
Abstract. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on universi-
ties and colleges requires technical and professional com-
munication program administrators and faculty to reconsider 
their approach to program administration. Faced with unpre-
dictable enrollments and changing work conditions, pro-
gram sustainability has become a major concern. This article 
compares ecopreneurial administrative strategies with lean 
technical communication administrative tenets and analyzes 
their usefulness when dealing with austere conditions. This 
analysis shows that while each administrative model can be 
used separately or together to make sound decisions, eco-
preneurial strategies work best with indifferent audiences, 
while lean technical communication tenets are most likely 
to be successful with invested audiences. Most importantly, 
each model approaches administrative problems with opti-
mism that can be valuable in these times of uncertainty and 
change.
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Program Administration During a Pandemic

As administrators of an undergraduate Professional Writing and 
Communication (PWC) major at Southwest Minnesota State 
University (SMSU), a small, public, rural, liberal arts, 4-year 

residential and commuter campus, we have always been particularly 
sensitive to the austere and sometimes politically uncertain context in 
which we work. The current pandemic has only made us more sensi-
tive to that context as we watch our usually robust service courses 
struggle to meet minimum enrollment caps and our colleagues in 
philosophy and humanities lose positions and programs. 

Even so, like Kathleen M. Coffey, Angela Glotfelter, and Michele 
Simmons (2020) we want to be “responsive” rather than “reactive” to 
such pressures lest we risk “opening our curricula” to “corporatization” 
(p. 139).  In the past, we have found acting as an “ecopreneur” (EP) 
who is committed “to making a living while supporting the health of 
others through selective use of economic and sustainable practices” 
(Ivanko, 2008) has helped us stay responsive (Bemer & Henning, 2015). 
In that work (Bemer & Henning, 2015), we argue that a sustainable 
writing program responsibly manages resources and conceives of the 
program, university, and local context as a dynamic set of relations 
that should be developed and nourished as a whole. A sustainable 
writing program contributes to the ecosystem’s overall health rather 
than competing for resources—a competition that ultimately no one 
can win (Bemer & Henning, 2015). We have become especially adept 
at using context-sensitive, EP strategies that include: bartering, rescu-
ing, reusing, exchanging, recycling, sharing, and repurposing (Ivanko, 
2008). Using these strategies we have found like John Ivanko (2008) 
that the EP has the potential to connect with others allowing for crea-
tivity, diversity, and cooperation. 

While we are still committed to being EPs, the current pandemic 
has encouraged us to contemplate other administrative trends such 
as lean practices in technical writing program administration. We are 
attracted to the work of Meredith A. Johnson, W. Michele Simmons, 
and Patricia Sullivan (2018) who re-define lean to offer a “vision for 
technical communication program work that gives the field permission 
to unleash its creative, forward-thinking, teaching-loving tendencies in 
ways that ethically and sustainably shepherd programs into the future” 
(p. 3).  The lean model of technical communication (LTC) is a “mindset” 
(p. 51) that theorizes about essential practices needed to keep pro-
grams going (p. 17).  As EPs, we share many LTC values. As such, we ask:

• What aspects of LTC are promising? 
• What aspects are less promising? 
To answer these questions, our article will: describe our administra-
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tive context and how it relates to the pandemic and other economic 
pressures, compare EP and LTC models of program administration, de-
termine the usefulness of each model, and offer takeaways about how 
each model can aid in program administration—pandemic or not.

Our Administrative Context and the Pandemic’s Impact
We administer a PWC major at SMSU that is part of the state funded 
Minnesota State Colleges and Universities (Minnesota State) system. 
SMSU, located in Lyon County, Minnesota, is the sixth smallest of the 
seven universities in the system, so we tend to feel budget cuts more 
keenly than the other, larger campuses in our system. Also, prior to the 
pandemic, we were already well versed in the constraints of working 
for a small school. Specifically, our campus is so full-time-equivalent- 
(FTE) students-driven that our major is deliberately comprised of 
courses that serve our own and other majors. Moreover, we literally 
have no physical presence for our major—no program office or display 
cases and no computer lab or technology dedicated to our needs. We 
have become both adept and creative at meeting our program’s needs 
by employing the aforementioned EP strategies.

Given the constraints we already operate under, the pandemic, 
oddly enough, has not changed much for us. While the pandemic has 
heightened our upper-level administrators’ interest in FTE, because 
our program already prioritizes that concern, we have barely felt the 
impact of that priority beyond adjusting the number of service course 
offerings per semester. Compared to the other six universities and 30 
colleges in our state system, SMSU has fared well in student enroll-
ment, showing a loss of only 1.8% for both undergraduate and gradu-
ate student enrollment from fall 2020 to spring 2021.  Also, the percent 
of positive COVID tests in Lyon County has often been under the state-
wide percentage. For instance, in weeks 4 and 5 of 2021, the statewide 
percentage was running between 3.4 and 3.6% while Lyon County was 
at less than 2% (Minnesota Department of Health, 2021, 18 February). 
In these instances, our identity as a small, rural university has helped us 
rather than hurt us. 

