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A Rationale for Applying the Canons of Classical Rhetoric in a Technical Writing Class for International Graduate Students

In 1963 Edward P. J. Corbett asked “What does classical rhetoric have to offer composition teachers?” and answered with “the classical system engages the whole man in the writing process” (162). Corbett’s article addresses freshman composition teachers, yet the question and answer can also apply to the technical writing instructor and the technical writing class. In particular, engaging the “whole man” in the writing process may be especially useful for nonnative speakers of English who must write in their technical professions for native English speaking readers. Moreover, some 95 percent of publications listed in the 1995 Science Citation Index are published in English (Tandy 250), and English is the language for 95.5 percent of the articles listed in the 1998 Science Citation Index (266), which means that international students need the skills to not only write well in their discipline but also to write well in English in order to get published. 

A technical writing course specifically for international graduate students could be focused on further developing the students’ English skills to write effectively in their disciplines and to prepare publishable articles for English language journals. Students taking such a course could be at various places in their research, but they all would be advanced in their disciplines with a solid understanding of the field and the requirements for working in that field. In addition, the students mostly likely will have had general formal training in English, either at the secondary or university level or through private lessons. International graduate students will probably be comfortable with reading in their discipline in English. They may be competent or excellent writers in their native languages but lack confidence and technique in writing in English. So, the international students bring many assets to the technical writing classroom: knowledge of the discipline, skill in reading in English, confidence as researchers, knowledge of the rhetorical patterns and background of their native languages. What the students may lack is a sense of the rhetorical background and patterns of English. Without that knowledge, students may rely on the structures and style of their native language, thus producing documents which may be less acceptable because they do not follow conventional English structure. By presenting classical rhetoric, specifically the canons of rhetoric, in a technical writing course, instructors can provide a wider background from which international students can draw as they write in English in their coursework, at their workplace, and for publication.
Rhetoric and technical communication


Masse and Benz, in their 1989 bibliographic essay, identify 96 articles published between 1973 and 1986 that address the role rhetoric plays in technical communication. Although some researchers dismiss the importance of rhetoric in technical communication, the majority acknowledge the usefulness of rhetorical theory to the field. Because technical writing involves more than just reporting information (9), some authors “see persuasion as a strong link between rhetoric and technical communication […] and describe invention as the most useful rhetorical area for teaching technical communication” (10). Rhetorical theory provides “ a basis for writing clearly and logically, handling diverse writing situations, developing analytical skills and critical approaches, examining audiences, studying different technical styles, and seeing structural relationships” (17).

More recent collections also include articles which attend to rhetoric and technical communication. Central Works in Technical Communication (2004) devotes one chapter to rhetorical issues. Dubinsky, in Teaching Technical Communication: Critical Issues for the Classroom (2004), has selected a number of articles relating rhetoric to technical communication, including a selection from Quintillian’s Institutio Oratorio. Peeples brings rhetoric to the forefront in his collection, Professional Writing and Rhetoric: Readings from the Field (2003).

Turpin sees a clear connection between technical communication and classical rhetoric in the persuasive nature of technical communication and the use of stylistic features such as parallelism, comparison, antithesis, and audience analysis and adaptation (89). Additionally, technical communication over the years has been written in the three styles of classical rhetoric, grand, middle, and plain (Turpin 91). Because Aristotle’s rhetoric and technical communication “share a concern with effective communication” (Newman 327), students can use the tenets of classical rhetoric to help them “translat[e] information from one kind of audience and situation to another” (327). While classical rhetoric provides a “sense of their disciplinary heritage” (Newman 333) to native speakers of English, for nonnative speakers it provides a way to understand the conventions of technical documents written by and for native English speakers.

