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In this dissertation, | first briefly exam ne the
hi story of technology as it inpacts on literacy practices,
and especially the history of resistance to technol ogi cal
devel opments in the humanities. |In so doing, | also briefly
exam ne sone of the possible ideological underpinnings of
this resistance, including |ooking at sonme of the argunents
proposed to counter it. Mre specifically, | consider how
literacy practices, pedagogical practices, and assessnent
and gat ekeeping practices in the field of conposition
studi es inpact on and are inpacted by the intersection of
conputer technol ogies and our field. Finally, | offer sone
suggestions for ways in which our pedagogi cal practices may
need to be reconsidered in |light of changes in how we
conmuni cat e.

In particular, | propose guidelines for witing
teachers to help negotiate the transitional period between
traditional and neo-traditional forns, bridging the gaps
bet ween exi sting standards for producing print docunents and
as yet undeterm ned standards required by new forns. That
is, | present guidelines that |I hope, rather than stifle

change, can hel p guide authors in determ ning which existing



st andards nmake sense for new new fornms, and which need to be
reconsi dered, thereby providing the flexibility necessary to
cope with change. Because it is inperative that we consider
the effect of our teaching of witing and reading on the
further devel opnent of these technol ogies, as well as the

ef fect of further devel opnent of these technol ogies on our
teaching and study of witing and readi ng, | al so suggest
ways we may need to rethink the acadeny, including the

position of the conposition classroomitself.

Abstract Approved:

Maj or Professor: Joseph M Moxl ey, Ph.D
Prof essor, Department of English

Dat e Approved:




CHAPTER ONE - THE FI DDLER ON THE ROOF

There is a--let us say--a machine. It evolved
itself (I amseverely scientific) out of a chaos
of scraps of iron and behold!--it knits. | am

horrified at the horrible work and stand appal |l ed.
| feel it ought to enbroider--but it goes on
knitting. You conme and say: “this is all right:
it’s only a question of the right kind of oil.
Let us use this--for instance--celestial oil and
t he machi ne shall enbroider a nost beauti ful
design in purple and gold.” WII it? Al as no.
You cannot by any special |ubrication make
enbroidery wwth a knitting machine. And the nost
Wi thering thought is that the infanmous thing has
made itself; made itself w thout thought, w thout
consci ence, W thout foresight, w thout eyes,
wi thout heart. It is a tragic accident--and it
has happened. You can’t interfere with it. The
| ast drop of bitterness is in the suspicion that
you can’t even smash it. 1In virtue of that truth
one and immortal which lurks in the force that
made it spring into existence it is what it is--
and it is indestructible!

--Joseph Conrad, Collected Letters

In the 1997 novie In and Qut, a young worman, confronted
by a tel ephone dial, stares at it a nonent unconprehendingly
before futilely attenpting to punch the nunbers on the dial
with her fingertips. 1In a sixth-grade classroom a group of
students are taught sinple conmputer-literacy skills (opening
files, saving files, etc.) in a hands-on environnent. In a

written, short-answer exam however, they are unable to

translate these skills into verbal know edge. According to



the 1997 Cl A Wrld Fact book, ninety-seven percent of U S.
citizens over the age of fifteen are “literate,” defined as
the ability to read and wite. As devel oping technol ogies
chal | enge our basic notions of text, however, the ability to
read and wite traditional fornms of text may very well be in
the process of becom ng anachronistic. As many of us are
al ready experiencing, the haunting nelody of tradition in
the witing classroom nust contend with energi ng new
strains, often resulting in a cacophony of di ssonance.
Modern technol ogies are already forcing us to rethink
our assunptions about communi cative practices.
Technol ogi cal change is seen by many as a “Faustian
bargain’--for all that we may gain fromit, we |ose
sonething as well (Postman). David Rothenberg, for exanple,
asserts that the Wb is “destroying the quality of student
research papers” (A44). In addition to student papers that
are nothing but “summaries of summaries,” he argues,
t he beautiful pictures and graphs [. . .] inserted
neatly into the body of the student’s text [. . .]
| ook inpressive, as though they were the result of
careful work and analysis, but actually they often
bear little relation to the precise subject of the
paper. Cut and pasted fromthe vast real m of
what’ s out there for the taking, they masquerade
as original wrk. (A44)
Rot henberg’ s sol uti on, however, seens to be to turn off the

conputer screen and teach traditional reading (and witing),

as if, by so doing, everything else will just go away. The



under | yi ng assunption here, of course, is that traditional
forms of text are the crowning achi evenent of our species
and that we nust resist any force that threatens them

Wiile it is true--the Internet and the expl osi on of

el ectronic discourse in our nodern world may i ndeed be
destroying our students’ ability to conmunicate in the sane
way that we do--the term“literacy” itself may need
redefining. Technology, then, seens often to be regarded as
al nost an entity, a force that has sonehow created itself,
or at least that exists outside our sphere of influence or
understanding, leaving us to deal with its effects rather

t han being responsible for its inception and devel opnent.
And it is a force that nust be actively resisted in order to
mai ntain the status quo.! This presunes, of course, that
the status quo is worth maintaining--that what is is what
shoul d be-or that enbroidery is sonehow better or nore
desirable than knitting.

On the other hand, proponents of the use of technol ogy
in the conposition classroomoften nmake virtually the sane
presunptions as those who argue against it. For exanple,
sone people see the use of any kind of technology at all in
the conposition classroomas beneficial, helping to perfect,
or at least facilitate, what teachers already do, while

others argue that, by its nmere presence, technol ogy can hel p



4
to engender a coll aborative and denocratic classroom T. W
Tayl or, for instance, notes that “The uni que perspectives of
conput er - net wor ked cl assroons, because they provide a
contrast to traditional environments, can help facilitate [
.] reexam nation [of denobgraphic and cul tural groupings]”
(124). However, the conposition classroomis politically
| ocated within a system designed to preserve the status quo
(whatever that may be in a particular situation), and, for
good or ill, the technol ogi zed cl assroom may unwi ttingly
serve the sane conservative forces. Students in the
technol ogi zed (or “non-traditional”) classroomare taught to
write and, hence, to value traditional research papers, even
t hough they may use el ectronic nmeans to produce them The
t echnol ogi zed cl assroom uses wor d- processi ng packages,
synchronous or asynchronous di scussion software, and
el ectronic research nethods, and students may be all owed, or
even required, to publish their work on the WWV But even
in those classroons where students work in non-traditional
formats such as MOOs3, |istservs, or Wb sites, the goal may
still be to help students learn to produce and val ue the
sane forns of literacy we always have produced and val ued.
Take, for exanple, Virginia Tech's Electronic Thesis and
Dissertation Initiative at http://etd.vt.edu, which requires
graduate students to publish dissertations electronically,

usi ng portable docunent format (PDF) or Standard Generalized



Mar kup Language (SGWL). \When these electronic theses and
di ssertations retain traditional print formatting, the only
real difference is that they do not need to be reproduced on
paper; nonethel ess, many of these formats are designed to
ensure that they can be.
Al t hough many di scussions of technology tend to view it
as an either-or proposition--that is, technology is either
| auded as sone ki nd of panacea or deplored as sone kind of
denonic entity--others insist that technology is neither
good nor evil in and of itself but is, instead, neutral,
nmerely a tool whose effects depend on how it is used.
“Today,” argues Christina Haas in her book, Witing
Technol ogy: Studies on the Materiality of Literacy,
t he personal conputer is so nuch a part of witing
that witers do not think about how it works, how
it looks, or where it conmes from Its use has
beconme habitual, and the technology itself--Ilike
pens, paper, typewiters, and maybe even cl ay
tabl et s--has becone virtually transparent. (xi)
Technol ogy in the conposition classroom rather than being a
force for change, then, can serve to fix a nonent in tineg,
to fix a certain viewof literacy, a viewthat is often
elitist or, at any rate, static. For exanple, a student
once told ne about his |lecture-class instructor, who took
sections out of the textbook and nmade theminto

transparenci es--and then read them off the overhead

projector to the students. Many of us have had simlar
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experiences in the classroom where “technology” is sinply a
means of making print texts nore readily available. One of
t he dangers in the conputer-assisted classroom too, is the
possibility that this pedagogi cal nodel will be retained.
I nteractive hypertext can allow the student to respond and
interact with the text, but technol ogy can be wielded in
many ways. Hypertext can also facilitate the use of
technol ogy as nerely a neans of dissem nating traditional
texts, as nothing nore than a neans of projecting text onto
a screen, rather than as a new nmedi um for comunication with
its own constructions.

In the sixth century, Lycurgus recogni zed that witing,
itself a technol ogy, could serve to fix usage, and he
therefore forbade it. Just as with the invention of the
printing press the first books attenpted to enul ate the
ornate manuscri pts hand copi ed by nonks, thereby attenpting
to fix usage rather than inventing a new genre with its own
uni que style, the first conputer word processors in the
cl assroom were used for the nost part as expensive
typewiters with the added benefit, perhaps, of allow ng
i nvisible corrections but not nuch else. So, too, witing
on the World Wde Wb often seens to be attenpting to fit
our preconceived witing style into a new nedium O
course, as we consider the possibilities for witing in a

new nmedi um we nmust keep in mnd that change cones slowy.



7
In the short run, nost WMWVdocunents are still being read by
those of us raised and educated in a linear, print-based
worl d. As proof, upon conpleting their Wb pages for a
class project, with al nost one voice ny students asked, “Can
| print this out?” It is entirely possible to sinply paste
print-based text online, and many of us are doing just that.
But sonehow, it just doesn’'t quite work. The questions
rhetoricians must consider, then, include:

1. | s technol ogy having an effect on what it neans to
be literate and, if so, what effect is it having?

2. Is this effect, if it exists, one that we can, or
shoul d, accept? How can we learn to think
critically about new fornms of literacy w thout
al l om ng our preconcei ved notions of what it neans
to be “literate” color our assessnent?

3. I f changes in literacy practices are inevitable,
or at |east desirable, how can we foster the
acquisition of new fornms of literacy? How can we
(or should we) hel p shape the devel opnent of these
new forns?

The nmyths of technol ogy--seeing technol ogy as denonic,
as all-powerful, or as transparent, nerely a tool and,
therefore, “not our job” (Haas)--are not enough. | nstead,
we need to see beyond the netaphors and critically exam ne

t he i deol ogi cal underpinnings that pronpt technol ogical



devel opnents in the first place, as well as those which
pronpt whether and how it is used in the conposition

cl assroom As Robert Pattison notes, reading “acquires its
dynamc formfromthe ideological framework in which it is
depl oyed” (55). And technol ogy, too, is shaped by ideol ogy.
Changes in literacy practices--changes in how we
communi cat e--necessitate the devel opnent of new technol ogi es
of conmmuni cation, and changes in these technol ogi es of
comruni cation in turn inpact how we conmruni cate. Qur
pedagogy and the devel opnent of technological tools for its
delivery are also a reflection of our culture, of our
ideologies. It is too easy for us to eschew technology in
the cl assroom as not applicable to what we do--teaching
witing. It is nmuch nore difficult for us to | ook
critically at what “teaching witing” really neans in a
technological age. It is too easy to refuse to enbrace

t echnol ogy because it can be used to reinforce current-
traditional paradi gns--or because it cannot be. It is nuch
nmore difficult to attenpt to | earn as nuch as possi bl e about
t he technol ogy--about how we use it, how it works, what
assunptions underlie it, and what it tells us about

oursel ves and our society--and to | ook at new ways of
structuring the classroomthat make sense in the wake of
changes in literacy practices as well|l as changes in our

society. It is much nore difficult to justify spending
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enor nous anounts of severely limted resources on conputers
for the witing classroom when the technol ogi zed cl assroom
itself may be antithetical to what we are teaching--
traditional forns of reading and witing.

Implicit in the question nost often asked of those who
make use of non-traditional nedia in the nodern conposition
cl assroom-“Yes, but can it help students learn to wite
better?’--is the presunption that we all know what it neans
to “wite” inthe first place, and, in the second pl ace,

t hat we can sonehow agree on what constitutes “better”
witing. |In other words, when we question the efficacy of

i ntroduci ng technology into the classroom all too often we
do not question the formof literacy, only the neans of
attaining it. M intent here is not to argue that
technol ogy can hel p students wite better. As a matter of
fact, if by “witing better” we nean producing traditional
forms of text, then | amnot so sure that it can. Nor is it
my intent to argue either for or against the study,
teaching, or creation of traditional forns for readi ng and
witing--1 am after all, choosing to wite this

di ssertation in a very traditional format, even though

have consi derabl e experience working in non-traditional
forms and even though nmy Chair has strongly encouraged ne to

expl ore new ones. M purpose here, however, is not to
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pronote a specific view of literacy but, rather, to argue
that we need to consciously and systematically explore how
current conceptions of what it is to be literate may be
[imting our ability to see beyond the present nonent and
stifling opportunities for us to actively encourage, resist,
or even recogni ze changes in literacy practices that are
pronpted by or reflected in energing technol ogies for
writing and communi cation. Technology is already having an
i npact on our definitions of |literacy and, hence, on the
conposition classroom and the discipline of conposition
studi es as a whole, as changing technol ogies force a
reexam nation of what it is to be literate in the nodern
worl d. The introduction of technology into the classroom
t hus provides a uni que opportunity to | ook beyond current
conceptions of literacy and pedagogi cal practices, to | ook
at how traditional gatekeeping functions may serve to resi st
exploration of new or different literacies, and to | ook at
how the traditional structures of the conposition classroom
and the acadeny nay need to be reconsidered as we nove into
t he next century.

Changing literacy practices may ultimtely necessitate
changes i n pedagogi cal and assessnent practices as well as
changes in the nmethods of instructional delivery.

