage in these and other types of activities and 
assignments over the course of the semester and reflect on that work, they begin to see how, for 
example, their Knowledge and Understanding of Bolter’s complex discussions has become more 
nuanced over the course of the semester.  
 
The portfolio system, then, provides students and myself with greater access to their learning and 
their learning processes. For example, consider one senior’s description of their critical thinking, 
reading, and writing:  
 

Out of every class I have taken at Rowan University, this class definitely had me 
thinking, writing, and reading more critically than ever before. While reading the books 
and articles assigned to us, I had no choice but to critically think and read. A lot of the 
readings were very confusing and forced me to go back and reread them a few times. I 
also became a lot more knowledgeable in analyzing the text that I was reading. Before 
this class, I would read text and then have no idea what it was about. But after taking this 
course, I find myself analyzing the text as I’m reading it so that when I’m done, I know 
exactly what I just read. This has definitely helped me in this course and others and will 
help me tremendously in the future. 

 
Ultimately, this is a course that places the onus of learning and engagement on the student. The 
more they put into the course they more they will get out of it. The level of engagement is often 
reflected in responses to the following prompt in their portfolio: “Include here any comments 
you'd like to add, especially concerning: Reflections on your learning experience in the course; 
Any supplementary information or comments not included [above]; and Any suggestions for the 
instructor for future classes.” Below are three student responses. 
 
Student 1 

When looking back through the whole semester it amazes me how fast it has gone by; I 
am both relieved and disappointed that I’ll no longer be turning up to class to learn 
something new every Monday evening. Be that as it may, I have to say that I am really 
pleased with how much knowledge I have gained in a relatively short amount of time. 
Not only have I discovered new concepts that discuss the evolution and multiple purposes 
of writing and images, but I have also learned technical skills that will, no doubt, aid me 
in my future academic career. My social skills have improved drastically, I’ve found that 
I should definitely interact more with my peers as they can offer me further 
comprehension through fresh eyes. . . . This class has opened up new avenues for me and 
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I fully intend to follow up on these new interests. I have thoroughly enjoyed the class and 
truly believe that it is a worthwhile course; it was hard work, but definitely worth it – I 
would certainly recommend it to my friends. I don’t have much advice to give the 
professor, I really think he did a fantastic job and was always thorough when explaining 
the projects and group tasks. The only thing I can say is definitely keep the in class 
discussions and group tasks; I think that learning is an interactive process and by talking 
issues out amongst my classmates, I gained a great deal more insight than I would have if 
I’d completed the task individually. 

 
Student 2 

After leaving this semester I will walk away with a ton of knowledge in technology and 
writing.  For future classes I would only see if you could hold class more than once a 
week.  The break is hard and the students slack off more easily.  Something that I would 
continue doing is being such a great professor.  This semester I had two professors that 
showed how much they cared about their students.  You were there whenever your 
students needed anything and that is something that I really valued in your class.  Your 
criticisms were never harsh and if it was meant to be you were always polite about it.  
You took your personal time to help me when I missed classes and gave me permission to 
hand things in late and I greatly appreciate it.  This class taught me academics as well as 
reassured me that there are professors that still care.   

 
Student 3 

This class has been nothing but a positive experience for me, although, it was my most 
challenging course this semester. The challenge was not because of the amount of work 
that was required but because of the amount of thinking. New ideas and theories seldom 
grasp my attention, but this course has brought true interest to my mind. This past fall 
was my first semester back to the university since the death that occurred in my 
immediate family years ago, and I have got to tell you, I was extremely nervous and 
intimidated when I saw the syllabus. Now after all the hard work that I have done, in and 
outside of the university, the hardships that once took over my life are now just becoming 
a part of my past. I can only do so much, and I put every bit that I could into Writing, 
Research and Technology while working to contribute to the finances of my family. 
Having done this, I am even more proud of this final Learning Record. My only regret 
would be that I had difficulty turning assignments in on time as my hectic schedule has 
conflicted with the deadlines of more than one course this semester. Yet, despite my 
challenge with time management, I have seen a tremendous growth in my independence 
as a writer and a higher comfort level when communicating in small groups such as those 
in class. The dimensions of the Learning Record entwined with the major strands of this 
course have created experiences, skills and peer associations that I will take me with to 
the future. Thank You! 

 
College Composition II for Engineers  (2 sections, Fall 2006) 
In this course students learn about convergent and divergent design theory; design and construct 
two structures (a bottle rocket and a crane); and develop the critical thinking and writing skills 
necessary write technical reports about those structures. The course is taught by three writing 
faculty and five engineering faculty who collaborate on course design, assignment wording, and 
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assessment. As a way to simulate “real-world” engineering experiences, students spend much of 
the semester working with a group of peers, each of whom have different skills that they bring to 
the group as a whole. The course calendar is structured in such a way that students in each of the 
six writing and two engineering-lab sections have a commensurate experience. 
 
The course requires writing faculty to be conversant in engineering rhetorical concepts and 
technical document design. It also requires us to maintain a focus on process-based writing 
wherein students see that writing informs and is not secondary to innovation, tinkering, and 
knowledge building. To facilitate that process, writing faculty spend a great amount of time 
writing and revising assignments that provide students with the ability to write about their “real-
world” design projects in such a way that will gain them entry into their engineering discipline. 
Like few other courses I have seen, this course asks students to, as David Bartholomae suggests 
of basic writers,2 reinvent themselves as they enter into their future discourse community—not 
only in terms of their writing, but within a collaborative design process.  
 