Clearly classical rhetoric has permeated notions of technical communication and technical communication pedagogy. Concepts such as addressing specific audience concerns; organizing the material to be most useful or persuasive to the reader; using a style which complements the topic, situation, and audience; delivering the message with confidence and passion and in a way that the reader will remember it are concepts from the ancient rhetors. The very idea that discourse affects the writer and the reader and can affect the society comes from classical rhetoric. In other words, discourse accomplishes things. Isocrates, for example, views discourse as “utterly utilitarian” (Welch 125) and “a powerful tool for investigating […] problems […] and for moving people to action for the common good” (Bizzell and Herzberg 67). The ability to engage in discourse, according to Isocrates, “of all the faculties which belong to the nature of man, is the source of most of our blessings” (Antidosis 75). The concept of appropriateness in technical communication follows from this statement: “oratory is good only if it has the qualities of fitness for the occasion, propriety of style, and originality of treatment” (Isocrates, Against the Sophists 73)

Much of the instruction given in technical communication courses comes directly from the ancient rhetors. For example, the following technical writing guidelines can be traced directly to the classical rhetors.
Identify appropriate and convincing evidence for a writer’s position or determine the best material to present about a process, product, or event.

Aristotle: rhetoric is “the faculty of observing in any given case the available means of persuasion” (Rhetoric 181). 
Use language that readers will understand.
Cicero: “in oratory the very cardinal sin is to depart from the language of everyday life, and the usage approved by the sense of the community” (De Oratore V, 291) and “this is the essential concern of the orator […] a style that is dignified and graceful and in conformity with the general modes of thought and judgment” (De Oratore XII, 297).

Use definition, comparison, analogy, cause and effect to help readers see connections in the material.
Cicero: “investigate connected terms, and general heads with their subdivisions, and resemblances and differences, and opposites, and corresponding and concurrent circumstances, and so-called antecedents, and contradictories, and […] track down the causes of things, and the effects proceeding from causes, and investigate things of relatively greater, equal, or lesser significance” (De Oratore XXXIX, 326).
Adapt the writing to the particular situation and audience.
Quintillian: “rules must generally be altered to suit the nature of each individual case, the time, the occasion, and necessity itself; consequently one great quality in an orator is discretion, because he must turn his thoughts in various directions, according to the different bearings of his subject” (XIII.2, 383)

Use only what material is really needed to make the point or convince the audience.
Quintillian: “an orator in all his pleadings, should keep two things in view, what is becoming, and what is expedient” (XIII.8, 383)


The canons of rhetoric—invention, arrangement, style, delivery, and memory—may be used effectively to teach nonnative speakers of English the conventions and forms of technical communication in the U.S. Welch defines the five canons as “a critical system that takes account of the production of discourse as well as the reception of discourse” (168). The canons, then, offer a compact framework for studying technical communication. International students can use this framework to identify the rhetorical patterns and conventions which have developed in western (particularly U.S.) writing and as a guide to develop their skills in following those patterns and conventions. For some students, the connection with the classical, or ancient, may be especially valuable because of their connections with ancient traditions in their own culture. A grounding in classical rhetoric provides a “flexible theoretical framework” (Reynolds 65) for technical, scientific, and professional writing and helps international students understand western thought and organizational patterns. By studying the canons, students will have a basis for knowing “what to include and what to exclude” (invention/content), “how to sound clear, confident, and credible” (style), “where to put what” (arrangement), and “how to stand out in the stack” (memory)  (Reynolds 71). The canons also offer a “means of accounting” for the whole communication process from situation, to writer, to product, to audience (Welch 131).

Technical communication, classical rhetoric, and international students


In addition to the challenges of working in a second language, international graduate students who write for native English speakers must deal with the rhetorical patterns and preferences that have developed out of classical rhetoric. These patterns may be significantly different from the patterns and preferences in the international students’ own cultures. Thrush claims that “members of the technical and professional writing community generally agree that there is a need to raise awareness of the differences in communication styles and strategies across national cultural boundaries” (416), and a number of researchers have addressed the issue of cultural differences. 

St. Amant reports that “even when reading or speaking in another language, the reader or speaker still prefers the rhetorical patterns of his or her native culture and even judges the effectiveness of other-language documents according to these cultural rhetorical expectations” (298). All technical communicators, then, should learn the rhetorical preferences for their intended audience. International students can learn the rhetorical preferences of a western readership by studying technical writing in tandem with the canons of classical rhetoric. Mirshafiei’s study of international students indicates that students are influenced by their native culture and that the students “followed the conventional format imposed by their own native culture in the technical and scientific documents they wrote” (279). However, Mirshafiei concludes, “because technical writing is a learned skill, the inherent cultural influences that can hinder a person’s abilities to present factual information systematically can be overcome” (282). Connor determined that the transfer of “patterns of language and stylistic conventions” from students’ native language “is not just idiosyncratic variation but involves recurring patterns of organization and rhetorical conventions reminiscent of writing in the students’ native language and culture” (4-5). Flowerdew examines NNS writers in Hong Kong, looking particularly at the writers’ perceptions of publishing in English language journals. The pressure to write in English results partly from the fact that “international databases primarily list English language journals” (Flowerdew 243).