Since most of the classes, at least early in the pandemic, shifted 
to online offerings, university resources for online learning have 
increased. Our university’s Center for Online Learning and Teaching 
(COLT) supports faculty with resources that were already in place be-
fore the pandemic, such as the Media Creation Lab and faculty experts 
(Southwest Minnesota State University, 2021, 27 January).  The major 
difference pre-and post-pandemic is that administrative support for 
online teaching is much more apparent. When earlier we had to search 



Program Administration During a Pandemic

for our own resources, they are now emailed to us weekly. 
Also, since much of the instruction and all of the faculty meetings 

during the early stages of the pandemic were moved online, the lack of 
physical presence for our program is now less of a drawback. Students 
expect to see our courses online, and our presence there remains 
strong. However, we worry that the difficulty students have navigat-
ing to our program home page (or even remembering our program’s 
name) may hinder the important act of “discovery” by sophomores 
and juniors that sustains our major. In this sense, the identity problem 
of technical communication (Allen, 1990; Carliner, 2012; Dobrin, 1983; 
Ecker, 1995; Hart & Conklin, 2006; Henning & Bemer, 2016; Jones, 1995; 
Rutter, 1991; Slack, 2003; Slack, Miller, & Doak, 1993) continues to per-
vade the campus environment, be it physical or virtual.

Perhaps the largest negative impact from the pandemic is how 
we interact with our administrators, colleagues, and students. Despite 
living in the same small town as our university, we are now all distance 
workers. Though we know that it is possible to have meaningful inter-
actions in online environments, we miss the impromptu meetings our 
face-to-face presence on campus enabled, something Shahidha Bari 
(2021) refers to as the work that happens in “spontaneous encounters.” 
There are no more chance meetings in the hallway that enable us to 
solve problems on the fly when we run into colleagues on the eleva-
tor or at the coffee shop. Due to our campus’ small footprint, it was not 
odd to encounter faculty from any of the disciplines at our university 
on any given day. Without these spontaneous encounters, we have to 
more deliberately plan our meeting times. There is no more hanging 
out after a meeting to discuss an issue we forgot or a revelation we 
had. Once Zoom is closed, the encounter is over. 

Overall, though, our experience working as EPs in an austere en-
vironment (Bemer & Henning, 2015) coupled with the limited impact 
the pandemic has had on us so far is allowing us to continue to thrive. 
However, the pandemic has also made us more cognizant of the tenu-
ous nature of surviving and thriving at a small institution. 

Relating Our Local Context to Larger Economic Pressures
So far we have discussed our program’s local pressures related to eco-
nomic austerity and the pandemic. Since local pressures can be unique 
to local contexts, it is important to consider how our local experience 
connects to larger pressures related to technical communication and 
the economics of higher education. In The New Normal, Denise Tillery 
and Ed Nagelhout (2015) discuss how “the economics of higher educ-
tion too often become the driving force behind policy initiatives” and 
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“too often place the burden of fiscal responsibility on the most vulner-
able” noting that “smaller institutions, small programs withing institu-
tions, and less protected populations including both students and 
adjuncts and part-time instructors are all at risk during times of auster-
ity” (p.3). Emphasizing this point, Barry Maid (2015) states technical 
communication programs are not safe from cuts just because “what we 
teach is easily seen as connecting students to careers” (p. 17).

Tillery and Nagelhout (2015) describe a range of economic pres-
sues that are still applicable to most technical communication pro-
grams (including our own). These pressures from Tillery and Nagelhout 
(2015) are particularly relevant to the economic impacts of the pan-
demic:
• “pressures to increase students in degree programs” (p. 7)
• “pushes to move courses into cheaper, online environments” (p. 7)
• “increasing class sizes” (p. 7)
• “emphasis on quantifiable assessment data to measure student 

success” (p. 7)
• “funding formulas” where “student credit hours are a zero sum 

game, leading to less collaboration and a tendency to decentralize 
writing instruction” (p.7)

• leaving “empty faculty positions unfilled and relying on part-time 
and adjunct faculty” (p. 7)

• “increasing tenure standards” that “privilege scholarly mono-
graphs” (p.7)
These pressures combined with our local context are formidable 

and can easily lead any overworked writing program administrator to 
make reactive rather than responsive decisions. As such, it is important 
to consider how EP strategies and LTC tenets help us stay responsive.