Much of my first semester was spent on three tasks: becoming familiar with the course goals and 
structures; developing course content (materials that I could use to help students better 
understand the goals of the assignments and models for structuring the layouts of their 
documents); and grading student work. The absence of formal readings provided an opportunity 
for me to make the students’ writing the primary focus of our critical reading, and as a result I 
created assignments geared around students’ own writing. For example, in both small groups and 
as a whole class students would deconstruct sample technical descriptions of bottle rockets, 
considering the language used, the relationship between the text and the graphic of the bottle 
rocket, the effectiveness of the labels on the image, and so forth. Other activities focused on 
parsing the multiple portions of their writing assignments and discussing the subtle yet important 
differences between, for example, an Executive Summary and an Abstract. At other times, 
students met with their groups to work on the writing and technical design portions of the design 
projects that required collaboration. We also spent time reflecting on the stages of the design 
process—how the work they were doing in one stage was informed by former stages and would 
inform later stages. The goal of each of these activities was to emphasize the important role of 
writing in the design process. 
 
Advising 
Though I have yet to begin advising students, I have had the opportunity to help two students in 
particular attain specific goals. I wrote a letter of recommendation for one of my Writing, 
Research, and Technology students who was applying to Rowan’s MA program in Writing (and 
has been accepted).  
 
The other was an engineering student who while talking with him about his resume told me that 
he had yet to be accepted into the engineering major. I was shocked, as he was one of the best 
and most dedicated students I had—one of whom engineering faculty spoke highly. He told me 
that there is only limited space and that he if he didn’t get into the major by the end of next year 
he was going to drop out of college because there was nothing else he wanted to do. A few days 
later I mentioned to Mechanical Engineering professor, Dr. Eric Constans, what I had been told. 

                                                
2 “Inventing the University.” Cross-talk in Comp Theory. Ed. Victor Villanueva, 2nd ed. New York: NCTE, 2003. 
623 – 54. 
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He, too, was shocked that the student was not in the major. I was assured that Dr. Constans 
would look into the issue. On 12 January 2007 I received the following email from the student: 
 

Dr. Wolff, 
 
I just received some very good news, I have been accepted into the College of 
Engineering. They had to wait until all my grades were in and then they had to meet and 
make the final decision so [I] just found out the other day. I just wanted to let you know 
and to thank you for your help, I really appreciate it. Hopefully I will see you around. 
 
Thanks again. 
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Scholarly and Creative Activity 
I have spent much of the last year locating journals (online and print) where the work I 
completed in my dissertation would be a good fit. My dissertation work straddles several 
disciplines—technical communication, educational technology, innovation theory, and 
organizational structures—and at first I had trouble parsing it for inclusion in a particular 
publication. I contacted editors and guest editors of various publications to inquire about the 
possible reception of a paper. As a result, I have located several where I could possibly place my 
work. These include: Technical Communication, Technical Communication Quarterly, 
Innovation, The International Journal of Technology Innovation and Management, Computers 
and Composition, and IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication.  
 
Publications 
“Toward the Convergence of New Media Technologies and Learning Space Design: A History 
and a Proposal.” [title] for Hampton Press’s series, “New Dimensions in Computers and 
Composition Studies.” Book under review. 

In this article I employ a unique approach to considering the pedagogical implications of 
new media communication technologies by drawing upon theories in composition studies 
and learning space design. Discussions of new media in writing courses tend to focus on 
the transformative impact that a particular technology (the internet, blogs, podcasting, and 
so forth) has on a certain characteristic(s) of student writing. Too often, however, 
composition and new media faculty find themselves using innovative activity-based 
pedagogies to teach students to use new media technologies in their writing (and to write 
using new media technologies) in spaces that are antithetical to that pedagogy. New 
media and wireless technologies—many brought into the classroom by students 
themselves—necessitate a change in the way we conceive of the spaces of writing. No 
longer can the teaching of writing, the technologies of writing, and the spaces in which 
writing is taught be considered separately. By converging new media technologies, 
learning space design, and composition pedagogy I argue that the spaces in which writing 
is taught can more effectively complement composition pedagogy and enhance student 
learning.  

 
“What Exactly is This Major?: Creating a Writing Department’s Identity Through an 
Introductory Course.” Advance(d) Composition: Undergraduate Majors and the Future of the 
Discipline. Eds. Tom Moriarty and Greg Giberson, forthcoming with Sandy Tweedie and 
Jennifer Courtney. 

This book chapter describes the rationale for and provides an overview of the new Rowan 
University course, “Introduction to Writing Arts”—the first introductory course of its 
kind in the country. I am responsible for discussing the module on current and future 
technologies of writing. 

 
Conferences 
“Welcome to the ‘Big Apple’: Geographical Space, Systems of Classification, and their Affects 
on Writing Instructor Identity.” Conference on College Composition and Communication. New 
York City, NY (March 2007). 

In Writing at the End of the World Richard E. Miller introduces the term “institutional 
autobiography,” a genre in which an author “locate[s] one’s evolving narrative within a 
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specific range of institutional contexts, shifting attention from the self to the nexus of 
where the self and institution meet” (138). This presentation is an institutional 
autobiography, one that situates many of the personal, political, and geographical tensions 
inherent in Writing in the Disciplines curricula within the evolving histories and 
classification systems that structure universities. Specifically, as an incoming writing 
assistant professor, I explore the impact of entering both the ranks of the writing 
professorate and beginning to teach a team-taught course with colleagues in the College 
of Engineering. This presentation was part of a panel with Rowan faculty members Dr. 
Jennifer Courtney and Dr. Roberta Harvey. 