Because different cultures have different rhetorical conventions and expectations for writing (Rainey 132; Barclay, Keene, Pinelli, Kennedy, and Glassman 327), instruction in classical rhetoric can help international students understand the differences between the rhetorical patterns of their first language and culture and the rhetorical patterns of native English-speaking writers. 
Results from two longitudinal studies “suggest that the underlying issue is not that students cannot write but that they think and write in ways different from the dominant discourses of U.S. academies” (Angelova and Riazantseva 494). 


Students who can describe and compare rhetorical conventions across cultures should have an advantage in writing for those cultures. The canons of rhetoric can be used to explain this background and give the international students additional means to choose appropriate writing style, either western or another style, to any given rhetorical situation, including the specific requirements and expectations of their disciplines.
Technical communication textbooks and classical rhetoric

While the strategies and theories of classical rhetoric are used in technical communication textbooks, few texts actually mention classical rhetoric. A review of 52 technical writing textbooks published between 1998 and 2007 (listed in the Appendix) yielded only four authors who mention classical rhetoric. Woolever in Writing for the Technical Professions, 3rd edition, 2005, provides the most complete description of classical rhetoric: 
Once you have decided the lines of argument that are best suited to your subject and your audience, you may find it useful to consider a system of persuasion that has stood the test of time. The classical model, first put forward in Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the third century B.C.E., explains how speakers and writers could organize an argument most effectively to convince audiences of its validity. The model consisted of five parts: 1. Introduction, 2. Statement of fact, 3. Proof, 4. Refutation, 5. Conclusion. This arrangement has survived many centuries, and it is still used today as the basis for many contemporary persuasive documents. [example follows] (p 300-01)

To make your proposal more persuasive than most, you need to learn how to make the document persuasive on both levels [themes and overt selling]. Doing so requires an understanding of the classical rhetorical devices of logos, ethos, and pathos […] These three “appeals stem from classical Greek rhetoric and represent the categories of persuasion: an appeal to logic or reason (logos), an appeal to ethics or character (ethos), and an appeal to emotion (pathos). [slightly more detailed definitions follow] (p 355).
Houp, Pearsall, and Tebeaux (Reporting Technical Information, 10th edition, 2002) mention Aristotle and describe classical argument without naming it as classical:
Since classical times we have understood some things about the composing process. Aristotle, for example, recognized the wisdom of taking one’s audience into account. (p 14)
Typically, an argument supports one major opinion, often called the major proposition. In turn, the major proposition is supported by a series of minor propositions. Minor propositions, like major propositions, are opinions, but generally they are nearer on the continuum to verifiable fact. Finally, the minor propositions are supported by verifiable facts and frequently also by statements from recognized authorities. (p 213)
Killingsworth and Palmer (Information in Action: A Guide to Technical Communication, 2nd edition, 1999) refer to classical rhetoric in their chapter on proposals:
The proposal grew up with democracy. In the most famous communication manual in ancient time, the Rhetoric, Aristotle pointed to proposals, which he called “deliberative speeches,” as one of the key means of deciding on the future actions of the democratically organized Athenian city-state. More than 2000 years later, the proposal once again became a major form of problem-solving discourse when, following World War II, the United States government made money available for research and development on a large scale. Proposals began linking the public and private sectors of the information economy.