 
Comparing EP and LTC Models of Program Administration

The rest of this article considers the merits and uses of EP strategies 
and LTC tenets of program administration. To compare the ways that 
EP and LTC relate to program administration and development, this 
section will more completely define these terms, detail the strategies 
and tenets associated with each, and discuss the ways each model al-
lows for action.

The EP model focuses on sustainability theorizing that a program 
is part of an open system that imagines “our universities, departments, 
programs, students and faculty as part of an academic ecosystem” 
(Ashe & Reilly, 2010, p. 92). EPs find a way to support themselves by 
being “creative,” “flexible,” freedom minded,” and “risk tolerant” enough 
to “not only transform the landscape but coalesce into a movement to 
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transform global problems into opportunities for restoration and heal-
ing” (Ivanko, 2008).

Like EP, LTC is also a “mindset” (Johnson, Simmons, & Sullivan, 
2018, p. 51) that theorizes about essential practices needed to keep 
programs going (p. 17). To help administrators think lean, LTC offers 
“heuristics” that help administrators answer these key questions: How 
do we build and maintain a lean program and how do we know we are 
lean?” (Johnson, Simmons, & Sullivan,2018, p. 49). In answering these 
questions, administrators use both empirical and theoretical methods.

Both EP strategies and LTC tenets focus on sustaining a program 
meaning that they allow administrators to be responsive rather than 
reactive to a range of pressures including the austere ones that come 
with a pandemic. A good way to more concretely understand the ways 
LTC and EP connect and differ is to consider the strategies and tenets 
each model offers to the administrator. EP is agent-focused, specify-
ing actions that an EP can take to make a living.  The EP makes use of 
seven sustainability strategies—combined or singly—to address the 
risky nature of making a living. Specifically, an EP does:
1. Barter by trading goods
2. Collaborate by working with others
3. Exchange by trading services
4. Recycle by reprocessing a durable good or service for use
5. Re-purpose by giving an existing durable good or service a new 

aim
6. Re-use by using again a good, service, or physical space
7. Share by using something with others often contributing to its 

purchase and maintenance
In our experience, EP strategies work especially well with indif-

ferent audiences. An indifferent audience is one who does not share 
philosophical values with the program administrator; in short, the in-
different audience does not believe that we have an integral program 
for our campus. EP strategies are effective with this type of audience 
because in lieu of asking this audience to support our needs because 
they agree with our goals, we can use ecopreneurial strategies to make 
supporting our needs beneficial to them and/or less hurtful to what 
they value. 

For instance, bartering is effective with an indifferent audience 
because when bartering, the audience gets something in return for 
what they offer us—they then see the value in what they receive. In 
our previous work (Bemer & Henning, 2015, p. 43), we outline how 
Henning bartered with a graphic arts professor to obtain use of their 
dedicated computer lab in exchange for her assisting in the writing 
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of a new interdisciplinary minor using some of our writing courses. 
Somewhat differently, recycling, reusing, and repurposing are effective 
strategies for indifferent audiences because there is no visible drain on 
outside resources for the indifferent audience to care about. In each of 
these EP strategies, the indifferent audience either benefits or sees no 
harmful effect towards what they value.

LTC, on the other hand, is a theoretical and empirical model of pro-
gram administration with seven tenets to drive inquiry. Like EP strate-
gies, an administrator might use any LTC tenet or tenets in combina-
tion or singly. According to Johnson, Simmons, and Sullivan, (2018, p. 
15), LTC: 
1. “Starts with value”
2. “Innovates and disrupts”
3. “Roots itself “in the unique needs of those served”
4. “Regulates costs”
5. “Engages in sustainability”
6. “Promotes efficiency”
7. “Enhances the visibility of programs” 

In our experience, LTC tenets work particularly well with invested 
college administrator audiences. An invested audience is one who 
agrees that the writing program is integral to our students and univer-
sity and sees the value of its learning outcomes, regardless of financial 
impact. Most of these tenets work best with an invested audience over 
an indifferent audience because they all relate to value in some way. 
For instance, as Johnson, Simmons, and Sullivan (2018)  note, enhanc-
ing visibility, LTC’s seventh tenet, circles back to the first tenet of value. 
Enhancing visibility involves making the public aware of technical 
communication by emphasizing its relevance to society. This tenet 
works with an invested audience because that audience, again, values 
the program’s relevance. If tenet one of “value not deficit” is not shared 
with the audience, the other tenets are not effective methods of pro-
gram administration in an economically austere situation. 