 
“Building and Sustaining an Independent Writing Major: Insights from a Decade of 
Departmental Experience.” Conference on College Composition and Communication. New 
Orleans, LA (March 2008). Submitted. 

In this interactive roundtable discussion, members of the Rowan University Department 
of Writing Arts discuss their experiences as part of an independent writing department 
with its own major and share insights concerning ways of navigating local realities along 
five dimensions: forging institutional alliances, articulating disciplinary values, 
understanding our students, integrating technology and assessing learning. Submitted 
with Rowan University colleagues Dr. Sandy Tweedie, Dr. Jennifer Courtney, Dr. 
Roberta Harvey, and Dr. Deb Martin.  

 
Professional and Course Web Sites 
Academic professional and course web sites are an important part of the computers and writing 
community. They provide colleagues with access to each other’s scholarship and teaching 
materials. This contributes to the open, collaborative nature of the profession. Course web sites 
also provide students with the ability to engage with their learning outside the classroom and on 
their own time.  
 
I design my own course web sites because I enjoy the flexibility afforded by hand-coding—
flexibility that is often missing in content management systems, like Blackboard and WebCT, as 
a result of the many forcing functions inherent within their structures. The following two pages 
contain screen shots of web sites I designed and updated during the fall 2006 semester. 
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Personal home page: http://users.rowan.edu/~wolffw 
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Writing, Research, and Technology, Fall 2006, Home Page: 
http://users.rowan.edu/~wolffw/courses/wrt/wrt-fall-06/ 
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Contributions to Department and University 
Working with colleagues on committees within the department and without provides 
opportunities to collaborate on curricular and other initiatives that impact teaching and learning 
in the university. I am pleased that I have had an opportunity to work on the following 
committees in the short time I have been with the university. 
 
Department-level 
Student Evaluation Form Committee, 2007 – present 

The charge of this committee is to finalize the wording and testing of a Writing Arts 
department new student course evaluation form. I requested to be on this committee 
because of my work in the ethics of document design and data presentation. In our first 
and only meeting since the formation of the committee we worked through and reworded 
each of the questions and answer choices. Future work will include testing the form in 
classes and gaining departmental approval. 

 
Discipline Committee, Department of Writing Arts, 2006 – present 

The primary purpose of the Discipline Committee this year has been to define and 
organize the new undergraduate Writing major. The process has included defining and 
naming the major’s course clusters; selecting which courses would be included in each 
cluster; and creating any courses that will be included in the new major. Future work will 
include discussing a new one-credit undergraduate course for all majors, which includes a 
reflective electronic portfolio.  
 
I have had the unique opportunity to collaborate with two colleagues, Dr. Jennifer 
Courtney and Dr. Sandy Tweedie, on the development of a new course entitled, 
“Introduction to Writing Arts.” This team-taught course will consist of three main 
nodes—the history of writing, evaluating writing, and the technologies of writing—and 
will serve as an introduction to the Writing major. I will be teaching the technology 
section, and as a result have been selecting readings, conceiving assignments, and 
considering the goals of the node in relation to the ways technology is used in other 
Writing courses.  
 
I plan to play a role in creating the format of the Portfolio course, as well. After many 
discussions on how to assess whether students were achieving the goals outlined in the 
department values statement, I suggested that all majors maintain an electronic portfolio 
over the course of their major. This suggestion was informed the by the work I have done 
as a director of a portfolio-based assessment system, The Learning Record. This portfolio 
system, which I have discussed above, provides an opportunity for students to reflect on 
their learning over time. In November I gave a brief presentation to the Committee on the 
Learning Record system, which seemed to be well received. I am looking forward to 
further work on this course. 
 

Curriculum Committee, Department of Writing Arts, 2006 – present  
The work of the Curriculum Committee since I have been a member has focused on 
organizing the new Writing Arts curriculum and gaining Senate approval for the new 
Writing Arts major. This process provided me with an intimate portrait of some of the 
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important inner workings of the department and university, and I am pleased to have been 
able to contribute. Future work will consider the graduate writing curriculum. 
 

College-level 
Technology Committee, College of Communication, 2006 – present 

The charge of the newly-formed version of the College Technology Committee is to both 
provide the Dean with a technology budget for the 2007 – 2008 academic year, and to 
assess the technology needs and usage of college students, faculty, and staff. To complete 
the latter charge, the committee decided to create a study which would consider how 
faculty are using technology in the classroom and how students perceive of its use.  
 
The first part of that study was determined to be a survey of faculty and students. I had 
the opportunity to be the study’s Principal Investigator. I composed all of the questions, 
incorporated committee feedback, and with Dr. Maria Simone (Communication Studies) 
composed the Institutional Review Board (IRB) application. The study was approved by 
IRB on 21 February 2007. On 3 April 2007 a request to complete the survey was sent to a 
random selection of Rowan University faculty and students.  
 
I anticipate being closely involved in the process of analyzing the data, writing the report 
(possibly for publication), and creating follow-up focus group questionnaires.  

 
University-level 
ePortfolio Working Group, 2007 – present 

This small group is starting discussions to explore possibility of implementing an 
electronic portfolio system on campus. So far the group has created a list of criteria that 
the portfolio must fit. Further steps include researching portfolio systems to find a good 
fit, testing the systems, and making recommendations for implementation.  
 