The human situation that encompasses proposals has not changed that much since Aristotle. (p 461)
The 4th (1999) and 5th (2002) editions of VanAlstyne’s Professional and Technical Writing Strategies: Communicating in Technology and Science carry the same text on classical rhetoric:
Aristotle, the famous Greek philosopher who lived 300 years before Christ, analyzed a system of communication that orators used to persuade their audiences to adopt their point of view. He called this the Rhetorical Method and emphasized that the orator should analyze his audience carefully to adjust the message to the particulars of that audience. (p 8)

Aristotle was concerned with the structure of language, the formation of sentences, and the methods by which one could communicate clearly. The word rhetoric is from the Greek for the art of oratory. Aristotle’s rhetorical method taught the would-be politician, lawyer, and teacher the art of persuasion through words in order to sway listeners (or readers) to his or her opinion. Much of the system involved questioning to evoke the desired response. He believed that if one investigates a subject by inquiry and looks at it from every angle, the general meaning will shine through. Although the rhetorical method still has relevance for persuasive writing, such as proposals, it does not address the all-important aspects of audience perceptions, message particulars, and manuscript design which face modern technical writers. It does, however, address the need for careful self-questioning at every step of document production. (p 9)
Technical communication textbooks and international communication


While overt attention to classical rhetoric is scarce in technical writing textbooks, attention to intercultural communication is not. Of those 52 textbooks published since 1998 reviewed (see Appendix), 37 address intercultural communication issues. Index terms in these texts include global communication, multi-cultural, cultural factors, cultural contexts, and international audience. Most technical writing textbooks approach intercultural communication from the English speaker’s point of view and give advice and instruction for native English speakers who must write for international readers.

Some textbooks focus the discussion on intercultural communication in the chapter on audience while others provide advice throughout the book (Woolever’s Writing for the Technical Professions provides tips for international communication in almost every chapter). 

An offering of grammar and style tips is the only real attention given to nonnative English speakers who must write for native English readers. The Handbook of Technical Writing provides an entry for English as a Second Language and highlights ESL concerns in other entries, emphasizing grammar and structure problems that nonnative speakers of English often deal with. Along with tips for ESL writers scattered throughout the book,   Writing That Works: Communicating Effectively on the Job provides an appendix that explains grammar difficulties typical to ESL writers. Markel (Technical Communication) provides a section called “Guidelines for Multilingual Writers (ESL)” which addresses the need for nonnative speakers of English to understand the expectations, preferences, and cultural values of native English speakers. He gives specific advice on directness, independence, and time consciousness (653), followed by the more typical grammar discussion.

Obviously the textbooks are keeping pace with the need for instruction in international communication given the global nature of many industries and the use of English as the predominate language of science and technology and more and more of the social sciences (Flowerdew 244). However, the textbooks do not adequately address the needs for nonnative speakers of English writing for native English speakers and scholarly journals published in English. Kushner reports that publication in English language journals “is often viewed as more prestigious and more professionally valuable than publishing in the writer’s native language” (20) and “advanced degree students in engineering and science often find that they must publish their research findings even before completing their studies” (20). The weakness in the textbooks is that they do not provide content or context for nonnative speakers to understand how native English speakers think about writing and determine what makes sufficient and efficient evidence or support for a document’s purpose or to write for publication in English language journals.


O’Connor and Woodford in Writing Scientific Papers in English (1977) provide specific instructions to nonnative speakers of English on writing science articles for publication in English language journals. Written for the European Association of Editors of Biological Periodicals, the guide discusses organization, content, style, manuscript preparation, and submission process. Though not a true technical writing textbook, Writing Scientific Papers in English directly addresses some of the nonnative speaker’s need for clear instruction on writing for publication but falls short of discussing the rhetorical expectations and preferences of native English speakers. 
Technical writing for international graduate students

A technical writing class designed for international graduate students should address their most pressing need—to write in English according to the rhetorical patterns and conventions of English and the principles of technical communication. Courses for advanced students should provide “the broadest spectrum of information and practice which will enable the students to function as successful independent writers” (Kushner 21). Many technical writing courses and textbooks are built around the forms or genres used in technical and professional writing (Reynolds 64; Bishop 13; Allen 9), with only a passing nod at classical rhetoric or no comment at all on the theory which under girds technical communication instruction. Consequently, students spend their time studying models of letters, memos, proposal, and reports and then writing these forms for a fictitious audience. While this method does give students some practice in these forms, the students have little or no theoretical background from which to build fluency and skill in writing for the workplace (Bishop 13). Kushner calls for courses “based on material and practice which is meaningful for the students” (21) because of the demands on graduate students’ time and to build confidence in their writing ability. 