Additionally, invested audiences who value the goals of the 
program can easily see why doing practices in a new way is beneficial 
to the writing program, and they are less concerned with how this in-
novation or disruption (tenet two) affects other areas of the university. 
Innovation and disruption are actions that are most effective with an 
invested audience because as Johnson, Simmons, and Sullivan (2018) 
explain, these actions are risky (pp. 20-21).

Focusing on the unique needs of those served (tenet three) is 
effective with an invested audience because the invested audience is 
supports this unique audience from the start due to their shared value 
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proposition. Regulating cost and promoting efficiency (tenets four and 
six) are mainly effective with the invested audience because this audi-
ence does not necessarily care about the ways this regulated cost or 
efficiency may hurt other parts of the university—for instance, limiting 
professor time spent doing a particular action may help the program, 
but it could hurt another program by leaving curriculum revision un-
finished or making it take a long time.  

Finally, tenet five, “engages sustainability as an impetus for innova-
tion” (p. 15), is about being “attentive to the ecology of administrative 
decisions” (p. 27), which means considering how programmatic deci-
sions affect other programs and administering a program in a way that 
supports others. This nod to ecology is similar to EP’s stance on creat-
ing a thriving ecosystem and might be a way to create shared value 
instead of using a value proposition that must already exist. However, 
Johnson, Simmons, and Sullivan (2018) complicate this tenet further 
by stating that they “see sustainable program development as rooted 
in social responsibility” (p. 27) and in their examples discuss support-
ing “vulnerable communities” (p. 93). In order for tenet five to work, an 
administrator audience must agree that social responsibility is a goal 
for the writing program. An indifferent audience who sees no direct 
benefit in sustainability or programmatic social responsibility will not 
be moved by this tenet. Hence, LTC tenets are more effective with 
an invested audience while EP works well with indifferent audiences 
because EP does not ask the audience to believe in or value the writing 
program.

Two Examples Using EP and LTC Models of 
Program Administration

To further clarify just how an administrator might use EP strategies or 
LTC tenets, we will now discuss how each of these administrative mod-
els allows for action. The first example considers how we collaborated 
with another major—Exercise Science (EXSC)— to increase PWC FTE. 
Our second example considers how we meet student needs for stabil-
ity while completing college during a pandemic. We selected these 
examples because they describe activities typical to the maintance 
and sustainability of a writing program and as such we hope other 
administrators will find these examples relevant.

We used both EP strategies and LTC tenets to build enrollment 
for one of the classes in the PWC major by collaborating with SMSU’s 
popular and growing EXSC major thus contributing to the PWC major’s 
maintenance and sustainability. Part of the EXSC major’s growth is re-
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lated to its structure that allows students at nearby community colleg-
es to start the first two years of the degree at the community college 
and finish the last two years online through SMSU. This programmatic 
structure is referred to as a 2+2 program, and its attraction for students 
is that such a program does not require students to re-locate to the 
SMSU campus to finish their degree thus allowing those with jobs and 
families a less disruptive path to a degree. 

In the developmental stages of the 2+2 program, EXSC faculty 
expressed to the English department chair the need for an online 
writing course. The PWC faculty saw an opportunity to transform an 
existing class—English 360: Scientific and Technical Writing—for an 
online format that could serve both PWC and EXSC students. Table One 
articulates how we used both EP strategies and LTC tenets to make the 
most of this opportunity in a sustainable and lean manner.

Table 1. Using LTC Tenets and EP Strategies for Program Growth
Ecosystem 
(context)

PWC needs more students. EXSC needs an online 
writing class.

Inquiry How can the needs of both majors be met in a 
mutually beneficial manner?

LTC Tenets Visibility: Make EXSC faculty aware of ENG 360
Value: Propose ENG 360 be taken by EXSC students

LTC Praxis ENG 360 is required for EXSC.
EP Strategies Share: ENG 360 class space with EXSC 

Re-purpose: ENG 360 to serve an online audience
EP Praxis ENG 360 offered online every semester.
Reflection More students take a PWC class.

EXSC gains a valuable online class.
Flexibility of online class attracts students from 
other majors and schools. 

As can be seen from Table One, combining EP strategies with LTC 
tenets allowed us to meet the PWC need for more students as well 
as the EXSC need for an online writing class. Moreover, this example 
demonstrates how we interpreted LTC tenets and EP strategies to take 
action. This example demonstrates that both LTC and EP are socially 
responsible, sustainable, and invite innovation. In addition, EP’s focus 
on ecosystems (context) and LTC’s focus on inquiry means these ap-
proaches are highly rhetorical allowing administrators to take advan-
tage of kairotic opportunities as they arise. In this particular instance, 
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LTC’s emphasis on visibility and value reminded us to make this PWC 
writing course visible and articulate its values to others outside our 
program, while EP’s focus on “supporting the health of others,” encour-
aged us to develop a solution that would be mutually beneficial. 