Devel opnments in technology will |ikely continue apace

because of interests outside of conposition studies.
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Busi ness, advertising, publishing, nedia, governnent,
entertai nment, education--all of these special interests,
anong ot hers, have a stake in how the technol ogi es of
communi cation play out in our society. Failing to be
involved in this devel opment, failing to be critically
engaged with devel opments in the technol ogi cal apparatuses
of reading and witing, wll only ensure that we are
ultimately left in a position of figuring out what to do
after the fact rather than figuring out what we want to be
able to do.

The speed of change in the last century, as Nei

Post man notes, has been dizzying. In little nore than half
a century, he says, television has already created a “new
kind of Anerica,” altering the very fabric of our lives, and
we now find ourselves situated in the mdst of fundanmental
changes in how we communi cate, changes that may affect our
lives in ways we cannot yet begin to imgine. The
proliferation of articles and books in recent years
declaimng the effects of technology on students’ literacy
skills--fromthe 1975 Newsweek article, “Way Johnny Can’t
Read,” to current decl amations such as Rot henberg s “How t he
Web is Destroying Student Research Papers”--represent proof
that, indeed, the very fabric of our profession is at stake.

On the other hand, the proliferation of books and articles
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that argue that we shoul d technol ogi ze the study and
teaching of witing, either praising the effects of
technol ogy on what we already do (teaching traditional text)
or, alternatively, arguing that technology is nerely a tool,
not really different fromany other tool of witing, and
that its use in the classroomis, therefore, not
threatening--all of these conbine to point to the need to
consi der whether or not to accommobdate these changes in the
conposition classroomand, if so, how

In addition to questioning whether or not the use of
conputers in the witing classroomcan help students achieve
traditional literacies better than non-technol ogized
cl assroons, even many conputers-and-witing advocates have
argued that “technol ogy should be applied in the classroom
only in those instances in which it supports current notions
of effective pedagogy” (T. W Tayl or 126). For exanpl e,
Cynthia L. Selfe and Billie J. Wahl strom note, “[C]onputers
are not right for every course, every teacher, or every
student [. . .]. [Unless the use of conputers has distinct
advant ages for presenting the course content, assisting
teachers, and aiding students, the additional work involved
may not be worth the effort” (258). The insistence by sone
that technology has limted applications in the witing

cl assroom and that those nust be in the service of “current
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notions of effective pedagogy” inplies that we have a choice
in the matter. However, as society places demands on us to
teach students the literacy skills required of them outside
the acadeny, admnistrators are attenpting to appease or
nmeet these desires by incorporating technological skills
into the curriculum And all too often this is being done
W t hout our input. Thus, witing teachers may find
t hensel ves suddenly catapulted into a technol ogi cal
environnent in which they are ill-prepared to cope, w thout
adequate training in the use of the technology or, even nore
i nportant, w thout prior consideration of how and why
t echnol ogy even belongs in the witing classroomin the
first place.

Nonet hel ess, in an attenpt to inprove the bottomline,
many adm ni strators are pushing for the use of technology to
i ncrease enrol Il ments and decrease costs. For exanpl e,

di stance education applications are being w dely pronoted,
even though sone fear that “packaged” education w ||
ultimately be used to replace teachers. Indeed, in their
response to Educom s National Learning Infrastructure
Initiative (NLII), WIlliamF. Massy and Robert Zensky
advocate replacing faculty with conputers, arguing that
“[t]he career of a workstation nay well be |less than five
years, whereas that of a professor often exceeds 30 years.

Workstations don’'t get tenure, and del egations are |ess
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likely to wait on the provost when particul ar equi pnent
itens are laid off.”

D st ance educati on has been defined as “the use of
advanced communi cati ons technol ogies for teaching” (T. W
Tayl or 209). Wile seductive, this definition is also not
entirely accurate: distance education preceded “advanced
communi cations technologies.” It is not sonething new,
al t hough new communi cati ons technol ogies do allow for it to
becone sonething new. Correspondence and tel evision courses
have had Iimted popularity in the past at |least in part
because of the limtations of the technol ogies used to
deliver them (i.e., postal technol ogies and tel evision
technol ogi es). Newer comruni cations technol ogies that allow
for live, interactive video and audi o conferencing,
synchronous and asynchronous conmuni cati on, and the use of
Web protocols that allow students to share drafts of works
in progress as well as finished products can hel p make the
educati onal experience richer for students, or they can be
used to reinscribe current-traditional practices, depending
on how they are wi el ded. What these technologies will not
do, however, is replace teachers, nor will they reduce the
time that teachers spend with students. In sone instances,

in fact, distance education using these technol ogi es
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requires a greater investnent of time on the part of
t eachers.

Di stance education applications, information
literacies, and publishing practices are suddenly changi ng,
and many of us suddenly find that we are now anong the new
illiterate--that we no | onger know how to read and wite in
a world where the word itself has becone technol ogized. O
course, it is not possible in the space of this work to
consider all of the history or examne all of the
ram fications of present devel opnents. Furthernore, there
is no crystal ball to show definitively what the future wll
be like (or, if there is one, | have not yet found the URL).
Besi des, there has already been much witten that exam nes
the histories of literacy practices and devel opi ng
technol ogi es, only sone of which | will be able to include
inthis work. For exanple, Jay David Bolter’s Witing
Space: The Conputer, Hypertext, and the H story of Witing
has qui ckly becone an inportant work in the conputers-and-
conposition canon; Walter Ong’s Orality and Literacy: The
Technol ogi zi ng of the Wrd, although witten before the
recent innovations in Internet technol ogies, is nonethel ess
prescient in its visions of changing literacies; and works
such as M T. Canchy’s From Menory to Witten Record:

Engl and, 1066-1307, Robert Pattison’s On Literacy: The
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Politics of the Woird from Honmer to the Age of Rock, and
El i zabeth L. Eisenstein’s The Printing Press as an Agent of
Change: Conmmuni cations and Cultural Transformations in
Earl y- Modern Europe offer far nore in-depth glinpses into
hi storical developnents in this field than | could ever hope
to achi eve.

Until only a few years ago, there was very little
schol arshi p avail abl e that adequately critiqued the
conput er s- and- conposi ti on novenent, and fewer still that
were available in print. However, in recent years,
scholarship in this field has proliferated as well. Most
notably, Gail E. Haw sher and Paul LeBl anc’s Re-Inmagi ni ng
Comput ers and Conposition, published in 1992; Cynthia L
Selfe and Susan Hilligoss’s Literacy and Conputers: The
Compl i cations of Teaching and Learning wth Technol ogy,
published in 1994; and Gail E. Hawi sher, Paul LeBl anc,
Charl es Mdran, and Cynthia L. Selfe’'s Conputers and the
Teaching of Witing in Anmerican H gher Education, 1979-1994:
A History, published in 1996, cogently depict the
confrontation in our field between our traditional function-
-teaching the hall owed text--and new neans of creating and
accessi ng those texts.

Even these works, however, do not for the nost part

address newl y-energi ng Internet technol ogies, such as the
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expl osi on of devel opnents in voice-recognition software,
real -tinme audi o and video conferencing applications,
interactive Web authoring tools, and nore. Thus, even many
books and articles witten only in the past few years are
al ready out of touch with current devel opnents. Although
many i nportant works of schol arship have been and are being
publ i shed online, in electronic (and especially hypertext)
venues, nonet hel ess, even these works fall short. The
acadeny’s gat ekeeping practices ensure that, in order to get
the necessary credit for tenure-and-pronotion purposes, even
t hose nost ardent proponents of electronic witing are often
witing for print. And print publishing by its very nature
does not and cannot allow for the i medi acy necessary to
keep abreast of developnents in this field. Moreover, nmany
of the gatekeepers whose function it is to decide what is
worthy of disseminating in print have judged much of the
schol arship in conputers and conposition and found it
| acking, either in its failure to present quantitative
evidence of its clainms or in its sonmetines proselytic zeal.

Al though it is premature at this stage of our

t echnol ogi cal devel opnment to attenpt to offer definitive
answers to the questions precipitated by the adjoining of
conputers and writing, nonetheless | hope that, by exploring
t hese i ssues we can see how conputers and technol ogies are

already inplicated in conposition classroons. Thus, we can
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nove beyond the argunent over whether or not to introduce
technology into the witing classroom |In many ways that
argunent has al ready been answered for us (whether or not we
have noticed). In this work, therefore, rather than argue
that technology is beneficial or evil or neutral, | instead
assune that technology is already a factor in what we do--
whet her we address its inpact on the conposition classroom
or not. Thus, | consider how literacy practices,
pedagogi cal practices, and assessnent and gat ekeepi ng
practices in our field inpact on and are inpacted by the
i ntersection of conputer technol ogi es and Conposition
studi es and conclude by offering suggestions for ways we may
want to begin thinking about how to teach, assess, and val ue
new forns of literacy even while they are still in the
process of evol ving.

In the next chapter, thus, | look briefly at sone of
the history of criticismof technol ogi cal devel opnents in
the humanities, beginning with Socrates’ denunciation of
witing in Plato’s Phaedrus in the fourth century BC. Many
of the sanme argunents have been advanced agai nst each
successi ve new technol ogy, as we can see by conpari ng
Socrates’ argunents with those broached agai nst print
technology in the fifteenth century and, now, agai nst

conputer technology in the twentieth. Moreover, argunents
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that | ook favorably upon technol ogi cal devel opnents al so
foll ow much the sanme lines. That is, each technology in
turn has been accused, rightly or wongly, of destroying
menory, while each has been praised (although usually only
many years after the fact, after it has becone
“transparent”) for fostering the evolution of the human
m nd. For exanple, Sven Birkerts goes so far as to credit
t he devel opment of the printing press wwth helping to foster
changes in literacy practices that made the Enli ghtennment
possi ble. Although sone, like Birkerts, fear that newer
technologies will encourage a loss in the human capacity for
extensi ve reading (and thereby, perhaps, for extensive
t hi nking), others seemto posit the opposite effect,
offering us, at it were, an electronic panacea--in effect, a
new Enlightennent. Each of these dianetrically opposed
positions, however, seens to assunme that technol ogy has
“made itself w thout thought, w thout conscience, wthout
foresight, w thout eyes, without heart” (Conrad 425).

I nstead, | hope to show that energing technol ogi es exi st

al ongsi de of and are colored by existing technol ogi es and
that, far frombeing born in a vacuum they are constructed
by our own ideol ogi cal apparatuses. By exam ning how
argunents for and agai nst previous technologies for the
communi cation of ideas and information are, in fact, the

sane argunents now bei ng posed both for and agai nst new
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t echnol ogi es, perhaps we can begin to | ook beyond t hem and
toward new ways of assessing energing forns and determ ni ng
value (if, indeed, “value” itself is a termthat any | onger
hol ds sway) .

Chapter Three considers both simlarities and

di fferences between nodern electronic witing and oral and
witten fornms produced using previous technol ogies. For
exanple, | examne the five parts of the classic rhetorica
canon--invention, arrangenent, nenory, delivery, and style--
as they may or may not relate to energing forns of witing.
Theorists in conputers and witing are only just begi nning
to |l ook at goi ng beyond the typographical el enments of
witing, noving toward a hypertextual (or intertextual)
I'i nking of synbols and ideas, of hieroglyphic and iconic
el emrents, sound and video files, perhaps even soon snell and
taste and touch files. It is even conceivable that we wll
soneday have “texts” invested with artificial intelligence
(if we don’t already), just as we already have conputer
ganes that |learn and that can change their responses to the
reader to fit what they perceive to be the readers’ needs or
desires. W are only beginning to imagi ne the possibilities
of afluid text, a text wwth no set beginning or ending,
wi th no set boundaries even, between the reader and the
witer, in a collaborative witing space that, perhaps,

negat es our preoccupation wth authorial control. Literacy
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has undergone many changes in the past--fromorality to
witing to print--and likely it will undergo many nore.
Hopeful ly, this analysis will help us formulate ways to
begi n thinking about literacy practices as they continue to
evol ve and aid us as we consider how to teach and eval uate
t hese new f orns.

Current gatekeeping practices, |ike those before them
effectively serve to resist change and preserve the status
guo. Literacy assessnent testing, Ph.D. certifications,

t enur e- and- pronoti on gui deli nes, and publishing practices in
the humanities all work together to resist attenpts by

schol ars to even consider how (or, indeed, whether) changes
in the technology of witing may be inpacting witing
itself. 1In considering how gatekeeping practices such as
assessnent tests, scholarly publication, and tenure-and-
hiring practices (anmong others) stifle exploration of
literacy practices thensel ves, then, Chapter Four considers
how t hese practices reflect our ideologies in the acadeny
and in English studies especially. O course, major changes
in the denographic and econom ¢ nmake-up of America have

al ready had i nportant effects on the character of Anmerican
education as a whole and on how the role of literacy
instruction in this country is played out in the acadeny.
Marcia Farr and Goria Nardini, for exanple, caution that

“assum ng [essayist literacy] to be the only appropriate
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means of discourse too frequently denies voice and identity
to those whose ways of speaking are different” (118). 1In
hi s post hunousl y- publ i shed book, Rhetorics, Poetics, and
Culture: Refiguring College English Studies, Janmes Berlin
argues, too, that the English departnent itself often serves
as a “powerful conservative force” working to exclude those
| ess privileged (15), as schools becone “sorting nmachi nes,
reinforcing class relations by determning the future
occupations and inconme | evels of young people” (22).

Current nmeasures of literacy assessnment, thus, often serve
political and ideological interests. Assessnment tests,
t enur e- and- pronoti on requirenents, and other enactnents of
gat ekeeping practices in the acadeny, noreover, often serve
to resist exploration of changing literacies by attenpting
to fix one nonent of history as the nodel against which al
ot hers are neasured. By exam ning these practices,
hopefully we can | ook toward ways to negoti ate how we
determ ne value in a given situation and resist attenpts to
deny voice to ways of speaking--and witing--that may
conflict wwth the dom nant discourses in our field.