In response to a survey conducted by Scanlon and Coon, technical communication professionals recommend that audience analysis, revising, document design, and graphics be taught. A study conducted by Barclay, Keene, Pinelli, Kennedy, and Glassman showed that aerospace engineering professionals believe that teaching the principles of organizing information, defining the communication’s purpose, developing paragraphs, and assessing the reader’s needs would help the students when they enter the workplace. Angelova and Riazantseva suggest “adjunct courses […] that combine training in ESL writing with content drawn from specific disciplines” or “a writing center that provides them with the type of assistance they really need in the specific discipline of their studies” (521). 

A technical writing course founded in the canons could offer some of this kind of assistance. Once the foundation of western writing style is established via the canons, the course could then move on to elements or features of specific disciplines (e.g., engineering, computer science, physics, optics). The makeup of the class would determine which disciplines need to be covered.


Scanlon and Coon’s study “suggest[s] that instruction in general writing skills and techniques is somewhat more valuable to the professional than practice in the composition of the various technical and business documents” (445). Kushner recommends instruction in organizational and structural patterns at the document, paragraph, and sentence levels since nonnative speakers often have problems with grammatical accuracy and using a variety of grammatical structures (22). Specific grammar instruction can be accomplished through traditional exercises. In addition, students should read heavily in the journal(s) to which they may submit articles to determine the style suitable for that journal. Class discussion of the journals and review of a different kinds technical documents will demonstrate to students the wide variety of style in technical communication. 


Integrating quotations, paraphrases, and other source material can also be problematic for NNSs. The process for using source material can be covered under the style canon. Classroom activities could include reviewing articles from scholarly journals for their citation styles and artificial exercises to practice the particular citation format the student needs to know. The students can then use their source material in an article of  their own.

Applying the canons in the technical writing classroom


Cicero’s clear, concise statement of the speaking (and writing process) is a good place to begin the discussion about the canons and technical communication: the orator must “first hit upon what to say; then manage and marshal his discoveries, not merely in orderly fashion, but with a discriminating eye for the exact weight as it were of each argument; next go on to array them in the adornments of style; after that keep them guarded in his memory; and in the end deliver them with effect and charm” (De Oratore XXXI, 308).


As part of the curriculum in a technical writing course for international graduate students, the canons should be discussed in the context of classical rhetoric and in the context of their impact on technical communication. Application of the canons can be as simple as a single lecture on the sources/background of western thought. A more detailed or comprehensive approach would be to link the canons with the various aspects of technical communication, showing how the canons affect the choices writers make. For example, the canon delivery applies to document design. Western tradition from this canon calls for clarity in speech itself—pronunciation, gestures. By extrapolation, then, document design means a clear, readable, and accessible page or screen.


A series of related assignments will allow technical writing teachers to incorporate the canons of rhetoric and the typical forms of technical writing into the classroom instruction. For example, the students’ major writing assignments could revolve around writing an article for publication in an English language scholarly journal. The students would work within their own fields of knowledge so that the subject matter is comfortable for them. They could produce, in addition to the article, a letter submitting the article to the editor of the journal, an abstract for the article appropriate to the databases that carry the journal, a brief bio to go in the journal, an inquiry letter about submitting an article or asking for clarification on some point, and a conference presentation based on the article. A number of other short or in-class assignments would also be used to explain particular forms, to work on specific skills such as vocabulary or grammar, or to increase student confidence in writing in English.