In our second example, we use LTC tenets and EP strategies to 
better balance our time with our students’ needs for real-time interac-
tion during the pandemic. At the start of the pandemic, both students 
in our classes and student advisees in our major expressed a lot of 
panic, stress, and anxiety. Our students’ reactions were pretty typical as 
Matthew Browning and colleagues (2021) note while all populations 
especially “socially-disadvantaged communities and individuals” have 
been psychologically impacted by the pandemic, college students “are 
among the most strongly affected by COVID-19 because of uncertainty 
regarding academic success, future careers, and social life during col-
lege” (p. 2). Their survey (Browning, et al., 2021) of 2,534 college stu-
dents from seven U.S. universities found that 45% of students surveyed 
reported “high levels of psychological impact” while an additional 
40% of students surveyed described “moderate levels of psychological 
impact” (p. 11).  

In response to the psychological impacts related to the pandemic, 
our students and advisees wanted more attention and reassurance 
from us often insisting on meetings at any time of day or night. Mov-
ing all interactions to a virtual format via Zoom seemed to change 
both students’ expectations and sense of boundaries. Since we were all 
working from home, students expected us to be available all the time. 
They also expected us to provide assistance with their lives in general 
and not just our specific class or our specific major. While we were 
thrilled that our students felt comfortable reaching out to us, our own 
sense of stability along with personal and professional boundaries 
were also in a state of collapse. We needed to find ways  to care for our 
students and ourselves in a manner that would allow us to re-establish 
stability and provide more reasonable expectations and boundaries.

To re-establish stability, expectations, and boundaries, we used 
virtual strategies similar in kind to the strategies we used before the 
pandemic to meet with students. For students in our classes, we of-
fered regular office hours several times a week via our individual per-
sonal meeting rooms in Zoom. Similar to physical office hours, office 
hours in a Zoom personal meeting room occur in the same place at the 
same link every time. Students simply need to access the link on the 
syllabus just as students might look up a physical office location on the 
syllabus. Of course, many students forget that the link (like the physi-
cal office location) is listed on the syllabus, so typically, we emailed this 
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information to them when they made a request for help.
Before the pandemic, we used sign-up sheets for advisees and for 

required student conferences since these meetings needed to happen 
at a specific point in the semester. During the pandemic, we used a 
virtual sign-up sheet that we shared via our campus’s Microsoft Of-
fice OneDrive. Students signed-up for a time and then attended their 
meeting in our Zoom personal meeting room. As was true before the 
pandemic, we did need to repeatedly remind some students to sign 
up and provide information about the location of the meeting several 
times to those same students. 

Table 2. Using LTC Tenets and EP Strategies to Respond to Faculty 
and Student Needs
Ecosystem 
(context)

Face-to-face interactions with students are unsafe.
Students need virtual, real-time interaction.
PWC faculty need a livable work/life balance.

Inquiry How can the needs of both students and faculty 
be met?

LTC Tenets Value: Faculty time is important
Unique needs of those served: Writers need sup-
port and feedback

LTC Praxis Use the personal meeting room in Zoom to hold 
weekly office hours that are published allowing 
students and other faculty members to “drop in” at 
will.

EP Strategies Share: Time during work hours with students
Re-purpose: The hard copy office door appoint-
ment sign-up sheet for a virtual environment

EP Praxis Use the OneDrive to create an editable Word docu-
ment allowing students to sign up for a virtual 
conference time.

Reflection Both acts of praxis provide students with virtual 
access to faculty in a manner that allows faculty to 
maintain control over their time. 
Both acts of praxis require some compromise on 
the parts of both students and faculty.

As can be seen from Table Two, we used both LTC tenets and EP 
strategies for meeting our students’ needs. Students who wanted to 
meet with us about our classes were an invested audience as they 
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sought us out via their own initiative. These students have typically 
learned the value of feedback while writing and did not need to be re-
minded to sign up for help. Having the ability to drop in during virtual 
office hours allowed these students to meet with us as needed with-
out pre-arranging a meeting. As Table Two illustrates, the LTC tenets 
of value and meeting the unique needs of those served support the 
Zoom office hour strategy.

As Table Two also illustrates, EP strategies of sharing and re-
purposing lead to virtual sign-up sheet for student conferences and 
for advising. While not all students are indifferent to conferences and 
advising and would likely arrange such meetings on their own, the 
students who most need these interactions are often reluctant to initi-
ate such meetings. The use of the sign-up sheet coupled with email re-
minders worked to make sure that those who most needed us received 
our help in a timely fashion. 