Jack Kent Cooke Fellowship Committee, College of Communication Representative, 2007 
The Jack Kent Cooke Foundation provides fellowships for outstanding students who are 
pursuing graduate studies. In order to receive the Fellowship, a student must have a 
cumulative GPA of 3.5 or greater; begin a full-time graduate program in Fall, 2007; and 
be nominated by his/her undergraduate institution. The purpose of this committee is to 
choose up to two Rowan students to be nominated for selection by the national 
committee. We were pleased with the two candidates that we nominated. 
 

Multimedia Technology and Content Casting Committee, 2006 – present 
The purpose of this university-level committee is to “establish, promote, monitor and 
update use of multimedia technology (i.e., pod casting, streaming, web download and 
interactive web pages) for educational and institutional purposes.” So far the committee 
has been working with representative from iTunesU to launch Rowan own version of the 
application, which can be viewed at http://www.rowan.edu/open/itunesu/.   
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Campus Master Plan – Academic Facilities Subcommittee, 2006 – present  
The charge of this subcommittee is to “maximize opportunities for the delivery of 
exceptional educational programs and for faculty/student interaction, research and 
creative activity.”3 I have yet to meet with this committee, but I look forward to 
contributing toward this very important part of Rowan’s master plan. 

 
Classroom Technology Upgrade Working Group (Ad Hoc), 2006 – present 

The Classroom Technology Upgrade Working Group was formed at the request of the 
Master Plan Committee. We met multiple times in the fall and once at the beginning of 
the spring semester. The group consists of representatives from the faculty senate, master 
plan committee, registrar, facilities, operations, and university planning.  
 
We are assessing the technologies in every classroom in the university (starting with 
Robinson, Bunce, and Wilson), their effectiveness as learning spaces, and suggesting 
upgrades that will, along with better facilitating teaching and learning, bring them into 
compliance with federal and state ADA standards. I was asked to join this working group 
because of my work on learning space design.  
 
Despite the focus on the three primary builds, I was successful in my efforts to have 
facilities replace the two portable green chalkboards in Bozarth 25 and 27 with portable 
white boards (chalk dust is terrible for computers and peripherals). 

 
I also had the pleasure of participating in the 2006 Banned Book Day by reading selections from 
Shel Silverstein’s A Light in the Attic, which I learned had been challenged by a number of towns 
because, among other reasons, it “encourages children to break dishes so they won't have to dry 
them”4 and restricted to students with parental; permission because it “features a caricature of a 
person whose nude behind has been stung by a bee.”5 It was particularly enjoyable to read from 
the copy my grandparents gave on my ninth birthday. 
 
I have also had the great pleasure to be working with Dean Craig Monroe on the initial stages of 
the development of a new, technology-enhanced classroom which is being called “The Learning 
Lab.” Thus far, the Dean has asked me to outline the learning space of my dreams—one that is 
informed by contemporary theories on learning and learning space design.  
 

                                                
3 http://www.rowan.edu/open/masterplan/GuidingPrinciples/MPC-GuidingPrinciples-5a.pdf, page 4. 
4 Cunningham Elementary School in Beloit, Wisconsin (1985) 
5 Duval County, Florida public school libraries (1992) 
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Fulfillment of Professional Responsibilities 
Though the primary focus of my first year has been on my teaching and getting to know the 
students and university populations, I have also attempted to maintain my past record of 
professional service and develop it further based on my new role as an assistant professor. I have 
volunteered for the following: 
 
Session Chair, “Bringing a Broad Base of Users into the Project: Web-based Remote Usability 

Testing,” CCCC Computer Connection 2007, March 2007 
 The Computer Connection at CCCC “offers presentations on new software and 

technologies for teaching composition and literature, computer-facilitated classroom 
practices, best practices for teaching online, new technology resources, and electronic 
journals.” The Computer Connection is viewed a valuable resource for scholars and 
teachers to receive feedback on in-progress projects.  

 

Paper Reviewer, TCEA Educational Technology Research Symposium, Fall 2006 
The Texas Computer Education Association (TCEA), located in Austin, Texas, is 
dedicated to improving teaching with technology at all levels of education. For their first 
research symposium, I reviewed and provided feedback on five papers. 

 

Thomas J. Watson Fellowship Committee, Union College, 2006 – present 
The Thomas J. Watson Fellowship provides funding for 50 students selected from 50 
small schools throughout the country to study a topic of their own choice for the year 
following their graduation. I was a recipient of the fellowship in 1994, and I was honored 
to be asked my by alma mater to be the alumni representative on the committee. As a 
committee member, I evaluated twelve fellowship proposals and made a trip to Union 
College to participate in 30 minute interviews with each of the applicants. After the 
interviews, the committee selected four students who would go on to the national 
competition. With other committee members I helped these students focus their ideas and 
re-write their applications.  

 
I am also a member of the following professional organizations: 
 

• Conference on College Composition and Communication 
• Council of Writing Program Administrators 
• Educause 
• National Council of Teachers of English 
• Modern Language Association 

 
New technologies provide opportunities for members of distributed communities to maintain 
contact and share ideas on a daily basis. As such, I am an active browser and frequent contributor 
to the following listservs: techrhet, wpa-list, and the cio-list (hosted by Educause). 
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Plans for Future Growth 
My teaching, scholarship, and service are informed by my three primary academic interests: 
learning space design, technical communication, and information architecture. In the following 
years I will continue to explore the theoretical and pedagogical relationships among these areas. 
 
Teaching 
I am currently teaching two sections of Writing, Research, and Technology, and one section of 
College Composition II (the theme of the course is The Rhetoric of War). In the immediate 
semesters I will be teaching two new courses—Information Architecture (summer, 2007, 
graduate level) and Introduction to Writing Arts (fall, 2007). My work on creating the 
technology component of Intro to Writing Arts has already caused me to reflect on the work 
students complete in Writing, Research, and Technology. As a result, when I teach that course in 
spring 2008 I will be adjusting the readings, assignments, and goals of the course. 
 