The following syllabus for a technical writing class for international graduate students incorporates an introduction to classical rhetoric, the five canons, and the typical topics found in technical communication courses.
Sample syllabus and assignments built around the canons of rhetoric

Week 1 Overview of technical communication and general principles of technical 
communication

Week 2 Introduction to classical rhetoric (perhaps a timeline of people/works to show the 
carry over from ancient to modern times)

Week 3 Introduction to the canons of classical rhetoric and their influence on native English speaker (i.e., western) preferences 

Week 4-6  Canon of Invention

Topics:



· audience analysis, including what native English-speaking readers expect in a document (Mangelsdorf, Roen, and Taylor 232; Dennett 116; Rainey 132:

· the text explicitly connects one idea with the next

· the text moves in readily identifiable patterns of inductive or deductive reasoning

· information is accessible by skimming, scanning, and speed reading

· ideas are asserted then developed with examples and illustrations

· graphics are clear, accurate, and appropriate

· research, discovering the arguments or types of evidence that audiences will find most convincing; identify and compare expectations and rhetorical patterns along with notions of what constitutes good evidence from students’ native languages
· rhetorical and cultural preferences for what constitutes good evidence 
· note how invention also carries over into the other canons (e.g., finding the best layout) 

· incorporating and citing source material; note that cultures that value the group or social unit over the individual often do not distinguish or acknowledge the source of information
· forms—reports, articles

Assignments: 


1. begin research, or begin collecting research material (e.g., notes from experiments, results, procedures),  for an article to be submitted to a scholarly journal in the student’s field

2. find, read, and explain the instructions to authors in the journal 

3. read one or more articles in the journal; identify the types of evidence or support used in the article

4. use a rubric or guide to conduct an audience analysis of the readership of the journal or of a technical document 

Week 7-9 Canon of Arrangement
Topics:


· organization patterns

· paragraph and section coherence/cohesion

· cultural considerations

· forms—proposals, correspondence, instructions, manuals
· illustrations

Assignments: 

1. working with the article selected in #3 above, identify the way the material is arranged, look at paragraph elements (a guide showing/explaining typical paragraph structure and coherence and cohesion elements may be provided)

2. compare sample paragraphs or sections to material translated from the students’ native language to illustrate the difference in rhetorical preferences and conventions

3. develop one or more illustrations from research material; explore different ways to present the same material

Week 10-12 Canon of Style
Topics:


· types of style (e.g., formal/informal, plain/technical, grand/plain/low)

· style and subject matter (discuss how the subject matter affects style choices)

· style and audience (discuss how audience affects style choices)

· sentence structure/grammar/mechanics
Assignments:

1. traditional grammar exercises generated from material relevant to the students’ fields of study

2. rewrite a selection of text in different styles

Week 13-14 Canon of Delivery
Topics:


· document design

· oral presentations, briefings, conference presentations

· media—web, paper, video

· illustrations

Assignments: 

1. vary the typeface, type size, margins, page layout, heading style of the article the student is writing to see the difference even small changes make
2. review technical documents paying particular attention to document design features, observing the conventions that the documents follow. For example, by looking at lab reports from different sciences, students will see that lab reports follow a similar format. Brochures, on the other hand, exhibit much greater variety in type and layout.
3.  evaluate web pages
4. measure their articles against the instructions to authors

5. orally present the article they wrote

6. conduct mock conference presentations

7. explore delivery methods such as video and 3-D modeling by converting part of their article to non-paper media

8. explore different ways to illustrate the same information (graphs, drawings, charts)

Week 15 Canon of Memory
Topics:


· techniques for learning (memorizing) content for oral presentations (as opposed to reading a presentation)

· vocabulary building, idiomatic expressions

· what makes documents or presentations memorable (review of style, document design)

· electronic memory—databases, file storage and management

Assignments: 

1. vocabulary building exercises

2. oral presentation of the article they wrote
3. mock conference presentations with the addition that students recall as much as they can about each presentation
4. identify databases useful in the students’ disciplines, explore how they are arranged/organized, how abstracts for them are written

A syllabus such as this one allows for great flexibility so that instructors can meet the needs of the students. Source material for exercises and assignments should come from the students’ disciplines, even their assignments in other courses. This material provides relevant practice from which the students can build their skills.
Conclusion


Applying the canons of rhetoric in a technical writing class for international graduate students may aid the students in understanding why they are instructed to create documents that have characteristics, such as clarity, conciseness, and directness, which are conventions in technical documents prepared by native English speakers. Students may find it easier to create documents with these characteristics if they know the background from which the characteristics derived and have a system for developing the documents. More than just copying forms and formats, students need to be able to adapt to the demands of the classroom, research facility, workplace, and publication realms. Even a broad foundation in classical rhetoric will further equip students for their professional lives. A systematic approach using the canons of rhetoric to teach technical writing to international graduate students provides teachers a workable tool for presenting the many elements necessary in a technical writing course while building student confidence, experience, and expertise.
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Appendix: Textbooks reviewed for text on classical rhetoric and text on international communication