Analyzing EP and LTC Models of Program Administration
Now that we have considered how we used LTC tenets and EP strat-
egies in response to an opportunity for program growth and our 
students’ needs for support,  we will turn our attention to more com-
pletely answering the questions offered at the start of the article:
• What aspects of LTC are promising? 
• What aspects are less promising?

LTC has several promising characteristics that we find valuable 
and will likely continue to draw from for our administrative work both 
during this pandemic and after. Specifically, LTC is optimistic, value-
centered, rhetorical, and program-focused. While we find these aspects 
of LTC promising, we also have some difficulties with LTC that mean we 
will likely not completely abandon our EP strategies. In particular, we 
have some concerns about its value-centered approach and are not 
sure if the LTC tenet of disruption will be a tenet we apply to our pro-
gram. It is important to note, however, that just because we have these 
concerns about LTC that does not mean LTC is necessarily problematic 
or lacking in some way. Rather, these concerns speak to the way we see 
administrative strategies working on our campus. To demonstrate how 
LTC has these strengths and possible weaknesses, we will discuss how 
the examples described in the previous section meet each one of LTC’s 
seven tenets and how those tenets interact with the EP administrative 
model we typically use.

LTC tenet one is to start with value instead of deficit. In our first 
example, we recognize that English 360: Scientific and Technical 
Writing is valuable for both PWC majors and non-majors. The course’s 
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focus on technical communication along with its use of a key science 
genre—the Introduction, Methods, Results and Discussion (IMRaD) 
format—provides students with experiences and skills that no other 
undergraduate writing course on our campus offers. Moreover, most 
EXSC undergraduates at SMSU plan to also attend graduate school 
in order pursue their career of interest as a physical therapist, athletic 
trainer, or occupational therapist making the addition of what some 
may perceive as an extra writing course a valuable asset in meeting 
that long-term goal. In our second example, the LTC tenet of starting 
with value reminds us that both faculty and student needs have value 
and that we are better able to meet the needs of our students and 
advisees if we also make sure our own needs are met.

Starting with value is inherently optimistic and fits well with our 
EP mindset. However, we would note that in each of our examples we 
had values that our audiences did not originally share with us. In the 
first instance, we had to educate others about the value the ENG 360 
course has for EXSC majors. In the second instance, we had to re-estab-
lish stablilty, expectations, and boundaries with our students so that 
our time and professional boundaries could be preserved. Our concern 
here is that starting with value seems to work best when that value is 
shared. 

LTC tenet two is that lean work can innovate and disrupt. This tenet 
was not one that we considered in either example. The concept of 
disruption is not one we typically value as surviving on a small campus 
depends heavily upon creating alliances and demonstrating how the 
work we do supports both the university’s and state system’s missions. 
EP’s emphasis on connecting and supporting others—including the 
ecosystem itself—fits well with that ability to survive.  We are willing 
to innovate, but we tend to frame that innovation in a way that fits 
into our environment. That being stated, some could argue that the 
fact that in example one our suggestion that writing is of value for a 
student population and major that typically values physical activity, 
sport, and exercise-based therapies is disruptive, but that disruption is 
not one we have sought to create nor is disruption something that EP 
strategies value. In example two, we also did not seek disruption since 
we were actively trying to re-establish stability for students whose lives 
were already experiencing too much disruption as they attempted to 
continue their studies during a pandemic. 

Tenet three from the LTC model states that administrative work 
should be rooted “in the unique needs of those served” (Johnson, Sim-
mons, & Sullivan, 2018, p. 15). This tenet is one we intentionally set out 
to meet in both of our examples, and it fits well with EP’s commitment 
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to the health of others in the ecosystem. Specifically, our willingness 
to share and re-purpose the ENG 360 class to make it amenable to the 
unique needs of EXSC majors demonstrates our commitment to this 
LTC tenet. Similarly, our use of sharing and re-purposing to re-create 
stable ways for students to interact with us during the pandemic was 
driven by our desire to meet their needs. This tenet also strikes us as 
rhetorical in the sense that those we serve are our program’s or class’s 
audience. These audiences’ needs may change throughout the pan-
demic, and this tenet reminds us to remain responsive. 

In our minds, LTC tenets four, five, and six: “Regulates costs,” “En-
gages in sustainability,” and “Promotes efficiency” (Johnson, Simmons, 
& Sullivan, 2018, p. 15), are all related and align the most closely to the 
EP strategies we already use. As such, even though we may not have 
articulated these tenets in either example, our use of EP strategies 
along with our context helped us meet these tenets. In particular, mov-
ing ENG 360 online to accommodate the unique needs of 2+2 students 
who may not ever be physically present on our campus had a lot to do 
with our ability to regulate cost, engage in sustainability, and promote 
efficiency. Specifically, the online course made adopting an online, 
open, free text an easy change to make. In addition, moving this class 
online made it available to all Minnesota State system students mean-
ing a larger gain in FTE than anticipated further reducing the cost of 
this change. Moreover, teaching online makes curricular work more 
sustainable and efficient because we can collaborate to both create 
one course shell and engage in revisions in response to assessment 
data and student needs in an efficient and timely manner. This efficient 
use of our time is particularly noticeable since March 2020—despite 
our fewer meetings, we have been able to discuss most new issues 
that needed attention while still revising online courses. 