In Chapter Five, | suggest sone ways in which our
pedagogi cal practices nmay need to be reconsidered in |ight
of changes in how we communicate. |In particular, | propose

guidelines for witing teachers to help negotiate the



23
transitional period between traditional and neo-traditional
forms, bridging the gaps between existing standards for
produci ng print docunents and as yet undeterm ned standards
required by new fornms. That is, | hope to present
gui delines that, rather than stifle change, can hel p gui de
authors in determ ning which existing standards nmake sense
for new forns, and which need to be reconsidered, thereby
providing the flexibility necessary to cope with change.
Because it is inperative that we consider the effect of our
teaching of witing and reading on the further devel opnent
of these technologies, as well as the effect of further
devel opnent of these technol ogi es on our teaching and study
of witing and reading, | also suggest ways we may need to
rethink the acadeny, including the position of the
conposition classroomitself.

To sone, it is true, technology offers us a
(questionabl e) paradise--a new world order with no race, no
gender, no disability (as a recent MCl commercial asserts).
To others, technology is inherently denonic, nesnerizing and
seductive, beckoning us to pass through the gates of Hell.
But regardl ess of how technology is viewed by those of us in
t he acadeny, it requires that we conmand a know edge of how
it works, of its capabilities as well as of its
shortcom ngs, and of the assunptions which underlie it. W

must now face the task of redesigning our witing
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cl assroons, our witing progranms, our departnents, our
uni versities, and our society to face the questions that are
still to cone. Wiile critics of the technol ogi zed cl assroom
are right--sinply providing conputers and educati onal
sof tware packages to students is not enough--sinply pulling
the plug is no longer an option either. Along with
expendi tures on technol ogy, then, we need a concom tant and
fundanent al change in how we think about education and in
how we think about literacy. And, at the sane tine, we need

to be critical of anything that prom ses mracles.
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CHAPTER TWO - THE PACT WTH THE DEVI L

The archdeacon pondered the [i mrense church
of Notre Dane] for a few mnutes in silence, then
with a sigh he stretched his right hand toward the
printed book that |ay open on his table and his
| eft hand toward Notre Dane and turned a sad eye
fromthe book to the church

“Alas!” he said, “This will destroy that.”

--Victor Hugo, Notre Dane de Paris
After the governor of Washi ngton established a
commi ssion to explore how el ectronic delivery of education
m ght “alter our very definition of what constitutes a
col | ege education,” al nost nine-hundred professors at the
Uni versity of Washington joined together in protest, saying,
“Education is not reducible to the downl oadi ng of
informati on” (Wody). Janes G egory, a history professor at
the University of Washington, proclainmed that a university
education is about nore than information; it is also about
t he
soci al experience of encountering new ideas and
new people [. . .]. You can’'t do that on the
Internet, and we woul d be cheating a generation if
we tried to substitute sonme type of techno
education for a canpus education. (Wody)
In an article in The Atlantic Monthly, Todd Qppenhei ner

bl ames poor research nethods for the push to use technol ogy
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in the classroom He calls for freezing spending on
conputers in the classroomand instead increasing
expenditures on “fundanental s”--“teaching solid skills in
readi ng, thinking, listening, and talking; organizing
inventive field trips and other rich hands-on experiences;
and, of course, building up the nation’s core of
know edgeabl e, inspiring teachers” (62). According to
Qppenhei ner, the worth of these nethods of instructional
delivery, while not as enticing as conputers, has been
proven “through a long history” (62). H's argunents agai nst
conti nued expenditures on conputers hinge on what he sees as
the lack of evidence to prove the nmerits of technology in
t he classroom however, he also seens to inply that a “long
history” is a necessary conponent of any such proof. In
effect, then, he would seemto be arguing that we should
stick with what we know. While many educators m ght agree
w th Oppenhei ner, nonetheless | amnot entirely certain that
the worth of these “traditional” methods of instructional
delivery has been proven (or disproven) at all. Moreover, |
woul d argue that technology is not necessarily antithetical
to preserving these sanme nethods--conputers in the classroom
can nost certainly be used to facilitate what teachers
al ready do, as well as to undermne it.

The history of technol ogi cal devel opnment, however, is a

hi story of resistance to change, especially in the
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humanities. In Plato’s The Phaedrus, for exanple, Socrates
worries that the invention of witing wll destroy nenory
and di stance the reader fromthe rhetor’s exposition of
ideas. Witing, he argues, should serve as a rem nder, not
as a replacenent for the exercise of nenory. Thus he
esteens the |iving speech over the witten one. A witten
speech, he says, cannot answer questions or protect itself
fromthe wong audi ence. Like argunents agai nst conputer
technol ogy, his fears are that the technology of witing
w Il destroy the status quo. The real problem here, then,
seens to be how we define “witing,” although we nust al so
consider how witing may define us in turn.

Changes in literacy practices and technol ogi cal
devel opnents for the production and distribution of literacy
have each in turn been both praised and blaned for their
i npact on the individual mnd and on society as a whol e.
Jay David Bolter defines witing as “a technol ogy for
col l ective nenory, for preserving and passing on human
experience” (33), remnding us of Plato’s own injunction
that witing should serve as a rem nder. |Indeed, if
l[iteracy practices and the technol ogies for creating and
delivering themare nerely attenpts to perfect a way to
store and reproduce the spoken word, then electronic

technol ogies may be the ultimte neans to do so. However,
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these ideas are interestingly conplicated in online spaces.
On the other hand, many others see witing as serving to
foster changes in thinking and social patterns rather than
nmerely preserving existing ones. O course, changes in
literacy practices and the technol ogi es for conmuni cati ng
them are reflections of other changes--in society, in
| anguage, and in ideol ogi es--as nmuch as they are causes of
further changes.

Emerging forns of literacy are based on preceding
forms; they are not created anew fromprinordial matter.
Rat her, el enents of each inpinge on each other. M T.
Cl anchy’s historical research on the shift froman oral to a
literate culture, for exanple, recounts how the inposition
of witten contracts by the dom nant culture in nedieval
Engl and was, essentially, an attenpt to inpose witing as a
cultural norm Nonet hel ess,
the Normans realized that paper deeds for |and
were open to forgery, so they continued to use the
ol der practice of affixing seals as well, for
safety. Contrary to the idea that the shift to
literacy caused a radical shift in thinking, the
continuing mx of literate and nonliterate nodes
exenplified in the seal stanped on top of the I and
deed show how witten forns adapted to oral and
ot her practices. (Farr and Nardini 110)
Robert Pattison agrees that changes in literacy practices
are “colored by the existing attitudes toward | anguage and

the econom c structure of the culture where [they are]

i ntroduced,” asserting that “By itself, witing is an inert
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force” (83). Although many of us would argue that witing
is far frominert, nonetheless we woul d probably agree that
what ever ot her changes are precipitated by changes in
witing practices make sense “only when studied in
conjunction with the consci ousness of | anguage prevalent in
the culture where [they are] enployed” (4). Julian Jaynes
even argues that, before the advent of witing, the m nd was
bi caneral. That is, as Walter Ong notes,

The right hem sphere produc|[ed] uncontroll able
“voi ces” attributed to the gods which the left
hem sphere processed into speech. The “voices”
began to | ose their effectiveness between 2000 and
1000 BC. This period, it will be noted, is neatly
bi sected by the invention of the al phabet around
1500 BC[. . .]. (29-30)
Thus, Jaynes attributes changes in the inner workings of the
mnd itself to the invention of the al phabet. Ong exam nes
how the distinctive features of Honeric poetry were due to
“t he econony enforced on it by oral nethods of conposition”
(21). Oal texts require nore repetition than witten ones;
we can see evi dence of mmenoni ¢ devi ces such as the use of
rhythm (i.e., the hexameter line), repetition of words,
phrases, sounds, or ideas, the use of narrativization and
visualization (i.e., metaphoric representations), and the

use of commonpl aces, or topoi, in oral texts from Honer to

Native Anmerican poetry.
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Witing, on the other hand, allows for the storing of
know edge which, argues Walter Ong, “freed the mnd for nore
original, nore abstract thought” (24). According to Eric A
Havel ock, “[T]he devel opnent of the G eek al phabet
(approxi mately 700 BCE) constituted a nonent ous and uni que
event in the history of human culture” (Haas 10). Havel ock
has even gone so far as to credit “the ascendancy of G eek
anal ytic thought” to the introduction of vowels. The
“abstract, analytic, visual coding of the elusive world of
sound,” he says, “presaged and inplenented their [the
Greeks’] later abstract intellectual achievenments” (Ong 28).
The invention of witing is, therefore, often credited with
eventually |l eading to Greek philosophy itself (Havel ock;
Jaynes; Ong).

Fer di nand de Saussure contends that change in | anguage
is sinultaneously arbitrary and inevitable. “Tinme changes
everything,” he says. “There is no reason why | anguages
shoul d be exenpt fromthis universal law (77). However
i ke Pattison, he discounts entirely the effect of the nobde
of inscription. To de Saussure, |anguage is “thought
organi sed in sound” (110). In nuch the sanme way, the
ancient G eeks saw witing as “an instrunment for hol ding
spoken words in a fixed formuntil they could be revived by
the voice of the reader” (Bolter 72). Thus de Saussure

mai nt ai ns t hat
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the characteristic role of a |l anguage in relation
to thought is not to supply the material phonetic
means by which ideas may be expressed. It is to
act as internediary between thought and sound, in
such a way that the conbination of both
necessarily produces a nutually conpl enentary
delimnation of units. (110)

The structuralist approach to | anguage has been very
influential in the field of literary criticism focusing
critical attention on the process of encodi ng and decodi ng
signs. However, de Saussure al so argues that “Whether
wite in black or white, in incised characters or in relief,
with a pen or a chisel--none of that is of any inportance
for the neaning” (118). As nmany others have noted, however,
the neans of inscription affects how we perceive a text as
well as the ways in which the production of discourse is
envisioned in the first place (MLuhan; Haas; Ong). The
online world may be seen as constituting a distinct
community, in effect a linguistic one, with its own sign
system or langue.® Thus, the neaning of a given sign in
hypertext may be categorically different fromthe nmeani ng of
the sane sign in a print text.

Resi stance to new technol ogies for the creation,
di stribution, and reception of forns of literacy may be, in
essence, then, a defense against the changes that these

technologies may ultimately effect on literacy itself as

well as an attenpt to preserve and naturalize the ideol ogies
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that inform |l anguage practices in the first place. Witing
at first served mainly to recycle know edge, preserving oral
di scourse in a static formfor later recitation
Nonet hel ess, over tine, witten conpositions began to
change, as they began to be witten specifically “for
assimlation directly fromthe witten surface” (Ong 10).
For exanpl e, devices necessary in oral conpositions, such as
menoni ¢ devices to aid nenory and the use of topoi, were no
| onger necessary in witten ones. Alternatively, witing,

i ke other technol ogies, required the acquisition of new
skills, not only skills wth | anguage but al so nechani cal
skills for the production and reception of witten text.
Early witing materials could be unw el dy at best, and they
often required considerable investnent in materials on the
part of would-be witers as well as in tinme spent |earning
to work with them
| nstead of evenly-surfaced nmachi ne- nade paper and
relatively durable ball-point pens, the early
witer had nore recalcitrant technol ogica
equi pnent. For witing surfaces, he had wet clay
bricks, animal skins (parchnent, vellun) scraped
free of fat and hair, often snoothed with pum ce
and whitened with chal k, frequently reprocessesd
by scraping off an earlier text (palinpsests). O
he had the barks of trees, papyrus (better than
nost surfaces but still rough by high-technol ogy
standards), dried | eaves or other vegetation, wax
| ayered onto wooden tables often hinged to forma
di ptych worn on a belt (these wax tablets were
used for notes, the wax bei ng snoot hed over again

for re-use), wooden rods and ot her wooden and
stone surfaces of various sorts. As inscribing
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tools the scribes had various kinds of styli,
goose quills which had to be slit and sharpened
over and over again and what we still call a “pen
knife”, brushes (particularly in East Asia), or
various other instrunments for incising surfaces
and/ or spreading inks or paints. Fluid inks were
m xed in various ways and readi ed of use into
hol | ow bovi ne horns (inkhorns) or in other acid-
resi stant containers, or, commonly in East Asia,
brushes were wetted and dabbed on dry ink bl ocks,
as in watercolor painting. (Ong 94-95)

Access to these materials and to the skills requisite for
working with them was necessarily limted to those with
sufficient resources--of noney as well as leisure--to
experinment wwth them And, of course, universal access is a
goal that has yet to be achieved, regardless of the forns we
use to dissem nate information

Nonet hel ess, one goal of print technology, like witing
itself, was to nmake existing texts nore readily avail abl e,
even if universal access was not possible. However, many of
t he sane argunents that were advanced against witing were
al so brought to bear against the technology of print. For
exanpl e, many people feared that print technol ogy, by making
information nore readily avail able, would destroy nenory “by
relieving it of too nmuch work” (Ong 80). That is, instead
of storing knowl edge in the m nd, one need only have access
to information stored in witing. Libraries, thus, cane
into being as “houses of nenory,” in effect. The inportance

of the classical device of nmenory dwi ndled in nodern

rhetoric, until, in our own time, nenory is no |onger



34
consi dered an inportant conponent of the rhetorical canon,
except as it is manifested in libraries and archives.