	Date
	Author
	Title
	Publisher
	Class

Rhet
	Int’l CM/

ESL  

	2003
	Anderson, Paul V. 
	Technical Communication A Reader-Centered Approach. 5th ed.
	Thomson Wordsworth
	No
	Yes

	2007
	Anderson, Paul V. 
	Technical Communication A Reader-Centered Approach. 6th ed.  
	Thomson Wordsworth
	No
	Yes

	2004
	Blicq, Ron; Lisa Moretto
	Technically Write! 6th ed.
	Pearson Prentice Hall
	No
	Yes

	2000
	Borowick, Jerome N. 
	Technical Communication and Its Applications. 2nd ed.
	Prentice Hall
	No
	No

	1996
	Brusaw, Charles T.; Gerald J. Alred; Walter E. Oliu
	The Concise Handbook for Technical Writing
	St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	1997
	Brusaw, Charles T.; Gerald J. Alred; Walter E. Oliu
	The Handbook of Technical Writing. 5th ed.
	St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	2000
	Brusaw, Charles T.; Gerald J. Alred; Walter E. Oliu
	The Handbook of Technical Writing. 6th ed.
	St. Martin’s
	No 
	Yes

	2006
	Brusaw, Charles T.; Gerald J. Alred; Walter E. Oliu
	The Handbook of Technical Writing. 8th ed.
	St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	1998
	Eisenberg, Anne 
	A Beginners Guide to Technical Communication
	McGraw-Hill
	No
	No

	2003
	Gerson, Sharon J.; Steven, M. Gerson
	Technical Writing Process and Product. 4th ed.
	Prentice Hall
	No
	Yes

	2006
	Gerson, Sharon J.; Steven, M. Gerson
	Technical Writing Process and Product. 5th ed.
	Prentice Hall
	No
	Yes

	2001
	Gurak, Laura J., John M. Lannon
	A Concise Guide to Technical Communication
	Longman
	No
	Yes

	2004
	Hargis, Gretchen Michelle, Carey; Ann Kilty Hernandez; Polly Hughes; Deirdre Longo; Shannon Rouiller; Elizabeth Wilde
	Developing Quality Technical Information: A Handbook for Writers and Editors. 2nd ed.
	IBM Press/Prentice Hall Professional Technical Reference
	No
	Yes

	1998
	Houp, Kenneth W.; Thomas E. Pearsall; Elizabeth Tebeaux
	Reporting Technical Information. 9th ed.
	Allyn and Bacon
	Yes
	Yes

	2002
	Houp, Kenneth W.; Thomas E. Pearsall; Elizabeth Tebeaux
	Reporting Technical Information. 10th ed.
	Oxford UP
	Yes
	Yes



	1999
	Killingsworth, M. Jimmie; Jacqueline S. Palmer
	Information in Action: A Guide to Technical Communication. 2nd ed.
	Allyn and Bacon
	Yes
	Yes

	2005
	Johnson-Sheehan, Richard 
	Technical Communication Today
	Pearson Longman
	No
	Yes

	2000
	Jones, Dan 
	The Technical Communicator’s Handbook
	Allyn and Bacon
	No
	Yes

	2002
	Jones, Dan; Karen Lane
	Technical Communication: Strategies for College and the Workplace
	Longman
	No
	Yes

	2002
	Kennedy, George E.; Tracy T. Montgomery
	Technical and Professional Writing: Solving Problems at Work
	Prentice Hall
	No
	No

	2004*
	Kolin, Philip C. 
	Successful Writing at Work. 7th ed.
	Houghton Mifflin
	No
	Yes

	2007*
	Kolin, Philip C. 
	Successful Writing at Work. 8th ed.
	Houghton Mifflin
	No
	Yes

	1999
	Kynell, Teresa C.; Wendy Krieg Stone
	Scenarios in Technical Communication: Critical Thinking and Writing
	Allyn and Bacon
	No
	No