Similarly, example two demonstrates a commitment to LTC tenets 
four, five and six. While we did not directly mention these tenets in our 
example, the strategies used in the example do regulate costs, engage 
in sustainability, and promote efficiency. The use of Zoom and Micro-
soft OneDrive both capitalize on existing technology that students 
and faculty can access at no cost to them. Also, using this technology 
allowed us to stabilize expectations and boundaries, which in turn is 
efficient as it takes the guess work out of arranging meetings between 
faculty and students. Moreover, both of these strategies are sustain-
able requiring no more additional time than we would normally spend 
meeting with students. When we go back to holding regular office 
hours in a physical location, we can continue to use the Zoom option 
for students not on campus without adding to our work load. 
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LTC tenet seven—“enhancing the visibility of programs” —is a ten-
et that we used explicitly in the first example and indirectly in the sec-
ond example. In example one, we needed to make the ENG 360 course 
and its learning outcomes visible to other faculty in another program 
so that they could see its value. In the second example, we used email 
to make virtual options for meeting with us visible to our students and 
advisees. This tenet is not something that is part of our EP administra-
tive strategy. Additionally, for Johnson, Simmons, and Sullivan, (2018), 
visibility involves more than our examples entail. The visibility John-
son, Simmons, and Sullivan, (2018) discuss also asks administrators to 
consider how a change can be made visible to students and advisors 
and leveraged to promote the major through various channels of pub-
licity such as social media, the university web site, and the university 
newspaper. In our instance, we did not take advantage of any of these 
outlets for publicity even though we have used these channels in the 
past to promote the PWC major and the online certificate. This tenet 
speaks specifically to our program’s struggle with visibility on our cam-
pus, which the pandemic has perhaps further exacerbated by shifting 
our students’ and prospective students’ foci almost exclusively online, 
where our program is difficult to locate; we are housed in a multi-major 
department and our program’s title is not in the name of the depart-
ment. For those of us working in an FTE conscious environment, this 
tenet of visibility is one that is significant. It is certainly one we will add 
to the EP strategies we already use. 

Takeaways from Our Analysis of LTC
Our analysis of LTC and its connection to EP suggests to us three takea-
ways for administrators to consider. Specifically:
1. LTC tenets and EP strategies can be used together or individually 

to make sound programmatic decisions.
2. LTC tenets work especially well with audiences who already see 

value in a writing program while EP strategies work well to trans-
form indifferent audiences into stakeholders. 

3. Both LTC tenets and EP strategies approach administrative prob-
lems with optimism making both invaluable in times of change 
and uncertainty.
Takeaway one that LTC tenets and EP strategies can be combined 

or used separately is demonstrated by our examples. In example one, 
we used two LTC tenets along with two EP strategies to successfully 
add to the FTE of a PWC course and serve the unique needs of an on-
line student population. In example two, we used two LTC tenets along 
with two EP strategies to meet our students’ needs for interaction 
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during the pandemic while respecting our own needs to re-establish 
reasonable expectations and boundaries. What we did not discuss, 
however, is the fact that these strategies and tenets can also be used 
separately with good effect. 

In our past work (Bemer & Henning, 2015), we have discussed how 
EP collaborations with science faculty yielded resources from which 
PWC students benefit such as the campus’s Natural History Museum, 
the science department’s GIS printer, and the campus’s Undergradu-
ate Research Conference. EP strategies worked well in our small school 
context where these collaborations with faculty from other depart-
ments began as impromptu hallway conversations. We suspect that at 
a larger campus where these faculty would likely be in other buildings 
and not in hallways we regularly frequent that these collaborations 
would not have taken place as easily. 

Johnson, Simmons, and Sullivan (2018) make a convincing case 
for relying solely on LTC tenets. Chapters 4, 5, and 6 of their text offer a 
thorough discussion and analysis of three different cases in which LTC 
tenets were used to address issues such as classifications, standards 
and funding models, program facilities and computer infrastructure, 
and community-based projects. In each of these instances, the authors 
demonstrate through discussion and analysis that using LTC tenets for 
these administrative decisions allowed for sustainable innovations. It 
is also important to note that all these administrative decisions took 
place at universities much larger than our own and as such may have 
involved more complex rhetorical situations. While the size of the insti-
tution does not limit the use of EP strategies or LTC tenets, it is recom-
mended that before using EP strategies and LTC tenets separately or 
together administrators take into consideration their unique adminis-
trative goals, needs, and rhetorical context. 