Scholarship 
I am currently preparing a paper (as yet untitled) for submission to the 2007 ACM International 
Conference on Design of Communication which is based on work completed for my dissertation 
(classification systems inherent in online proposal forms). If accepted the paper will attend the 
conference in October, 2007, and the paper will be published in the proceedings. I would like to 
expand my recent CCCC conference presentation into an article to be submitted to College 
Composition and Communication. With my colleagues on the College of Communication IT 
Committee I also hope to publish in Educause Quarterly or Educause Review the results of the 
study we are conducting on faculty and student classroom technology use.  
 
Service 
I plan to continue my record of service to the college and university. I greatly enjoy the work I 
do on committees as that work has real impact on the teaching and learning on the campus. For 
example, the results of the College of Communication Tech Committee survey will inform 
practical changes to how technologies are implemented in classes and which courses are 
scheduled in TEC and computer lab classrooms. 
 
I would like to expand my role in national committee service with such organizations a CCCC, 
Educause, and SCUP (Society for Campus and University Planning). I have taken steps toward 
that already by volunteering to help maintain CompPile—a free online database of composition 
and rhetoric scholarship. I also will be continuing my role as alumni member of the Watson 
Fellowship Committee at my alma mater.  
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Summary of Student Evaluations 

 
Course: Sophomore Engineering clinic 
Date: 11/30/06 
Instructor: William Wolff 
Enrollment: 20 
Students present: 18 
Compiled by:  Jeff Maxson 
 
Responsive    7 11 4.61 
Fair    5 13 4.72 
Enthusiastic   2 9 7 4.28 
Makes you think 2 4 8 4 3.78 
Classes productive  5 9 4 3.94 
Knowledgable   1 5 12 4.61 
Comments 
help  1 2 7 8 4.22 
Assignments help  5 12 1 3.78 
Teacher 
rating   2 10 6 4.22 
 Course 
rating  3 9 6  3.17 

     
Teacher 
mean 4.24 

     
Grand 
mean 4.13 

 
 

 
ALL STUDENT COMMENTS INCLUDED 

 
1. Is the teacher responsive to the students’ needs, questions, and ideas? 

 
- responds to emails and answers all questions 
- needs to more clearly tell students what he wants 

 
Very good response time to e-mails. 
 
Helped with our group problems and was very helpful. 
 
Emailed me with articles pertaining to my clinic projects as well as things I am interested 
in. 
 
Has never left a question unanswered. 
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2. Does the teacher treat students with fairness and respect? 
 

Nice guy, helpful and seems to care about students. 
 
Dr. Wolff is very fair about assignments and is understanding. 

 
3. Is the teacher enthusiastic about the subject? 

 
Enjoys writing and technology. 

 
4. Does the teacher make you think? 

 
I think we spent too much time talking about what we did wrong instead of just telling us 
what is expected. 
 
Some things are very trivial. 
 
He tries but the subject of course is dull. 

 
5. Are the teacher’s classes productive? 

 
Sometimes, some things we do are pointless but a little helpful.  Rubrics and grading 
scales are unclear and what is wanted should be more clearly stated before things are due. 
 
Again, trivial at times; circle this, underline this; too much time was wasted on these 
things. 
 
Subject is dull. Materials are very basic. 

 
6. Is the teacher’s knowledge of the subject matter thorough? 

 
Very knowledgeable. 
 
He knows what he is talking about. 
 
Well rounded and also very knowledgeable writer. 

 
7. Do the instructor’s comments and suggestions help you improve your work? 

 
Comments on papers are good although handwriting is hard to read. 
 
Yes, comments on drafts very helpful. 
 
Yes, but hard to read his handwriting. 

 
8. Are the assignments in the course helpful learning activities? 
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9. Considering everything, how would you rate this teacher? 

 
Nice guy and teaches rather well. 
 
Learned a lot and didn’t mind class. 

 
10. Considering everything, how would you rate this course? 

 
Better than taking CCII, but needs vast improvement. 
 
Very much writing but overall a good course. 

 
11. What was the most helpful aspect of this course? 

 
The critical evaluation of my writing ability was helpful in identifying deficiencies. 
 
Learning research, analysis, and project development techniques and associated report 
writing skills. 
 
Handouts and in-class exercises. 
 
Technical writing I guess. 
 
Going over and writing a whole paper. 
 
Teacher’s comments and advice. 
 
Lecture periods when we actually talked about deliverables that were due instead of the 
project as a whole. 
 
When deliverables were due in a couple of days, he would have us do research drafts and 
different activities to stimulate thought for the project. 
 
Time evaluations and overall project planning. 
 
It gives me a better understanding of  how I need to communicate my ideas or my 
findings to professors, peers, etc. 
 
Peer evaluations, assignments (progress reports, white paper). 
 
Feedback on papers. 
 
Writing drafts and revising papers with the professor. 
 
The revising of professional white papers. 
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Engineering hands-on, real-world experience. 
 
Improving writing abilities and learning about technical writing. 
 
Learning the small details of writing to help improve a paper significantly. 
 
The in-class exercises that made us think about different parts of our papers and how to 
improve them. 
 

12. What changes or improvements would you make in this course? 
 

The projects given should have more interdisciplinary activities and t he design process 
should be more freeform to give students greater control over design process. 
 
More detail or specifics for some assignments, i.e. length. 
 