The spread of print technol ogi es, noreover, had an
i npact on our concept of authorship and the ownership of
i deas, as well. \Whereas Aristotelian rhetoric relied on
comonpl aces, or topoi--that is, appeals that the rhetor
coul d expect his audience to already know and share--after
the advent of witten text, and especially after print
technol ogy allowed for the text to becone fixed, invention
becane instead an individual act. Oal texts were often
passed down through many generations, grow ng and changi ng
with each recitation, until it was inpossible to fix any one
aut hor as the author of a given text. Early witten texts
were al so subject to this sanme ephenerality. Plato wote
down the teachings of Socrates in the formof dial ogues. As
this dial ogic nodel changed, the |lecture nodel came into its
own, with texts dictated by professors to students who
meticul ously inscribed themon their tablets, and on their
menories. Later incanabula were hand copied to allow for
distribution of this canon of know edge-—-the text--to those
at a distance, either in tinme or space. O course, this was
often expensive as well as tinme consumng. Oten, too,
scri bes inadvertently introduced errors into the texts or

i ncl uded commentaries or “corrections” of their own. The
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very concept of “authorship” was thus a difficult one--was
the “author” the professor who dictated the text from
menory? The student who wote it down? The scribe who
copied it and, perhaps, changed it as he did so? Indeed,

t he concept of authorship, and especially the romantic
notion of sole originary authorship, can be seen, at |east
in part, as a result of new technol ogies that allowed for
the increased fixity and stability of texts.

Printing, of course, nmade it possible for texts to be
stabilized in a way never before possible. Moreover, it
all owed for distribution well beyond the confines of the
Agora (the ancient G eek marketplace for ideas as well as
goods)--and well beyond the confines of the classroom
Witten di scourse can be preserved in a way that oral
di scourse cannot be. However, preserving the witten text
for posterity depended upon finding a neans to pernmanently
inscribe the markings as well as preserving the | anguage
necessary to apprehend them The printed book, therefore,
came to be valued “for its capacity to preserve and displ ay
fixed structures” (105); rather than displ acing previous
structures, that is, print technol ogy allowed for the
reproduction of the products of scribal culture in ever-
increasing quantities and with ever-increasing reliability
(Ei senstein 168). However, by naking texts nore pernanent

and, even nore inportant, enabling identical reproduction of
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texts, print technology can al so be seen as a “technol ogi cal
reflection of the great chain of being, in which all nature
had its place in a subtle, but unalterable hierarchy”

(Bol ter 105).

Regardl ess, nmany continued to question the value of the
book as a vehicle for delivery of education, in much the
sane way that today academ cs question the val ue of
el ectronic nmeans to deliver it:

Had any of our current testers of nedia and
vari ous educational aids been available to the
harassed sixteenth century adm nistrator they
woul d have been asked to find out whether the new
teachi ng machine, the printed book, could do the
full educational job. Could a portable, private
instrunment |ike the new book take the place of the
book one made by hand and nenori zed as one nade
it? Could a book which could be read quickly and
even silently take the place of a book read slowy
al oud? Could students trained by such printed
books neasure up to the skilled orators and
di sputants produced by manuscript neans? (MLuhan
145)
Just as Qppenhei nmer argues agai nst the use of conputer
technol ogy to deliver education, many educators in the early
Gut enberg era questioned the use of print technology to
deliver it, and for many of the sane reasons.

One fear was that the use of technol ogical neans for
i nstructional delivery--whether witing or print--would
di stance the student fromthe “real” world of know edge,
isolating hinfinstead within the virtual world of the book.

Rem ni scent of Plato’s fears that witing would di stance the
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rhetor fromhis audience, this also can be seen as a
reflection of the fear of I oss of community. New
t echnol ogi es such as witing and print and, yes, conputers,
may i ndeed have an adverse effect on existing communities.
However, witing also allowed for the sharing of discourse
across boundaries of tine and space, thus allow ng for the
formati on of new conmmuniti es:
[ E] ven whil e conmunal solidarity was di m ni shed,
vicarious participation in nore distant events was
al so enhanced; and even while local ties were
| oosened, links to |arger collective units were
being forged. Printed materials encouraged sil ent
adherence to causes whose advocates could not be
found in any one parish and who addressed an
invisible public fromafar. New forns of group
identity began to conpete with an ol der, nore
| ocal i zed nexus of loyalties. (Eisenstein 132)
The nascent print shops, for exanple, brought together
aut hors and techni ci ans, phil osophers and craftsnen,
“bookwor ns and nmechanics,” forging alliances which,
[i]n the figure of the scholar-printer, [. . .]
produced a ‘new man’ [. . .] adept in handling
machi nes and marketing products even while editing
texts, founding | earned societies, pronoting
artists and authors, advancing new forns of data
col l ection and diverse branches of erudite
di sciplines. (Eisenstein 250)
In turn, this collaboration pronpted “new interactions
bet ween theory and practice, school man and artisan” (249),
per haps best exenplified in the person of Benjam n Franklin
(1706-1790). Carla Mulford wites that, despite many

protestations to the contrary, Franklin was “the preem nent
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American patriot statesman, a Renai ssance nan whose
scientific, philosophical, and political inquiry [. . .]
made |life better for all Americans” (706). At any rate,
Franklin married the work of the printer with that of the
author in a way that nodern publishing technol ogi es sel dom
allow. The production and distribution of ideas was thus
under the control of their creator.

Not everyone perceived the new alliances as sal ubri ous,
of course. Print not only allowed authors to nore readily
di ssem nate material of questionable value, it also led to
commercial interests nore concerned with the marketability
of a product than with its reliability or aesthetic val ue.
Al exander Pope’s The Dunci ad decries “the bard and
bl ockhead, side by side, / Wio rhymid for hire, and
patroniz’'d for pride” (Book IV, lines 101-2), denouncing
what many felt was a privileging of the popul ar--what the
presses could sell--over what was of |asting value. Just as
Aristotle mstrusted the masses to know what was of val ue,
so, too, many others, as evidenced in works ranging from
| mmanuel Kant’'s aesthetics to Henry David Thoreau’s
(adm ttedly qui et but nonethel ess devastating) rant against
the telegraph to current diatribes against the Wrld Wde

Web, have expressed fear that technologies for witing, for
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print, or for electronic publication wll foster a “dunbing
down” of taste.

I n many ways, the inmediacy of nodern communication
met hods- -t el egraphy, tel ephony, television, teleconputing,
etc.--are seen as a simlar cause for concern. Not only do
we hear argunents agai nst nodern technol ogi es pandering to
the popul ar taste, allowing for self-publication of
guestionabl e work, and the | ack of adequate peer review and
verifiability of Internet sources, but nmany argue as well
that the skills necessary to apprehend these
t el ecomruni cati ons, especially the oral or “speech-witten-
down” texts (for instance, MOO transcripts), are of a |ower
order than those required to deconstruct a witten text.
Socrates, of course, mght have taken issue with this view

Even though, as Marshall MLuhan notes, the “conponents
of Gutenberg technol ogy were not new (90), nevertheless the
w de di ssem nation of printed nmaterials allowed by the
invention of the printing press in the fifteenth century,
like the invention of witing and the G eek introduction of
vowels, is often credited with bringing about w despread
changes in society. According to Sven Birkerts, “the shift
fromscript to nmechanical type and the consequent spread of
literacy anong the laity is said by many to have nade the
Enl i ght ennent possible” (156). Elizabeth L. Ei senstein,

t oo, asserts that
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print nmade the Italian Renai ssance a per manent
Eur opean Renaissance [. . .], affected the
devel opnent of nodern capitalism inplenmented
west ern European exploration of the gl obe, changed
famly life and politics, diffused know edge as
never before, made universal literacy a serious
obj ective, nmade possible the rise of nopdern
sci ences, and otherw se altered social and
intellectual life. (Ei senstein gqtd. in Ong 117-
18)
Qobvi ously, clainms such as these give to technol ogy a power
that, while it may or may not be considered beneficial, is
nonet hel ess often frightening. O course, as noted
previously, innovations in technology do not “spring to life
abruptly and full blown, |ike Mnerva fromJove’'s brow’
(Ei senstein 31). |Instead, they are the product of changes
within society itself, changes in ideol ogies, changes in how
we conceive of education and in how we deliver it, changes
in | anguage practices as a result of changes in production
and distribution of goods that, in turn, allow for changes
in the denographi c make-up of a region, and, of course,
changes in ways of conmmunicating pronpted by prior
devel opnents i n technol ogy.

At any rate, as books becane nore accessible, scholars
were encouraged to create texts specifically for the new
medium Wth the advent of printing, then, not only the
mechani cal skills for production, dissemnation, and

consunption of texts changed, but also the formof the texts

themselves. Initially, witten texts still required use of
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repetitive devices to rem nd the reader of inportant points
presented earlier in the unyielding scroll or codex. Later
t echnol ogi cal devel opnments, however, allowed for the
i ntroduction of pages, making it easier for the witer to
trust the reader’s ability to return to previous sections of
text, if necessary. During the GQutenberg era, then, we see
a proliferation of indexes and encycl opedi c works taking
advant age of the new technology to aid in organizing and
categorizing information. The use of page nunbering, the
use of paragraphing to set off bits of text, and even the
selection of texts that found their way inside a single
book’s binding all resulted fromattenpts to find ways to
make the new products of printing technol ogy easier to read,
easier to produce, and easier to catal og.

Early medi eval illum nated manuscripts required the
reader to stand at a podium and manuscripts were often
chained to library shelves. Furthernore, the witten text
was read aloud. Print technol ogy has been credited with
allow ng silent reading, which, in turn, has been credited
with fostering changes in our very thought processes. Print
technol ogy and the economes it allows are also credited
with leading to the birth of the novel (Bolter; Ong;

Ei senstein). And print technol ogy also “fostered the idea
that witing can and should be rounded into finite units of

expression: that a witer or reader can close his or her
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text off fromall others” (Bolter 85), in effect fulfilling
earlier fears that witing would distance the reader. In
spite of this, Birkerts argues that “the bound book is the
i deal vehicle for the witten word” (4).

In the 1960s, however, even before the term “hypertext”
was coi ned by Theodor Nel son and began to nake its way into
the witing classroom Jacques Derrida already saw a “new’
way of witing enmerging, one that followed a non-Ilinear
sequence (and, at least partly as a result of this non-
linearity, is considered inconprehensible by nmany people),
whi ch he believed heral ded “the end of the book” (Bolter
86). We can begin to see, then, how new technol ogi es for
reading and witing in a non-linear space are precipitated
by changes in reading and witing practices rather than the
other way around. In light of these changes, we need to
al so reconsi der how we define the term*“literacy.”

Bolter redefines literacy as “the realization that
| anguage can have a visual as well as an aural dinension,
that one’s words can be recorded and shown to others who are
not present, perhaps not even alive, at the tine of the
recording” (36). O course, we can take this a step further
by including the recording of ideas that cannot be expressed
in wrds alone, and, indeed, Bolter recognizes this as well,
crediting the electronic nmediumw th providing “a renewed

prom nence to the long discredited art of witing with
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pi ctures” (46), as | discuss in greater detail in Chapter
Three. Nonethel ess, whereas witing continues to change
(for exanple, the proscription against split infinitives has
been lifted; it is nowofficially “okay” according to the
Oxford English Dictionary to boldly split what no one has
split before), print is in many ways a static form As
Bolter notes, for exanple, “its letter forns stabilized
between the 16th and 18th centuries and have since changed
only alittle” (65).

Depending on how it is used, the conputer can reinforce
exi sting practices, or, alternatively, it can serve to
“sweep away the whole tradition of typography” (65). More
t han typography is at stake, of course, as evidenced by the
al nost religious fervor wth which argunents both for and
agai nst conputers in the conposition classroom are broached.
The technol ogies that we use to create, dissem nate, and
access our fund of know edge are thensel ves val ue | aden
(Baron): “By the neaningless sign linked to the neaningl ess
sound,” says MLuhan, “we have built the shape and neani ng
of Western man” (50). Thus, attenpts to either foster or
resi st changes in that system of “neaningless signs” can
al so be seen as attenpts to foster or resist changes in our

definitions of ourselves. |In conposition studies
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specifically, what is at stake may be no |l ess than the very
future of our profession.

In the wake of a perceived literacy crisis in the |ast
decades of the twentieth century, university adm nistrators
have sought to prove that literacy is, indeed, a serious
pursuit within their institutions (Haw sher et al. 21).
Conmputers were initially seen by many as a neans to help
remedy this perceived crisis, relying on a drill-and-skill
approach that attenpted to “fix” errors in witing. Thus,
conputers entered the classroomduring the 1970s as both
“fancy typewiters” and as “tools that would magically and
mechani cal ly i nprove students’ witing” (71). In 1983,
Appl e introduced the “people s conputer,” and a general
di ssatisfaction with commercial |l y-avail abl e sof t ware,
coupled with nore accessi ble programm ng capabilities, |ed
to nore and nore witing teachers witing software in an
effort to “utilize the new machines in the service of
pedagogi cal goals” (109) rather than the other way around.
And, as networking technol ogi es becane nore avail abl e, many
conputers-and-witing specialists began to see new ways to
use technology in the witing classroomthat coincided with
the shift in conposition studies froma focus on product to
a focus on the witing process.

The introduction of conputer technology into the

witing classroom however, represents a significant capital
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i nvestment, one that even the nost ardent of conputers-and-
writing evangelists may be hard pressed to justify. And,
al t hough early theorists in conputers and witing seened
al nost unani nously ent husi astic about the potential for the
integration of technology and the witing classroom this
uncritical enthusiasmhas given way to a realization that
the classroom even the technol ogized classroom is
“situated in conplex and overdeterm ned fornations of
social, political, and ideological forces” (199).

Am dst the | anments about decreasing literacy rates in
the United States, blamed by many on tel evision, tel ephones,
and tel econputing, we can discern an increasing sense of
| oss. Birkerts argues that “how we receive information
bears vitally on the ways we experience and interpret
reality” (72). He sees electronic nedia as part of a nove
fromintensive to extensive reading. That is, he argues
that reading online is often nore an experience of breadth
than of depth: the television set replaces travel (and, of
course, books) as a way of know ng other cultures.