Takeaway two is that EP strategies work best for with an indiffer-
ent audience and that LTC tenets work best with an invested audience. 
An indifferent audience, as stated previously, are people who do not 
believe our program is of benefit or value to the university. This indif-
ference may be due to prioritizing other concerns over the program, 
including but not limited to financial concerns. In contrast, an invested 
audience shares a primary value with the program administrator—in 
our case, acknowledging that students gain strong writing skills by 
taking our classes making our program integral to the university. This is 
not to say that indifferent audiences do not care about students’ writ-
ing skills, but that it is far down on their list of values, and we would 
need an exceptionally strong argument to allow them to value writing 
skills above their other values. 
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Given the devaluing of the humanities in popular culture, we can 
easily imagine a situation where we need to work with an audience 
who does not value what we do. Moving such an audience with only 
persuasion is difficult. In the past, we have had some success trans-
forming the viewpoints of such audiences by sharing FTE with them. 
For instance, at the inception of the PWC major in 2007, Lori Baker and 
Teresa Henning (2010) discuss how the program’s interdisciplinary 
structure that includes sharing six credits of FTE with Communications 
(COM) and six with Art is driven not only by their theoretical com-
mitment to developing a major using their operational definition of 
rhetoric but also by the practical concern of “doing more with less” (p. 
169) and building alliances with others to get a new program started 
at SMSU where all faculty vote on program approval. The alliance with 
COM was an important one in gaining faculty support for the use of 
the word communication in the PWC major’s title. The sharing of FTE 
with COM helps maintain that alliance and care for them as stakehold-
ers. Using both EP strategies and LTC tenets gives us more options for 
building alliances. 

Takeaway three is that EP strategies and LTC tenets are both 
optimistic. This optimism, we believe, is self-evident in our examples 
and discussion of LTC tenets, but the need for optimism may not be as 
evident. It is important to recognize, as Coffey, Glotfelter, and Sim-
mons (2020) note, optimism allows one to be “responsive” rather than 
“reactive” (p. 139) to challenging situations. Both EP strategies and LTC 
tenets are optimistic because they allow program administrators to 
discover the possibilities for innovation, growth, and survival in the 
face of challenges while allowing administrators to respect the unique 
needs of their stakeholders. 

Conclusion
At the start of this article, we discussed how our already austere cam-
pus context, our use of EP strategies, and our low COVID-19 case count 
has allowed our program to survive and thrive. However, our satisfac-
tion with that outcome is tempered by our sadness that others have 
not been as fortunate. We also recognize that our continuing survival 
as a program will always be tenuous and that to continue thriving 
we want to be in the position to respond rather than simply react to 
change. As we have attempted to demonstrate through our discussion 
of seven EP strategies and seven LTC tenets, both of these administra-
tive models allow administrators to be responsive while working in a 
range of conditions including those related to austerity or to a pan-
demic.



Program Administration During a Pandemic

Moreover, we see value in all the EP strategies and most of the LTC 
tenets. The EP strategies strike us as especially useful in collaborat-
ing with others in such a way that those we collaborate with become 
important stakeholders in our program.  For our program, LTC tenets 
seem especially appropriate for use with those who already share 
some of our values. We also appreciate the fact that LTC tenets call 
attention to the need to enhance the visibility of our program. We 
suspect this is a need others have as well.

Overall, both EP strategies and LTC tenets are useful for program 
administrators. With rhetorical context in mind, each model lends itself 
to the successful resolution of administrative dilemmas and can foster 
program sustainability. The flexibility of each lends itself well to the un-
certain nature of program administration during a pandemic or other 
unprecedented circumstances. As we noted earlier, a major impact 
of the pandemic was in our becoming distance faculty who have not 
seen each other in person for months. Through the use of EP strate-
gies and LTC tenets, we have managed to sustain the major without 
overly taxing ourselves. Processes we put in place pre-pandemic are 
now benefiting us. The EXSC majors taking our ENG 360 class are still 
keeping up our FTE, and we now have more ways of meeting in real-
time with all our students – not just the ones physically present on our 
campus. 

Most importantly, the optimism that surrounds both EP strategies 
and LTC tenets keep the PWC faculty responsive in times of change 
making us better prepared to face the unknown challenges yet to 
come. We feel confident in that optimism as this current pandemic has 
demonstrated to us the worth of both of these administrative models.
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