Just letting students know what he wants. 
 
Less busy work/simple work and maybe less class periods. 
 
Help the writing professor understand what is going on in the clinic labs more. 
 
I would change it to 2 lab periods a week and one lecture. 
 
Less time in the writing component portion, more time in lab. 
 
More relevant topics, no wasting time on pointless redundancies (progress reports I, II). 
 
I don’t particularly enjoy writing classes. If I could, I would skip this part of Soph. Clinic. 
I believe that my work in other aspects can speak for itself. 
 
Require more drafts to be turned in and checked (as opposed to just a first draft and 
final…). 
 
Less papers spaced slightly further apart. 
 
More emphasis on the actual components within the technical engineering reports. 
 
More organization to projects. 
 
Spread out the assignments. There was one right after the other and it was a huge 
workload to try and handle. It would be less stressful if all clinic classes had more time 
and space in between big assignments. 
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13. If you were asked to evaluate this instructor and this course for other students, how 
would you do so in 50 words or less? 

 
Professor Wolff is very critical of students’ work, but does so to the effect of positively 
improving the students’ writing abilities. This course assigned projects that focus 
exclusively on civil and mechanical topics with limited flexibility. 
 
This is a very good course/learning experience. The professor contributes greatly and is 
an asset to the seminar. 
 
Instructor was helpful and knowledgeable about subject in terms of writing. 
 
Good teacher, nice and helps students although sometimes unclear about assignments. 
 
The instructor is good and enthusiastic, however, the course material is very slim and he 
is forced to go into detail of simple things to take up class time. The course needs to be 
re-evaluated to give the professor a chance at teaching a good course. 
 
Professor Wolff is an excellent teacher and he is very approachable. This makes it easy to 
ask questions and understand what he is talking about. The class overall is boring but 
Professor Wolff makes it interesting and I would recommend him as a teacher. 
 
Dr. Wolff is very helpful, understanding, and knowledgeable of the material and the 
layout of deliverables. I wish we would have spent more time talking about what we were 
expected to hand in (layout and format) instead of going over how we did it wrong after it 
was returned to us. 
 
Take the rough drafts seriously as well as his feedback. Make the time to do the work, it 
helps. 
 
Dr. Wolff has an excellent handle on all subject matter pertaining to this course. He 
teaches with enthusiasm and enjoys what he teaches. 
 
Professor Wolff is very knowledgeable in literary arts. His exercises are a bit boring and 
he doesn’t give enough time for you to write what he asks. This part of the course is 
boring and unenjoyable for me. I have nothing against Professor Wolff, just the lecture 
part of the course. 
 
The course is writing intensive but offers a lot of help to students about technical writing 
which most courses do not cover. The professor is very knowledgeable as well as helpful 
and accommodating, willing to meet outside of class and if he is unsure of something, he 
will ask someone else to find out. Very good professor. 
 
I recommend this instructor. He is a good guy who knows his stuff, but the class is really 
boring. 
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The instructor does a great job of conveying material and also is very knowledgeable. 
The course isn’t that hard but does require a lot of papers in a close time span. 
 
Professor Wolff is a very nice and helpful professor who offers encouragement and tips; 
however the class itself needs improvement. 
 
Writing: Dr. Wolff is an OK teacher, but he doesn’t explain well.  Eng: the other teachers 
are great.  Dr. Wolff’s assignments are helpful. 
 
Professor Wolff is a very good professor. He taught me a lot about writing, but still kept 
the class’ attention. He is very respectful and has a great personality for teaching. 
 
The instructor is interesting and exciting and helps turn a dull class into a productive 
class. 
 
Very good course for learning how to write various engineering oriented papers and 
reports. 
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Response to Student Evaluations: College Composition II for Engineers / Sophomore 
Engineering Clinic 
I was quite interested in reading student evaluations on my first attempt at teaching CCII for 
Engineers. Because students so often see the writing portion of this course as secondary to the 
engineering design portion of the course, I was particularly concerned with presenting myself as 
someone who was knowledgeable of the subject matter, that my comments were helpful, and that 
I was responsive to any of their concerns. I am pleased that in each of these areas, my scores 
were between 4 and 5, and that students rated me as being a Very Good / Excellent teacher. 
 
The question that seems to have elicited the most compelling comments is, “What was the most 
helpful aspect of the course?” Here we find two significant things. First, students who added 
comments tended to think that the activities where we focused on the different parts of a 
technical documents were helpful. For example, one student responded, “Learning the small 
details of writing to help improve a paper significantly,” and another observed, “The in-class 
exercises that made us think about different parts of our papers and how to improve them.” In 
class we spent a great deal of time dissecting different parts of a technical report, distinguishing, 
for example, among the Executive Summary, the Technical Description, the Results, and so 
forth. I am glad that students found that work helpful.  
 
The other finding, however, is more concerning. Consider this response: “Lecture periods when 
we actually talked about deliverables that were due instead of the project as a whole.” Here we 
have a student who, despite the time we spent in activities that would lead them toward writing a 
more effective report, is more concerned about which items were due when. This is an 
unfortunate reality of all courses—students are sometimes more interested in handing things in 
on time than the type of work they will have to do to learn what they need to learn. I will 
continue to work to shift students’ foci from due dates to learning. 
 