Tel evi si on, however, argues Birkerts, presents the viewer
only with glinpses of these cultures. Hence, we travel
extensively through the nmediumof television, yet still fai
to know another culture extensively. But electronic nedia
can also allow us to cone to know other cultures in unique

ways, for instance by connecting us via the Internet
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intimtel y--and extensively--to people and ways of
communi cati ng we m ght not otherw se have encounter ed.

The vehenence of argunments agai nst new technol ogi es of
witing is not surprising, however. Oppenheinmer argues, for
instance, that “It would be easy to characterize the battle
over conputers as nerely another chapter in the world's
ol dest story: humanity’s natural resistance to change |
.].” However, he continues, “This is not just about the
future versus the past, uncertainty versus nostalgia; it is
about encouraging a fundanental shift in personal
priorities--a mnimzing of the real, physical world in
favor of an unreal ‘virtual’ world” (62). As we have seen
much the sanme argunents were brought to bear against witing
itself, as well as against |ater print technologies. Dennis
Baron, in “From Pencils to Pixels: The Stages of Literacy
Technol ogy,” even recounts how

Thoreau rejected nodern inprovenents |ike the
tel egraph as worthless illusions. [In Walden he
says, “They are but inproved neans to an
uni nproved end” [and] Mrse refused Bell’s offer
to sell himthe rights to the tel ephone patent.
He was convi nced that no one would want the
t el ephone because it was unable to provide any
per manent record of a conversation. (Baron)
New t echnol ogi es chal | enge our notions of the world; they
chal | enge our senses. According to McLuhan, “Those who

experience the first onset of a new technol ogy, whether it

be al phabet or radi o, respond nost enphatically because the
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new sense ratios [. . .] present nen [sic] with a surprising
new worl d” (22-23). As technol ogi es becone nore preval ent,
they tend to al so becone nore transparent. That is, we no
| onger see the means of communi cation as a technol ogy at
all. Witing is itself a technology, of course. It is,
ultimately, “a way of engineering materials in order to
acconplish an end” (Baron). However, as we find new ways to
acconplish a task, the task itself may norph. That is, the
medi um of communi cation may, in turn, inpact the form of
t hat communi cati on (McLuhan), which, in turn, may even
ultimately affect our purpose in comrunicating in the first
pl ace. Kathleen E. Wl ch argues that

there is not so much a loss as there is a change.
We have many ways of communicating. The reading
and witing of texts and the formation of
consci ousness based on witten comuni cati on- -
literacy--have not been di splaced by anyt hing;
rather, they have grown even nore powerful, as the
record nunmber of published books i ndicates.
Witing has changed irrevocably because of
secondary orality; conposition needs to take
account of this change with nore thorough theories
that will inform conposition textbooks. (23)
Wel ch, | believe, does not go far enough in considering the
i npact of the technology that delivers “witten”
communi cati ons, although she does, indeed, recognize that
witing itself has changed at | east as a result of what Ong

terms “secondary orality.” Wlch s claimthat existing

forms of literacy have not been displaced, however, may be
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premature, as the inpact of technol ogi cal devel opnents
remai ns to be seen.

Birkerts and others fear that conputer technology wll
encour age
(a) a fragnented sense of tine and a | oss of the
so-cal l ed duration experience, that depth
phenonmenon we associate with reverie; (b) a
reduced attention span and a general inpatience
Wi th sustained inquiry; (c) a shattered faith in
institutions and in the explanatory narratives
that fornerly gave shape to subjective experience;
(d) a divorce fromthe past, froma vital sense of
history as a cumul ative or organic process; (e) an
estrangenent from geographic place and community;
and (f) an absence of any strong vision of a
personal or collective future. (27)
Wil e sonme of these fears are indeed valid, sinply turning
off the conputer--or the television, or the tel ephone, or
what ever electronic nmediumis au courant--will not keep
t hese hounds of hell at bay, as many are well aware. |In
attenpting to foster a vision of the word itself as
permmanent, transcending tinme as well as space, we can see
evi dence of the fear that new technologies, like their
predecessors, will destroy nmenory. The witten word in
print culture is, after all, a physical object that exists
perforce in both tinme and space. Thus the M.A conmttee
argues t hat
[E]l ectronic texts will and probably shoul d change
but [. . .] readers nust be able to get back to

the original texts (or “archival” copies) a witer
consulted and cited. Ways nust be found to
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archive electronic texts reliably at specific
times in their history. (Franklin xvi)

Lester Faigley, on the other hand, predicts that “we will be
teaching an increasingly fluid, nulti-nedia literacy,”
rem nding us that the fourth “C’ in CCCC stands for
“comuni cation” (41). Thus, in his chair’s address at the
M | waukee CCCC (1996), Faigley announced that “If we conme
back to our annual convention a decade from now and find
that the essay is no longer on center stage, it will not
mean the end of our discipline” (40).
Many in English studies nonetheless still fear the
i npact of technol ogy on what we do. As with the
i ntroduction of previous technologies, we fear that new
technologies wll affect our nenories, that techno-
literacies mght lead to “an expansion of the short-term
menory banks and a correlative atropying of |ong-term
menory” (Birkerts 139). The increases in the field of
know edge, across disciplines, across space, and across
time, thus, wll bring about a “sacrifice of depth”:
On the nodel of Chaos science, wherein the
butterfly flapping its wings in China is seen to
affect the weat her system over Kl ahoma, all data
will inpinge on all other data. The technol ogy
may be able to handle it, but will the user?
(Birkerts 138)
The real fear would seemto be that the glitz of multinmedia

W Il cause a concomtant loss in students’ ability to becone

engaged in extended, intensive reading of traditional texts.
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The failure of traditional texts to engage students, while
in part, admttedly, a function of current technol ogi es that
make it difficult to read | arge masses of text online or
that flash aninmations across our screens out of our control,
may al so hearken back to Socrates’s fear that witing would
di stance the reader fromthe rhetor. 1In other words, the
failure of the traditional canon to engage students in the
technol ogi cal age may reflect a desire to return to greater
i mredi acy in communi cative practices, in effect, a return to
the roots of classical rhetoric. Thus, while some may see
t echnol ogi cal devel opnments as perhaps | eading Icarus-I|ike
too close to the sun (Birkerts 140), faulting a society
steeped in technology for the failure of students to becone
engaged by traditional texts, we may instead need to
consider how traditional fornms of texts are failing our
st udent s.

It is not at all certain, of course, that traditional
forms of text nust be displaced. What is certain is that
how we read and wite in the technol ogi cal age is having an
i npact on how we think about texts, on how we think about
literacy, and on how we think about our pedagogy. According
to Bolter,

VWhat will be lost is not literacy itself, but the
literacy of print, for electronic technol ogy

offers us a new kind of book and new ways to wite
and read. The shift to the conputer will nake
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witing nore flexible, but it will also threaten
the definition of good witing and careful reading
t hat have been fostered by the techni que of
printing. (2)

The writing classroom nonetheless, is incredibly
conservative. As Robert Coover notes, students “wite
stubbornly within the tradition of what they have read”
(12). For now, that neans students are attenpting to

enul ate the fornms of literacy they have been exposed to in
the classroom-traditional print fornms. However, these are
not the forms with which they have cone to be engaged
outside of it. Thus, although new technol ogi es, including
the conmputer, initially attenpt to perfect previous

t echnol ogi es of comruni cation, nerely pasting existing forns
of literacy into new spaces just does not quite work.

Hypertext technol ogy, for exanple,

both absorbs and totally displaces. Print
docunents may be read in hyperspace, but hypertext

does not translate into print [. . .]. Artists
who work there nust be read there. And they wll
probably be judged there as well: criticism Iike

fiction, is noving off the page and online, and it
is itself susceptible to continuous changes of
m nd and text. (Coover 14)

So, what if anything do we gain fromthis Faustian
bargai n? According to Birkerts, we gain

(a) an increased awareness of the “big picture,” a
gl obal perspective that admts the extraordinary
conplexity of interrelations; (b) an expanded
neural capacity, an ability to accommodate a broad
range of stimuli sinultaneously; (c) a
relativistic conprehension of situations that
pronotes the erosion of old biases and often



52
expresses itself as tolerance; and (d) a matter-
of -fact and unencunbered sort of readiness, a
willingness to try new situations and
arrangenments. (27)
Whet her or not we will experience these “gains” is
i npossible to predict. Nonetheless, the mx of traditional
and electronic fornms of text in our own tinme nmay represent a
“crisis not unlike that of the m ddle ages” (Pattison 84).
Robert Pattison’s pronouncenent on the struggle between the
advocates of formal granmmar and correctness in witing and

the less formal, oral cultures “we see growi ng up around us”

is also applicable to the struggle over technol ogies for

writing:
[ T] he anxi ety expressed about literacy [. . .] is
at heart a struggle between two ideologies. One
of these [. . .] is at the noment the ideol ogy of
established authority [. . .]. The other [. . .]
is as yet undeveloped. It is at present a
novenment w thout a nessiah, a doctrine that awaits
its fourth gospel. Wen these conme, the battle

wll be joined in earnest. (84-85)
Are the gains worth it? Birkerts admts that with few
exceptions his students were not and never had been
“readers” in the existing sense of the word. The role of
literacy instruction in this country during the |ast one
hundred years reflects an “intense diversification of
cultures and cultural experience” (Berlin xix). However,
increased attention to this diversity has also led to a
backl ash that may be attenpting to resist this

diversification by inmposing a “uniformset of texts and a
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nmonolithic set of reading and witing practices” (xx). The
study of literary texts is, perhaps, one way of preserving a
specific culture, disallow ng access to those who cannot (or
will not) understand the texts in the ways naturalized
within the dom nant culture. But what happens when those
who cannot or will not understand these texts are the
majority of students in the university witing classroonf

Attenpting to preserve traditional fornms of literacy--
the formof the text itself--nay also be an attenpt to
preserve a unified vision of our profession as well. Kurt
Spel | neyer notes, for exanple, that “when we define what it
means to read and wite as though the nature of reading and
witing nmust remain unchanged, we have halted the process of
denocratization” (176). Perhaps resisting changes in
l[iteracy practices is in sone way a desire to resist the
cacophony of these increasingly diverse voices as well.

Per haps, then, we nust resist our own resistance, by nmaking
a concerted effort to explore how the nature of reading and
writing may be changing or nmay need to change in |ight of
changes in the denographic conposition of our country that
have pronpted at | east sone of the technol ogical

devel opnments in the first place.

VWhat it means to be literate in the nodern world is
just quite sinply not what it neant only a few years ago.

In the next chapter, therefore, I will consider sone ways in
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whi ch reading and witing practices may be changi ng, or may
need to change, to reflect the reality of our culture and
our communi cative needs. \Whatever we may nmean by the term
“l'iteracy”--textual literacy, conputer literacy, critical
literacy, visual literacy, or sonme other as-yet-to-be-born
formof literacy—it is becom ng increasingly obvious that
we are now in a transitional period. It is increasingly
obvious as well that, if we do not engage these issues now,
we may soon be left with only a nostalgic yearning for a

bygone era when we were anong those called “literate.”
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CHAPTER THREE - CROSSI NG THE RI VER STYX

The book is your portal - open it and you
enter the Age within. But another has gone before
you, reading with dark purpose.

Myst is a land of puzzles, and a book of
secrets. Sonme secrets, however, were too
dangerous for words. So Atrus hid the answers
within the world itself. Now you nust journey to
Myst and unravel the nysteries of an age-old
injustice. It is an ancient tale of betrayal, of a
peopl e who vani shed | ong ago.

The story is still being witten. How it
ends is in your hands.

--“The Book of Myst”

One argunent often advanced agai nst hypertext and
el ectronic publishing is that electronic text is epheneral
and nutabl e and, therefore, not a reliable source. That is,
electronic files may change or even di sappear entirely at a
monment’ s notice. Thus Joseph G bal di proposes in the newy-
revised MLA Style Manual that electronic sources should only
be used to “conplenent [ideas and facts] derived from
traditional print sources” (210). As Jay David Bolter notes
in Witing Space: The Conmputer, Hypertext, and the History
of Witing,

Long tradition assigns to good literature the
qualities of stability, nmonunentality, and
authority. Wbrks of good literature are
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monunents, and the author who creates nonunents
is, as the etynol ogy suggests, an authority. (147)

The "nmonunentality” of print--the belief that the printed
word is sonmehow stable and permanent—is, in part, also
reflected in our Western ideas about intellectual property.
According to U S. copyright law, a work is copyrighted when
it is “fixed in any tangi bl e nedi um of expression, now known
or later devel oped, fromwhich [it] can be perceived,
reproduced, or otherw se communicated, either directly or
with the aid of a nmachine or device” (USPTO. Witing thus
becones nore than an expression of ideas; it is a physical
artifact, one with material value, existing in both tinme and
space. Essentially, then, the conplaint that hypertext is
vol atil e expresses not only the sanme fear of |oss of nenory
we have seen before, but al so weaks havoc on our perception
of val ue—-both econom c and aesthetic. W can |onger depend
on nenory to preserve a text, we can no |l onger depend on a
given text to even continue to exist as a material object
after it has been read, and we can no | onger depend on our
determ nation of the value of a text apart fromthat
materiality.