	2000
	Lannon, John M. 
	Technical Communication. 8th ed.
	Longman
	No
	Yes

	2006
	Lannon, John M. 


	Technical Communication. 10th ed.
	Longman
	No
	Yes

	1996
	Markel, Mike 
	Technical Communication Situations and Strategies. 4th ed
	St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	1998
	Markel, Mike
	Technical Communication Situations and Strategies. 5th ed.
	St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	2001
	Markel, Mike


	Technical Communication. 6th ed.
	Bedford/St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	2004
	Markel, Mike 


	Technical Communication. 7th ed.
	Bedford/St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	2007
	Markel, Mike 


	Technical Communication. 8th ed.
	Bedford/St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	2001*


	Oliu, Walter E. Charles T. Brusaw; Gerald J. Alred
	Writing That Works: Communicating Effectively on the Job. 7th ed.
	Bedford/St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	2004*
	Oliu, Walter E. Charles T. Brusaw; Gerald J. Alred
	Writing That Works: Communicating Effectively on the Job. 8th ed.
	Bedford/St. Martin’s
	No
	Yes

	2001
	Pearsall, Thomas E. 
	The Elements of Technical Writing. 2nd ed.
	Allyn and Bacon
	No
	No

	1998
	Perelman, Leslie C.; James Paradis; Edward Barrett
	The Mayfield Handbook of Technical and Scientific Writing.
	Mayfield
	No
	No 

	2001
	Pfeiffer, William S. 
	Pocket Guide to Technical Writing. 2nd ed.
	Prentice Hall
	No
	No

	2004
	Pfeiffer, William S. 
	Pocket Guide to Technical Writing. 3rd ed.
	Prentice Hall
	No
	No

	2007
	Pfeiffer, William Sanborn 
	Pocket Guide to Technical Writing. 4th ed.
	Prentice Hall
	No
	No 

	2003
	Pfeiffer, William Sanborn 
	Technical Communication A Practical Approach. 5th ed.
	Pearson Prentice Hall
	No
	Yes

	2006
	Pfeiffer, William Sanborn 
	Technical Communication A Practical Approach. 6th ed.
	Pearson Prentice Hall
	No
	Yes

	1996
	Picket, Nell Ann; Ann A. Laster
	Technical English: Writing, Reading, and Speaking. 7th ed.
	Longman
	No
	No

	2001
	Picket, Nell Ann; Ann A. Laster; Katherine E. Staples
	Technical English: Writing, Reading, and Speaking. 8th ed
	Longman
	No
	No

	2000
	Reep, Diana C. 

	Technical Writing Principles, Strategies, and Readings. 4th ed.
	Allyn and Bacon 
	No
	Yes

	2006
	Reep, Diana C. 
	Technical Writing Principles, Strategies, and Readings. 6th ed
	Allyn and Bacon
	No
	Yes

	2002
	Roze, Maris; Simon Maxwell
	Technical Communication in the Age of the Internet. 4th ed.
	Prentice Hall
	No
	No

	1999
	Searles, George J. 
	Workplace Communications: The Basics
	Allyn and Bacon
	No
	No

	2003
	Searles, George J. 
	Workplace Communications: The Basics. 2nd ed.
	Allyn and Bacon
	No
	No

	1998
	Sims, Brenda R. 
	Technical Writing for Readers and Writers
	Houghton Mifflin
	No
	Yes

	2006
	Sorby, Sheryl A., William M. Bulleit
	An Engineer’s Guide to Technical Communication
	Pearson Prentice Hall
	No
	No

	1999
	VanAlstyne, Judith S. 
	Professional and Technical Writing Strategies: Communicating in Technology and Science. 4th ed.
	Prentice Hall
	Yes
	No

	2002
	VanAlstyne, Judith S. with Merrill D. Tritt


	Professional and Technical Writing Strategies: Communicating in Technology and Science. 5th ed.
	Prentice Hall
	Yes
	Yes

	1999
	Woolever, Kritin R. 


	Writing for the Technical Professions.
	Longman
	Yes
	Yes

	2005
	Woolever, Kristin R. 
	Writing for the Technical Professions. 3rd ed.
	Longman
	Yes
	Yes
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