In these comments, we understand that students see a clear distinction between the writing and 
engineering portion of the course. More tellingly, however, was one student’s observation that 
the “instructor is good and enthusiastic, however, the course material is very slim and he is 
forced to go into detail of simple things to take up class time. The course needs to be re-
evaluated to give the professor a chance at teaching a good course.” The concern about “slim” 
“course material” is one that I struggled with throughout the semester. I have already taken steps 
to address this problem by discussing with my Writing Arts and Engineering colleagues the 
possibility of adding readings to the course on such course-related subjects as engineering ethics, 
innovation theory, the role of collaboration in engineering design at NASA, among others. My 
hope is that by providing overarching themes to the course students will be able to better 
contextualize the work we are doing in the writing portion of the class.  
 
Contextualizing the writing portion has been challenging for the course historically and these 
comments suggest the continuation of that trend. A number of responses suggest a clear 
distinction about the impressions of the writing section of the course itself as opposed to their 
impressions of me as an instructor: “Professor Wolff is an excellent teacher and he is very 
approachable. This makes it easy to ask questions and understand what he is talking about. The 
class overall is boring but Professor Wolff makes it interesting and I would recommend him as a 
teacher,” “This part of the course is boring and unenjoyable for me. I have nothing against 
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Professor Wolff, just the lecture part of the course,” and “I recommend this instructor. He is a 
good guy who knows his stuff, but the class is really boring.” I am quite pleased that the students 
find me to “excellent,” “approachable,” and a “good guy who knows his stuff.” I will continue to 
work with my colleagues, however, to consider changes to the structure of the course (like the 
readings mentioned above) to facilitate a change in students’ impressions of the writing 
component. 
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Response to Student Evaluations: Writing, Research, and Technology 
I am pleased with the evaluations from Writing, Research, and Technology, especially the 
numerical ratings for “thorough knowledge of the subject” (4.56) and “fair and respectful” 
(4.61). Because students come to the course with a wide range of technological skills it is 
important that those who are less skilled do not feel insignificant and that those who are more 
skilled do not feel held back. Having a wide range of knowledge on the subject matter allows me 
to provide a learning environment that facilitates development regardless of incoming skill level. 
Student comments suggest that I have been successful at creating such an environment. I am also 
particularly happy to read that the mean of scores relating to my teaching, Teacher Mean (though 
not included in the calculations) is 4.30, Very Good / Excellent.  
 
I am particularly pleased with the score of 4.56 for the question, “Does the teacher make you 
think?” One of the primary goals of the course was to create more critical thinkers and users of 
technology, and the evaluations reflect success in this area. We also see this in many of the 
comments to that question: “Made me think abstractly and in a way about writing that I never 
had before,” “Makes you think critically, not always easy to do,” and “For every class and every 
assignment – both challenging and encouraging.” The responses to this question also reflect the 
complexity of the readings and the assignments. My assignments require students to work 
through them and encourage students to ask important questions in terms of their own 
understanding of the texts. As we discuss in class, outside of school they are going to be 
confronted with tasks that require a great deal of interpretation.  
 
One theme that tends to run through the comments is the relative use of technology in the course. 
Just as students come into the class with different technological skills, they also come into the 
course with various ideas on exactly what a “technology” is. For example, consider these two 
comments: “More writing, less computer!!!” and “The ‘technology’ aspect is nonexistent save 
for two classes in the beginning of the semester.” The former student requests less technology, 
the other suggests that there was little use of technology. And, yet, students interacted with the 
computers each class period, students posted reading responses on WebCT discussion forums, 
students learned to build web pages over much of the second half of the semester, and so forth. 
The varying impression of technology in the classroom stems, then, not merely from the amount 
of technology used in the classroom but from students’ impressions of what is considered to be a 
“technology.” In future classes I will spend more time in the beginning of the semester exploring 
not only historical and theoretical ideas on technologies, but students’ impressions of what a 
technology is in our contemporary technologized society. Perhaps because students interact with 
technology on a daily basis (whether by text messaging or by chatting on MySpace—two writing 
spaces explored in the class) they do not see them as “technologies” just as I might not see the 
pencil or paper as technologies. Generational impressions about technology are, indeed, 
important to consider. 
 
Another theme that we see is a question of the focus of the class—something that I, too, 
observed over the course of the semester. This is most likely the result of changes made to the 
syllabus mid-way through the course when I realized that we wouldn’t be able to complete all 
that I have hoped we would. When planning the course for the spring 2007 semester, I made 
significant changes to the assignments, the way they were submitted, and the amount of reading. 
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Ultimately, one student’s final comment sums up the impression with which I hope students will 
take away from all my courses: “I would recommend this course to a friend because Dr. Wolff is 
very enthusiastic about and knowledgeable in the subject matter. He is also very approachable if 
I am having a problem with something, I never feel stupid asking for help. Dr. Wolff seems to 
really care about the success of his students and education in general.” I will continue creating a 
collaborative, student-centered, activity-based learning environment that can, hopefully, 
engender such responses from all my students. 
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Department of Writing Arts
Peer Observation
Rowan University

Peer Observation:
Course:
Location:
Date:
Students Attending:
Students Enrolled:
Observer:

Dr. William I. Wolff
Composition II
Boz 31
2-26-07
16
19
Dr. Frances S. Johnson

Dr. William Wolff' s College Composition II class takes place in Bozorth Hall 31 to make
use of the room' s computer technology. Students have laptops for their use and this day
Dr. Wolffwas using the podium and the projector. He projected the image of the class
web page via the screen and used the mouse to click and point his way through the
lesson. The web page holds all the lessons and activities for the course. Placing course
material on line in this manner, I believe, allows students to access it when they need it or
as they are working; it also allows students to review at their own pace and permits them
to recheck and review material they have not understood. Finally, research has shown
that it provides students with a sense of privacy and gives them a great deal of control-
and the responsibility that comes with it-over their own educational progress. I was
very pleased to see the seamless integration of technology in this class. It is smart
teaching through technology and our department endorses it.