The epi graph that begins this chapter offers a famliar
scenario to humani st scholars: “The book” is a “portal” to a

different age; through this gateway we are catapulted into
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new worl ds. However, Myst is not a book in the traditional
sense, but an interactive conputer gane. Readers construct
the text anew with each choice they make as they navigate
t hrough the “pages” of the “story.” Hypertext fictions
such as M chael Joyce’s Afternoon and Stuart Multhrop and
Sean Cohen’s The Col or of Television are also, in essence,
re-witten by each new reader, as readers choose which |inks
to follow or, as in Hypertext Hotel, as the reader literally
becomes an author of the text by creating new nodes which
future readers may choose to follow. Literature as a
nmonunent, then, becones itself a fiction

Even when the text does take material formwe have no
guarantee of its permanence, as Agrippa: A Book of the Dead
by cyber punk author WIlIliam G bson and artist Dennis
Ashbaugh so deftly illustrates. Bound in fine |eather and
treated to appear aged and worn, the pages in the book
contain illustrations printed in a special ink that fades
and eventual |y di sappears when exposed to light. Sone of
t he pages of the book have been holl owed out, allow ng space
in which to nestle a conputer disk that contains the text.
However, the disk, too, has been specially “treated”; it
contains a virus that destroys itself upon being read. The
book is about nenory; it is also itself an exanple of the

fallibility of menory as well as an enbodi nent of the
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contradictions inherent in our imge of the book as a
physi cal artifact.

Resi stance to changes in the technol ogies we use to
communi cate is actually resistance to changes in literacy
practices thensel ves. New technol ogi es, of course, do cause
changes in forns of literacy; however, they are al so
devel oped at least in part in response to changes already
occurring within a culture. Moreover, as de Saussure has
denonstrated, literacy practices— | anguages—are always in a
state of change Thus, we need to | ook at how changes in
literacy practices are already reflected in new technol ogi es
as well as how these new technol ogi es may be pronpting
further changes. |In addition, we need to | ook at how we can
adapt our classroons and our assessnent practices to reflect
t hese changes.

In recent years, “technology” has cone to be al npbst
synonynmous in the mnds of many with “conputers,” and
i nnovations in networking technol ogi es—1|inking conputers
together to share resources and to enable sw ft
comruni cati on between renote | ocations— have captured the
interest of the nedia, of educators, and of the public. The
Internet is a vast network of conputers from around the
worl d that began as a nedi um for comrunication by the U S

Departnent of Defense during the 1960s. More recently, it
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has becone a civilian resource, thanks to user-friendly
software that has given anyone with access to a conputer and
nodem r emar kabl y snooth connections to the network. Many
col l eges and universities now offer Internet accounts to
students and faculty, while comrercial Internet service
providers (services that charge a fee for allow ng access to
the Internet) have dropped rates drastically as a result of
i ncreased demand and conpetition, bringing mllions nore
peopl e online. Sone providers even offer free emai
(sonetines called “hot mail”) or Wb publishing space on
their servers, while free chat roons have becone popul ar
pl aces to neet and talk with people from around the worl d.
Wil e universal access is not (and nost |ikely never wll
be) a reality, nonethel ess even people who cannot afford
their own conputers or Internet account can often gain
access at work, libraries, schools, community centers, or
cyber - caf és.

Researchers are no longer limted to their own
libraries for the informati on and texts they can access.
While interlibrary | oan prograns have |ong all owed nost
researchers to arrange to borrow books from ot her
institutions, the Internet now offers a quicker and nore
efficient way to search library databases from around the
world to | ocate these sources. Moreover, enterprises such

as Project Gutenberg, the Library of Congress, and the
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Networked Digital Library of Theses and Di ssertations
(NDLTD), anobng others, are working to nake entire texts
avai l able online, often for free. Currently, these are
primarily works in the public domain, that is, works whose
copyrights have expired. For exanple, the conpl ete works of
Shakespeare are available online to anyone with a hone
conputer and nodem and many print journals now have digital
anal ogs that provide access to the full text of current or
archived articles. Mny nagazi nes and newspapers are al so
publ i shing online, sonme for free, others for a subscription
fee that is usually |less than the cost of paper copies of
the same material, while book publishers are produci ng Wb
versi ons of new books, including textbooks, which allow for
nmore frequent updates and, possibly, |ower costs.

However, accessing even traditional schol arship and
literature online may ultimately inpact our perceptions of
these materials. Many scholars are recogni zing that sources
that are witten for print may be best read in print;
sources that are witten to be accessed el ectronically may
be best read online. That is, translating these sources
fromone nmediumto another may ultimately force changes in
the formof the works thensel ves, as signs assune new
significations in new spaces. Janet Carey Eldred and Ron

Fortune, in “Exploring the Inplications of Metaphors for
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Comput er Networ ks and Hypernedia,” note that many hypertexts
“often do little nore than transfer the printed page to the
conputer screen” (67). Further, they say, this is a “waste
of technol ogi cal resources” and entails “greater difficulty
involved in trying to read a book on screen rather than on
the printed page” (67-68).

Hypertext, hypernedi a, hyper-authoring (whatever we
call it) is still in the process of becom ng, but what it
will beconme wll remain a nystery unless we experinment with
the possibilities. Sonme theorists see chaos study as
hel pful in trying to discern new forns that may be energing
fromthe “prinordial matter” of electronic witing:

Chaos theory suggests that we shoul d be asking

di fferent kinds of questions about these texts--

that our traditional notions of authorship,

coherence, and style are changing along with

scientific theories and the technol ogy of

communi cation. (Paul Taylor 132)
The interest in chaos theory perhaps at sonme |level reflects
our dis-ease not only wwth technol ogy but wwth a perceived
“shift froma world view based on Newtoni an physics to a
worl d view based on quantum nechani cs” (Tornow 177). Qur
students are growing up in a world where television,
conput er ganes, and hypertexts are altering their ways of
perceiving reality. This shift in turn “is bound to bring a

shift in sensibilities such that a linear determnistic

world will eventually becone antiquated” (181). The
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inplications for the conposition classroom as Joan Tornow
notes, include a threat to the very forns we are teaching:

The traditional academ c research paper appears to

be one of the at-risk forns. Because the

processes of research are constructed so

differently now, so too wll the products begin to

be constructed differently. Two generations ago,

students gathered data for research papers by

pai nstakingly witing out notes on 3x5 index cards

and then attenpting to blend this information

t hrough paraphrase and judi ci ously placed quot es.

One generation ago, students gathered data by

Xeroxing articles and highlighting pertinent data

with fluorescent markers. Again, they were to use

par aphrase, judicious quotes, and | ogi cal

organi zation to construct a cohesive, well-

organi zed essay that nmakes a certain ‘point’ or

“argunent.’ (211)
Many theorists are now questioning the useful ness of this
nmodel .  New research nmethods, along with increased
famliarity wwth reading electronic forns, have already had
an i npact on the production of texts and are likely to have
even nore of an inpact in the future. Although books and
essays Wl |l not disappear entirely (at least, not in the
near future), sone believe they may nonet hel ess becone
“marginal to the central project of literacy education”
(Myron Tuman qtd. in Tornow 215).

Wor d- based docunents, argues M ke Markel, are
“transparent”; that is “we | ook through the words to see a
witer’s ideas beneath the page” (374). O course, as we
saw in the previous chapter, the |layout, typography, and

textual cues that are part of word-based docunents are,
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t henmsel ves, products of technology. The transparency that
Mar kel perceives is thus a product of our increased
famliarity with the printed text rather than an innate
feature of the text itself. Miltinmedia docunents, on the
ot her hand, are opaque, according to Markel: “we read their
surfaces, interpreting the cues provided by | ayout,
t ypogr aphy, and graphics as we create the neaning of a text”
(374). R chard Lanham asserts further that the energence of
new el ectronic technologies is forcing our hand by reducing
the arts to a nunerical (i.e., digital) structure while
eluding the fixity of traditional fornms (38-43). Thus, he
argues, digital technologies bring us full circle, back to a
realization of the rhetorical nature of art as well as text,
and back to a redefinition or revival of the “cl assical
system of education, the rhetorical paideia, of an applied
rather than a passive, conception of the liberal arts” (45).
M chael Spooner and Kat hl een Yancey al so see witten,
visual, and aural genres collapsing “back into the coll age
of raw experience” (273) in what they call a “wonderful
st age- managed chaos of virtual comunication” (275).
However, they contend, it is a “prepared rhetoric of chaos,
a genre of chaos, perhaps designed to exploit nore of our
native ability to process many channels of information
si mul taneously” (273). O course, in part this multi-

tasking is what worries those |ike Sven Birkerts who fear
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that nore extensive reading will be at the expense of
intensive reading, bringing wwth it a “sacrifice of depth”
(138). One problemw th ascertaining fornms in new nedia,
however, is that we begin by using terns— netaphors—-t hat
bel ong to existing ones (DeWtt; Ong). Walter Ong notes,
for instance, that

One weakness in Plato’s position was that, to nake
his objections effective, he put theminto
witing, just as one weakness in anti-print
positions is that their proponents, to make their
obj ections nore effective, put the objections into
print. The sane weakness in anti-conputer
positions is that, to make themeffective, their
proponents articulate themin articles or books
printed fromtapes conposed on conputer term nals.
Witing and print and the conputer are all ways of
technol ogi zing the word. Once the word is
technol ogi zed, there is no effective way to
criticize what technol ogy has done with it w thout
the aid of the highest technol ogy avail able. (80)
However, | believe that we can effectively use existing
terms to sone extent. As Richard Whately argues, “The
invention of Printing, by extending the sphere of operation
of the Witer, has [. . .] contributed to the extension of
those ternms which, in their primary signification, had
reference to speaking alone” (831). Now we nust | ook at how
we W ll extend these terns—the five parts of the
traditional rhetorical canon, i.e., invention, arragenent,
menory, delivery, and style--to yet another new nmedium In
so doi ng, however, we nust be careful to recognize that we

bring wwth us our own subjectivities, and these
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subjectivities may inpact not only how we extend these
terms, but, indeed, how we view the necessity of doing so.

Up until the beginning of the nodern period, invention
often included the use of “comonpl aces” that could be
cal | ed upon over and over in support of argunents and which
the rhetor could count on his audience sharing. 1In the
nmodern period, of course, invention was primarily considered
an individual acconplishnment, as evidenced nost tellingly in
our | aws of copyright supporting the ideal of text as
intellectual property and of the author as sole creator. W
can also see this privileging of invention as an individual
act in our tenure-and-pronotion guidelines, with many
commttees in the humanities | ooki ng askance at
col | aborati vel y-authored work or attenpting to cal culate the
contributions of individual authors to a given nulti-
aut hored wor k.

The Wrld Wde Wb as an electronic witing and
publ i shi ng space, however, often nmakes it nore and nore
difficult to determ ne individual contributions.

I ntertextual (or hypertextual) |inking of words and ot her
el ements of cyber-conpositions nakes it possible for an
author’s work to no longer clearly belong to any given

i ndi vidual entity. Thus, as we nove into a global online
witing community, our western notions of plagiarismand

ownership of intellectual property are called into question
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as well. Mrtha Wodnmansee and Peter Jaszi in “The Law of
Texts: Copyright in the Acadeny” have even proposed that we
consi der disclaimng authorship in electronic spaces
al together (781). Mny of us are already quite at a | oss as
to howto deal with students fromdifferent cultura
backgrounds where know edge i s considered communal and,
therefore, not subject to Western notions of attribution.
Qobvi ously, we need to reconsider both our definition of
invention and our rules of attribution as we consider how to
wite and teach witing in an era of global and
col | aborative information.

Arrangenent in clasical rhetoric is the neans of
pl aci ng argunents into an effective order, designed in part
to facilitate menorization (both the rhetor’s and the
audi ence’s). The early Geek rhetors, of course, believed
t hat “know edge, once acquired, had to be constantly
repeated or it would be lost” (Ong 24). Moreover, the
arrangenent of parts represented a way of thinking, a
| ogical, linear progression of argunents in an all too often
agoni stically-arranged conposition. However, this |inear
conception of arrangenent, where the reader is expected to
begin at the beginning and continue in a straight line to
the end, is often conplicated by electronic nedia as well as
sone postnodern literature. Wat happens, for instance,

when a work has no set begi nning or ending? How do we
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arrange |inks between ideas--arrange our argunents and
appeal s--when we cannot know where the reader may begin or
end a text? Qur notions of arrangenent are further
probl emati zed when we consider the effect of adding
graphi cs, sound, and video as part of our argunments. How do
we arrange these bits and bytes to greatest effect?

Hypertext offers authors a great deal of flexibility in
design. But just as a traditional essay nmust follow a
| ogi cal structure, a Wb site needs a coherent system of
organi zation. The “Yale C/AIM Wb Style Guide” defines four
basic structures: a |inear sequence, a gridwork structure, a
hi erarchical structure, and a hub or network structure. The
choi ce of design depends on the author’s purpose and
audi ence as well as on the nature of the information being
presented. Many Wb sites will follow a sinple, |inear
sequence. For shorter works, a site may consist of a single
page with headi ngs and subheadings to hel p the reader |ocate
inmportant information and to draw the reader through the
page. For longer, nore conplicated projects, an index or
tabl e of contents page nay be included with links to the
different parts of the page or to additional pages within
the site. A nore conplicated structure mght begin with an
i ndex page with links to additional pages that, in turn,

link to other pages. Such a pattern forns a kind of
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gridwork and is useful for presenting information that
depends upon previous information but that does not
necessarily follow a |inear sequence. Online help manual s
for software applications usually follow such a pattern,
allow ng the reader to connect to related ideas, simlar to
cross-referencing in an encycl opedia or reference work.
Sonetinmes information is dependent on other information,
however. That is, it is necessary to understand one part
before noving to another. Such a hierarchical structure may
be constructed by connecting pages to each other follow ng a
format simlar to a geneal ogi cal or organi zational chart.

I nformation presented in this format follows a top-down
structure, but with branches to show rel ati onshi ps between
related parts at the sane |evel

Sites may also radiate froma central “hub” wth spokes
(or links) connecting each page to every other page, formng
a web or network. This kind of structure works best for
information that is interrelated. That is, all parts are
related to each other and to the whol e but are not dependent
on each other, allowing the reader to access the information
in any order. One way to create this kind of site is by
i ncludi ng pages inside a frame (a way of dividing the
browser wi ndow into two or nore sections). The frane
remai ns on the screen at all tines while other pages appear

inside the frame. Alternatively, since not all browsers
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support franes, the author may choose to sinply link each
page in a site back to a nmain index page (“Yale C/ AlM Wb
Style Guide”).

Al l of these choices, however, involve nmaking
rhetorical decisions regarding arrangenent, delivery, and
style. Mreover, they entail a conscious awareness of
audi ence and of the audience’ s needs, including the
audi ence’ s needs for nenory—whet her we nean access to
conputer menory or the necessity of repetition (the |inks
back) to reinforce or rem nd the reader of inportant points
previously presented. Additionally, these choices may
pronpt invention of further arrangenents, or, indeed, of new
technol ogies to deliver information and i deas.

The agoni stic arrangenent of appeals in classical
rhetoric, as noted by fem nist scholars such as Arabella
Lyon in her response to an interview with Stephen Toulmn in
the Journal of Advanced Conposition, may also be, if not
i neffectual, at |east inadequate in electronic environnments.
The hypertextual nature of docunents on the Web adds a | evel
of conplexity not found in print conpositions. Readers
follow links which | ead to other |inks, and so on. W no
| onger know exactly what text our reader is reading (if,

i ndeed, we ever did), to the extent that sone scholars

(Bolter, for exanple) claimthat the reader, in effect,
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contributes by the very act of reading to the authorship of
the text itself. O course, print-based texts can al so be
read resistantly (and, indeed, sone of themare witten
specifically to be read non-linearly). Reader-response and
post-structuralist theorists would al so argue that no two
readers apprehend a given text in exactly the sanme way. In
effect, that is, each reader “rewites” the text based on
his or her own subjective positions or situatedness wthin a
given community. Additionally, | would argue that all texts
are “linked” to other texts through the author’s encounter
Wi th other ideas, other texts, other conversations. And, of
course, even in electronically-authored works, witers can
decide to eschew |links altogether, ensuring that what they
have witten is a traditional, |inear docunent, nerely
pasted onto the electronic witing space. But even in
print, these “sedate rows of |inear text,” as Bolter
suggests, “are becom ng the exception rather than the rule”
(81).

Peter Ramus argues that rhetoric consists of style and
delivery only, and that invention, arrangenent, and nenory
properly belong to the real mof dialectic (Bizzell and
Her zberg). |Indeed, with few notabl e exceptions (Yates;
Wnifred Bryan Horner), nenory remains forgotten. However

as Wnifred Bryan Horner says,
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Today, nenory as a cultural phenonmenon preserved
in our data bases, in our oral histories, and in
our own mnds needs to be explored [. . .]. \Wat
effect does this kind of conmunal nenory have on
invention and on contenporary literature and
conposition? Wat kind of effect will it have on
libraries and on books and journals, the
traditional storehouses of information? As we
| ook at delivery in an electronic age, what inpact
w Il screens and wi ndows, as opposed to fam i ar
pages, have on our thinking processes? WII those
processes be unalterably changed and, if so, how?

(xi)

| nstead of pages, the length of electronic docunents is
measured in bytes— how nmuch roomthe docunent will take in
random access nenory (RAM or on a storage device such as a
hard drive or floppy disk. Many of us rely on storage of
files outside of our owmn Iimted hardware capabilities, and
university servers are being pushed to their limts as nore
of schol ars begin publishing online. Plato, of course, as
we have al ready seen, worried that witing would “produce
forgetfulness in the mnds of those who learn to use it”
(qtd. in Bolter 100). Now, too, many scholars are worried
that an entire generation of scholarship nmay be | ost, erased
fromour conmunal nmenory, as we cone to place greater
reliance on el ectronic storage devices rather than print
ones.

As we try to find ways to ensure the permanence of
our texts, however, we need to renenber that nenory is and
al ways has been a limted resource. G baldi argues that

“Electronic nedia [. . .] so far |ack agreed-on neans of
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organi zi ng works. Mbreover, electronic texts are not as
fixed and stable as their print counterparts” (209).
However, the spoken word itself, as Ong rem nds us, is also
not fixed and stable; that is, it is only apprehended as it
is in the process of disappearing. Furthernore, as signs
acquire new nmeani ngs in an ever-changing world, it becones
i npossi ble to ensure that the neaning of any text-—witten
or oral--will remain fixed. At any rate, the nmeaning of any
sign may depend on what the reader/listener/tel evision
vi ewer/Web surfer brings wwth himor her to the “text”
rat her than on any inherent neaning of the text itself.
Attenpts to preserve our texts as physical (or even
el ectronic) artifacts can thus be seen as attenpts to
monunent al i ze them to preserve the status quo, or to foist
an explicit subject position upon readers, rather than as a
necessary conponent of rhetoric, or even a desireable goal.
At any rate, we cannot afford to ignore inportant
schol arship sinply because it may cease to exist at any
gi ven tine.

Many nodern conposition textbooks |eave delivery either
for the real mof speech departnents or bring it into the
modern world only by focusing on fonts and other such
textual elenents. However, as was the case for the
cl assical orator, delivery may once nore be an integral part

of any rhetorical work we do, whether we define delivery in
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terms of bodily gestures or in ternms of the speed with which
a given WAV page appears on a reader’s screen or the types
of files being transferred, the protocols or software
necessary to view or read the files, or other elenents of
electronic literacies that may affect the presentation of
our masterpieces. Laura J. Qurak’s presentation at the
Conf erence on Col | ege Composition and Conmuni cati on ( CCCC)
in MI|waukee, “Reviving Rhetoric’s Fifth Canon: Delivery in
Real - Time Virtual Discourse,” discussed how the body is
reinscribed in virtual conposition in MO space, where
characters interact in a text-based virtual reality and
desi gnat e body | anguage and faci al expressions through the
use of certain commands (i.e., “Kiw smles”; “Kiw claps
her hands”). Non-verbal elenents, of course, are a very
i nportant part of conmunication, as Gl bert Austin nost
meticul ously delineated with his notation system show ng
hand, arm body, and head novenents to express or reinforce
the enotional content of the text. These non-verbal
el ements, as classical rhetoricians were well aware, are
essential, but, neverthel ess, these sane elenents are
m ssing fromthe printed conposition.

Those who argue that distance education on the Internet
will lose the benefits of face-to-face communi cation often
seemto view el ectronic communication as nerely an

assenbl age of textual comunication, failing to recognize
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that the Internet is nore than just a network of conputers
i nked together by cables and satellites; it is a network of
peopl e, and those people are bringing with themnot only
their words but their enotions and gestures—their bodies-
—as well. It is entirely conceivable that a manuscri pt
mar ked up with Austin’s notations could be converted into a
conputer “script,” a programmed sequence of conmands, that
woul d, in effect, deliver non-verbal as well as verbal signs
t hrough the electronic interface.

Real -time audi o and vi deo conferencing also allow for
the body to be an integral part of conposition online. For
exanpl e, Eloquent! is an electronic presentation software
package that includes stream ng video and audio (that is,
files that can be played while they are still continuing to
downl oad, thus saving the annoying waiting tinme that often
pl agues larger online files) as well as “slides” as in
M crosoft’s PowerPoint presentation software. The viewer
can read along with the text and control the speed and
volunme of the presentation, skip through slides to access
key points, or sit back and enjoy the show As anyone who
has ever tried sone of the new virtual reality ganes can
attest to, as Wb interfaces becone nore sophisticated, with
real -time graphics, audio, and video, the difference between

“real life” and “virtual reality” may very well begin to
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blur. As an instance, the National Council of Teachers of
English (NCTE) recently mailed out what they called a
“virtual” print replication of their “real-life” Internet
site.

M khai | Bakhtin segregates |anguage into three
aspects—thematic content, style, and conpositional
structure--in which all three are “inseparably linked to the
whol e of utterance,” and in which “[a]ny style is
inseparably related to the utterance and to typical forns of
utterances; that is, speech genres” (945, 947). Forns of
el ectronic witing are sonetinmes viewed as new “speech
genres,” which, therefore, require new styles of witing.
Further, as Bakhtin rem nds us,

The transfer of style fromone genre to another
not only alters the way a style sounds, under
conditions of a genre unnatural to it, but also
violates or renews the given genre. (949)
In attenpting to transfer the style of the genre of print
di scourse to the genre of electronic discourse, however,
many of us are still witing and teaching witing even in
el ectronic spaces using a print-based nodel. But we now
have a uni que opportunity to shape this new witing space as
it is being forned.

As the result of an economc climate that makes print

publ i shing an ever-nore expensive and therefore an ever-nore

conservative venture, what gets published is often only that
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which fits the publishing houses’ fornula for successful
sales. That is, newy published works are, in effect,
patterned on previously-successful ones. However, readers’
expectations are already changing as a result of exposure to
various tel e-technol ogies. Thomas Kuhn recogni zed t hat
“knowl edge in a particular discipline is not cunulative in
the sense of adding brick after brick to a building. Rather
the buil ding nmust sonetines be rebuilt fromthe base up
O, perhaps the bricks need to be used to construct
sonething entirely new (Tornow 61). Kuhn agrees: “Wthin
t he new paradigm” he says, “old ternms, concepts, and
experinments fall into new relationships with the other”

(qtd. in Tornow 61), creating, in effect, a sort of
bricolage. Over tine, as the effects on conmunicative
practices of new technol ogi es accunmul ate, we may no | onger
be able to work within the constraints of existing print-
based patterns at all.

According to I manuel Kant (1724-1804) in The Critique
of Judgenent, the aesthetic judgnent relies on a universally
communi cabl e standard, or a “commobn sense,” which, he says,
is an inherent quality of the object itself (82-3).

Aest hetic judgenents, he contends, are based on a priori
assunptions, or “a way of gaining know edge wi t hout

appealing to any particul ar experience” (Palmguist). He
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assunes that external objects nust conformto interna
st andar ds:
[ T] he judgnment of taste, with its attendant
consci ousness of detachnent fromall interest,
must involve a claimto validity for all nen, and
must do so apart fromuniversality attached to
(bj ects, i.e., there nust be coupled with it a
claimto subjective universality. (Kant 51)
To judge what is sublinme, on the other hand, entails the
failure of subjective reasoning to apprehend the subjective
in the object (Kant 118-19). Kant’s phil osophy of the
aesthetic has had serious ramfications for literary
criticism especially for the justification of the view that
wor ks of “great literature” are inherently “beautiful” or
even “subline” because they appeal to this commbn sense.
Anyone who does not see the beauty in them then, according
to Kant, is allow ng subjective notions of “purpose” (i.e.,
“taste”) to interfere wwth the objective apprehension of a
priori val ue.
Qobviously, in a post-structuralist world, this idea of
a common sense, of a priori value, is seriously underm ned.
Nonet hel ess, in The Gutenberg El egies, Birkerts nourns the
passing of the “stable hierarchies of the printed page” (3).
The “bound book,” he says, “is the ideal vehicle for the
witten word” (6). Bolter, on the other hand, asserts that
We have begun by using word processors and

el ectroni ¢ photoconposition to inprove the
production of printed books and typed docunents.
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Yet it is already becom ng clear that the conputer

provides a new witing surface that needs
conventions different fromthose of the printed

page. (3)
“True electronic witing,” he continues, “is not limted to
verbal text: the witeable elenents may be words, inmages,
sounds or even actions that the conputer is directed to
perfornmi (26). But assessing new forns entails redefining
the ternms we use to deconstruct themas well as redefining
our conception of value in the first place.

New fornms of literacy include anong other things the
ability to recognize the rhetorical differences between
reading a text on paper and on an el ectronic screen.
Christina Haas’s study of witing technol ogi es showed
witers difficulty getting a “sense of the text” when
witing online (117-18): *“Physical and spatial aspects of
the text,” she notes, “nmay provide cues to witers, helping
them represent structure, neaning, and intent” (122), and
these cues may be mssing in online witing, necessitating
the use of pen and paper or hard-copy printouts to
facilitate witing and reading. Thus she argues,

Witers representations of their texts’ semantic
content may also be tied to spatial structures,

i ncl udi ng page | ayout, paragraph shape, or size of
manuscri pt. Spatial |ocation does not remain
constant on a conputer screen (because of
scrolling), and the conputer text is two

di mensi onal, not having the additional spatial
cues of the print text’s physical pages. (127)
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However, her study conpares pen-and-paper witing to word-
processed witing, both of which are forns witten to be
read on paper. Wile it nmay be true that witers often have
difficulty witing electronically for print, spatial
structures of online texts may be quite different fromthose
of texts for print. Cynthia L. Selfe has noted that
students, asked to conpose texts specifically for electronic
publication, “invented and exploited a new set of literacy
skills that their teachers never imagined” (qtd. in Tornow
169). W now have the opportunity, then, “not only to |learn
the conventions and granmars of this new kind of text but
also to invent grammars appropriate to it” (Tornow 169).

The nmeani ng of a given sign in hypertext, as we have
noted previously, may be categorically different fromthe
meani ng of that sane sign in a print text. The printing
press and nodern word processing technol ogies allow for the
use of different fonts, colors, and other textual features,
or signs, that in turn inpact the neanings of the text. For
i nstance, underlining in print texts is often used to
indicate titles, foreign words, or terms—that is, text that
should be italicized. However, in hypertext, underlining is
used to denote a linking of texts or parts of texts. In
synchronous conmmuni cation forunms, speech acts becone witten
acts, or speech witten down, further problematizing de

Saussure’s distinctions between speech as sound and the



80
witten word. And in hypernedia witing, enblematic or
iconic witing or witing wth audio and video files nake
possi bl e new ways of constructing the “witten text,”
probl emati zi ng our distinctions between the sign and the
signified still further, or, at |east, conplicating our
notion of what constitutes the “text.”