Dr. Wolff began teaching by reminding students of previously discussed material, which
provided an excellent scaffolding device into the lesson of the day. He reviewed two
terms, frame and case, and asked the class for their definitions, which students provided.
This exchange was well managed because Dr. Wolff continued to deepen the students ,

response by asking for additional examples. Once the definitions were established, he
moved on connecting with previous lessons: "What kinds of things did we look at?"
"How did those play into the source's reliability?" he asked. Again the students
responded. He devoted fifteen minutes to this exchange before he moved on to
providing additional examples based on web sites (an Holocaust hoax site, for one
example) asking "How might you be able to use this in a paper?" and "How could this
source become a case text?" While many novice instructors would have rushed through
this segment of the class, Dr. Wolff did not. The payoff was evident in the group work
that concluded the class.

Dr. Wolff continued working with the class asking how they researched. "What is your
favorite search engine?" "What do you use?" After gathering opinions, he showed the
class a list of search engines, highlighting the advantages of each one. He took care to
discuss how search engines actually worked and how a researcher's selection of an
engine impacted their results. Next, he demonstrated <dogpile.com> and
<livesearch.alltheweb.com> , two popular search engines that draw from other engines.
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He explained how to search videos, blogs, and other on-line resources. Throughout this
portion of the lesson he used an evaluation system called CARS (credibility, accuracy,
reasonableness and support) to examine websites. I found it particularly telling that Dr.
Wolff was juggling several different aspects of teaching all at the same time; he was
using the webpage, asking questions, and reframing student answers. He did this very
well, making eye contact with his class and moving from web page to web page. Surely
this teacher's knowledge and skill with technology is part of what he does everyday. His
ease was evident. The class activities culminated with the evaluations of web pages Dr.
Wolffhad selected. Students formed teams and went to work. Dr. Wolffcirculated
among the teams, listening to their questions, and offering opinions. The teams stayed
focused and completed the task because of the very good prep work and the examples he

provided.

At that point, Dr .Wolff brought the class back together to share their responses. The use
of the course web site facilitated this portion of the class too. It allowed Dr. Wolffto
show the web site on the screen as it was being discussed, further engaging the class. In
the small group activities I observed, I found the students to be critical of the sites, aware
of their limitations, and knowledgeable of their uses. The use of the laptops for this
activity spurred active learning, cooperation, and participation-all components of
education we value and expect in our department.

Dr. Wolff is a pretenured faculty member, but he is comfortable in the classroom and
experienced with the technology he used. The class was well structured and moved at a
smooth pace and as a result of those efforts, the students responded. The underscoring
pedagogy was engaging and promoted an organic method of inquiry .It was a well-
planned and well-taught lesson.

~b~'> j-tq-ol

S. Johnson DateDr.

Dr. .Wolff Date

44



Response to Classroom Observation: College Composition II 
Assignment URL: http://users.rowan.edu/~wolffw/courses/cc2/cc2-spring-07/docs/research-on-
the-web.html 
 
Dr. Johnson observed my College Composition II course (a course with the theme, The Rhetoric 
of War) on one of my favorite teaching days of the semester—the day in which students learn to 
read the rhetoric of web pages. My goal in this class is for students to begin to look at web pages 
not merely as reliable or unreliable, but useful depending on the topic of their research paper.  
 
To illustrate this point I ask students to view two web pages that would traditionally be 
considered “unreliable”:  
 

• “The Hoax of the Twentieth Century: The Case Against The Presumed Extermination Of 
European Jewry” 

• “The Top 40 Reasons to Doubt the Official Story of September 11, 2001.” 
 
As Dr. Johnson reports, I then ask students, “How might you be able to use these web sites in a 
research paper?” Using some of the visual rhetoric skills learned earlier in the semester, students 
came quite quickly to the conclusion that the web sites could be useful if the topic of a research 
paper is to analyze, for example, the rhetoric of Holocaust denial or 9/11 conspiracy theories. 
Indeed, I emphasized, if those were the subjects of a research paper—especially one that was 
considering how Internet technologies aid in disseminating the rhetoric—it would be 
irresponsible not to use these web sites in their papers as primary documents.  
 
Students then worked in small groups to analyze web pages on three topics—The Gulf War, 
Vietnam and Agent Orange, and the 2006 Israeli-Lebanon War—according to these guidelines: 
 

• identify the type of text: frame or case (discussion or primary) 
• use the CARS checklist to determine if it is a reliable source 
• regardless of its reliability, discuss how it could be useful depending on an essay topic  

 
This group of students is particularly engaged in small-group activities and that class day was no 
exception. Taking their laptops with them, they broke into their groups, accessed the web sites, 
and immediately started talking about the web sites in terms of the guidelines. I was particularly 
pleased to see Dr. Johnson engaging the group nearest her in conversation about the web sites. 
Because students were so engaged in their small group discussions I let their discussions go 
longer than usual. This, of course, reduced the time for the full-class follow-up discussion, and 
upon reflection I think it was the right decision. The sharing of ideas taking place in the small 
groups was wonderful to observe and pedagogically significant. 
 
It is important to note that the interactivity of this assignment would not have been possible 
without the use of laptop computers in the classroom. Such technology provides students with 
the ability to not only collaborate with their peers, but break down the barriers between what 
they do in the classroom and the worlds that exist outside its walls. I will continue to try and 
create classroom activities, like this one, that gives students such collaborative opportunities. 
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