Most nodern rhetorics, however, continue to privilege
t ext - based el ements. For exanple, Susan MIler and Kyle
Know es, in New Ways of Witing, note that “Wrd processing
all ows you to express voice, tone, and speci al enphases
visually” (5). However, their discussion of visuals and
graphics is limted to their use in reports to “clarify and
highlight witten information” (89). Mxine Hairston and
John J. Ruszkiewicz in The Scott, Foresman Handbook i ncl ude
i nformati on on designing and using visuals in the chapter on
“Docunent Design,” and Andrea Lunsford and Robert Connors
i ncl ude di scussi ons of graphics and vi sual representations
in the sections on “Wred Style” and “Oral Presentations”
(Lunsford and Connors). Coretext, another recent handbook,
i ncludes a quote from Roger Parker’s Looking Good in Print
whi ch opi nes that “G aphic design should provide a road map
that steers your readers frompoint to point” (qtd. in
Hairston et al. 268). However, nost handbooks, i ncl uding

t hese, focus only on such print design elenents as “spacing,
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mar gi ns, type styles and sizes [and] print quality”
(Lunsford and Connors 248), where to break a line of text in
print when referencing a Wrld Wde Wb address, or on how
to insert images in technical docunents and personal hone
pages on the Web. Few texts include any discussion of
graphics as rhetorical; that is, visuals are not presented
as part of the conposing process but only as part of
docunent design, sonething “added on” to the text, as it
wer e.

Electronic witing is thus still often seen as
primarily a text-based form Follow ng the | eadership of
Virginia Tech, for exanple, many universities are now not
only allow ng theses and dissertations to be produced
el ectronically, sonme are even requiring it--even doi ng away
with print versions entirely (NDLTD). However, for the nost
part, electronic theses and dissertations (or ETDs) are
defined as those files which may be accessed and read using
el ectronic nmeans. The format is often still primrily
print-based, using Adobe Distiller software to produce files
in portable docunent format (PDF) intended for print. But
el ectroni ¢ docunents may al so i nclude audi o and vi deo,
blinking text, animation, interactive forms, hypertext
links, or real-tinme discussion, and even word processors now

al l ow for enbeddi ng applications and hypertextual links into
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docunents. O course, the very nature of reading in these
el ectroni c spaces disinclines nost of us to the sanme kind of
cl ose readi ng of dense text that we may be used to on the
printed page. Thus, wi thout the Iinks and graphics, white
space and ani mations, sound and video files, or other
el emrents all owed by el ectronic publishing technol ogies, our
work may ultimately becone anachronistic, as hard to foll ow
for the reader of the future as nodern hypertextual
docunents are now for many of us, raised and nurtured as we
were in a print-based world. Clearly we need to | earn how
to evaluate these new forns, not nerely as another nedi um
for producing traditional print docunments, but as a new form
of witing, a newliteracy, in their own right.

Ben Jonson once wote, “[T]he Pen is nore noble than
the Pencill. For that can speake to the Understanding; the
other, but to the Sense” (112). In the Renai ssance,
enbl ens, whi ch conbined both pictures and text, were often
added for the “benefit of the uneducated reader” (Vicari
160) to help explain the text. Like the commonpl aces used
by Greek rhetoricians, they were “chosen from an
established repertoire of nmeanings” (158). Illustrations,
however, may also play an inportant role in the “creation of
meani ng” and may i npose an “alternative authority on a text
[. . .] capable of conplenenting, reinforcing, or even

subverting the nmeani ng suggested by [their] verbal
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counterpart” (Gawel 170-72). In Designing Visual Language,
Charl es Rostel nick and David D. Roberts contend that
“design, like witing, is a process that entails invention,
revision, and editing” (xix) with a “synbiotic relationship
bet ween the visual and the verbal” (xix). Even the decision
to include or exclude these elenents, then, is itself a
rhetorical one. For exanple, Cndy Selfe s Keynote Address
at the 1998 Conference on Col |l ege Conposition and
Communi cation (CCCC) is published online, but the published
version is mnus the pictures she included in her live
presentation. |If the pictures were inportant to her
message, how can they be separated? O were they nerely
added on? O perhaps they were a rhetorical device that
works in one nedium (i.e., a live presentation to nodern
conpositionists) but not in another--in “print” (or, in this
case, in a hypertext publication online)?

James E. Porter and Patricia A Sullivan argue that

Any page of text is conposed of visual as well as
verbal elements, and those visual patterns
t hensel ves exert a rhetorical effect, [which] not
only cue the reader as to how the material is to
be conprehended, but also attenpt to persuade, or
argue that the reader should adopt a certain
posture toward the material. (117)

“[ Pl age design and rhetorical posture are interconnected”’

they argue, “and the two work in unison to establish and

mai ntain authority over the users” (125). The design, or
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format, of a mailing address, for exanple, includes cues
t hat generate expectations in the reader and that facilitate
the reader’s understanding of the text. Bibliographic
citation formats, such as MLA, APA, and Col unmbia Online
Style (COS), also work both visually as well as textually.
When these visual representations violate the reader’s
expect ations, however, they nmay conpete with the text and
alter our understanding of it.

Nonet hel ess, many of us in the humanities often tend to
denigrate images: television, with its swift succession of
i mages, is too often condemmed as nerely “passive
entertainment” rather than as a formof literacy itself, and
many people see the WAWVas nothing nore than a picture book.
| mmges in our culture have nore or |ess been relegated to
the real ns of children’s books, coffee table books,
advertisenents, diagrans in technical manuals, television
and novies (i.e., entertainnent), or pornography, while
text, defined only as the witten word, is ultimately
privileged. Visual and multinedia el enents, however,
conbine with textual elenments in distinctly rhetorical ways,
and nust be considered as part of the conposing process, not
merely as additions to the word.

In nedieval tinmes, witing was “profoundly oral” and
“iInseparable fromwhat is now called oratory” (MLuhan 94).

Readi ng, too, was oral rather than visual, wth books often
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chai ned to a podi um where the reader stood to read them
Now, once again, says MLuhan,
[We can understand why there should be a great
di m ni shing of the special qualities of print
culture, and a revival of oral or auditory val ues
in verbal organization. For verbal organization
whet her on the page or in speech, can have a
vi sual bias such as we associate with the clipped
and rapid speech of highly literate people.
Agai n, verbal organization, even on the witten
page can have an oral bias [. . .]. (108)
McLuhan noreover sees a cinematic structure to the book
itself: “It 1s,” he says, “a consistent series of static
shots or ‘fixed points of view in honogeneous relationship”
(127), and, as such, a way of attenpting to honogeni ze both
“men and materials” (127). Electronic conposition, however,
can help further resistance to the structuralist binaries of
| angue and parole, signifier and signified, oral and
t extual —or not.

W wite differently with a pencil than we do with a
pen. Perhaps the possibility of erasure allows nore freedom
to err, to experinent, to play. W wite differently with a
pen that we do with a typewiter; while witing with a pen
is nore permanent than pencil, it still does not seemto
require the sanme |l evel of correctness as the typed page.

That is, wwth a pen we are still free to mark through
errors, to draw lines to connect ideas, to use smaller fonts

when necessary to squeeze nore words, nore ideas, into a

gi ven space. The typewiter Iimts our choice of font sizes
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and types, it limts the size of the paper on which we
inscribe our ideas, it limts our revisions by its very
unwi el di ness—we are forced to retype entire manuscripts
shoul d we choose to add or delete words, and, of course, the
i nclusion of non-textual elenents is a nmessy and awkward
process at best. Wrd-processing technol ogies allow greater
flexibility, nmerging the greater freedomand flexibility of
the pencil with the permanence of the pen and the neatness
of the typewitten page. However, word-processing
technologies also limt our use of non-standard papers, and
even the inclusion of non-textual elenents nmay be limted by
our access—or |lack thereof—to state-of-the-art hardware or
printers. Hypernedia technologies allow for a dinension in
witing never before possible—nelding orality and
visuality, flexibility and fixity, fluidity and permanence,
and nore, while still inposing Iimtations depending on the
har dware and software used by the author as well as by the
i nt ended audi ence.

Literacy, of course, as Shirley Brice Heath argues in
Ways with Wirds: Language, Life and Work in Comrunities and
Cl assroons, is “located in social, cultural, and historical
practices that have changed over tinme, not in anything
obj ective or universal” (117), and these cultural spaces

often “contrast sharply wth | anguage use at school” (112).
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That is, witing outside of the classroom does not
necessarily even involve words. 1In a study of workpl ace
witing by engineers, for instance, Dorothy A Wnsor notes
that “[n]on-verbal elenments in engineering witing may not
be words but they are certainly |anguage, and their visual
representation can be seen as a kind of witing.” Many
t heori sts have even posited that thinking itself may be
visual at least as nmuch as it is verbal (Fox 4). Wth the
proliferation of powerful word-processing and deskt op-
publ i shing applications that nake it easy to include graphic
and nmultimedia elements even in traditional “print”
docunents, then, the scholarly essay itself may soon norph
into a formthat no |onger privileges text as the primary
means of commruni cating i deas.

In the wake of our realization that change is an
i nherent feature of conmmuni cati on and conmuni cative
practices, then, perhaps “change” shoul d now becone a sixth
termin the traditional five-part canon of rhetoric. At any
rate, although we may take issue with McLuhan’s fanous “the
mediumis the nmessage,” nonethel ess, the nmedi um of
communi cati on does inpact the creation, transm ssion, and
reception of the nessage in a nyriad of inportant ways. Now
we nust | ook at how we can assess the effectiveness of
changing literacies while they are still in the process of

changing. W need to engage online spaces critically as they
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are bei ng devel oped, “acting frompositions of critical
awar eness during the devel opnent and expansi on of these
t echnol ogi es” (Johnson-Eilola 17), including not only a
critique of the technol ogi cal space itself, but also of the
social, political, and economc forces that are driving its

devel opnent .
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CHAPTER FOUR - THE HOUNDS OF HELL

To nmeet the challenges of this new econony with

our new society, we have to rely on our old

val ues, but we have to nmeke sure that we manifest

themin nodern ways. That neans our public schools

must change. They nust teach our children while

reflecting the way we work and |ive now and wil|

work and live in the 21%t century [. ]

--President WIlliam Jefferson dinton, State of

t he Uni on Address

Maj or changes in the denographi c and econom ¢ make- up

of America in this century have had inportant effects on the
character of Anerican education and on how the role of
l[iteracy instruction in this country is played out in the
acadeny. In Rhetorics, Poetics, and Cultures: Refiguring
Col | ege English Studies, Janmes Berlin explores how the
“shift fromentrepreneurial to corporate capitalisni in the
| ast century led to the “transformation fromthe old |iberal
arts college to the new research university,” pronpting the
devel opment of nodern English departnents in the first place
(18). As he shows, in large part |and-grant coll eges and
conmpul sory education were initially a nmeans to provide

trained workers and to assim|late the grow ng nunbers of

immgrants into Angl o-Protestant cultural norns.
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Under the Fordi st node of production, work was highly
specialized, wth the “bureaucratic structuring of nental
wor k” falling under the production-line nentality of manual
| abor (Berlin 43). The current post-Fordist node differs
fromits predecessor in that “production beconmes an
international rather than a national process, a devel opnent
made possi bl e by technol ogi cal changes in transportati on and
communi cation,” the “small-batch production of a variety of
goods,” and the “internationalization of corporations” (43).
Along with the growth of a post-Fordist econony has cone the
grow h of an ever-smaller core of well-conpensated full-tine
managers, and a workforce divided primarily into two main
segnents: “clerical, secretarial, routine, and | esser-
skill ed manual” workers and “part-tiners, casuals,
tenporaries, and public trainees” (45). Essential to this
new work force, if they are to conpete successfully, are
skill with | anguage and a know edge of proper work habits,
attitude, and behavior (48). English studies is uniquely
positioned in the acadeny as a key site of entrance:
conposition is one of the few, if not the only, universally
required course in the curriculum As such, we are often
charged with providing both the | anguage skills necessary
for success (and weedi ng out those who do not conformto

accepted standards) and instilling the “cultural skills and
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knowl edge nost at issue in the assessnent of qualifications”
(wat ki ns 205) .
Berlin delineates three najor paradignms of the “poetic-
rhetoric binary” in English studies: “literacy for the
scientific nmeritocracy,” marked by current-traditional
rhetoric and literary criticismas philology; the “liberal-
cultural paradigm” wherein rhetoric becones a branch of
poetry, a “product of genius,” and oral reading is at the
center of teaching literature since “to those of taste the
text spoke for itself”; and the “social -denocratic” that
argues that “Rhetoric in college should focus on training
citizens for participation in a denbcracy,” encouraging a
“literary criticismthat seeks to integrate the aesthetic
response with a study of the social and historical mlieu
that generated works of art” (34). Current neasures of
literacy assessnent often reflect these sane divisions, thus
serving the sane political and ideological interests. As
John Tri nbur notes,
[L]iteracy--and particularly the ability to wite-
-is being called on to provide a common neans of
communi cation in a divided culture, to pronote
nati onal econom c recovery, and to explain the
success and failure of individuals in a class
society [. . .]. (48)

Qur assessnent practices are geared primarily to preserving

the status quo (White, Lutz, and Kanuskiri; Shal e; Faigley;

Chmann), measuring only those skills which are deened
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mar ket abl e, either in the acadeny or in the workplace. And,
of course, assessnent practices determ ne what counts as
knowl edge in the first place (Muirphy and G ant 286-87):
what we choose to assess reflects what we consider to be

inportant. \What is all too often neasured by such tests,

however, is not “literacy” per se but student’s ability to
wite in the way that the testers value as we will | ook at
in greater detail in the next chapter.

When Newsweek published an article entitled “Wy Johnny
Can’t Read” in 1975 denouncing students’ lack of literacy
skills, teachers and adm ni strators responded by attenpting
to prove that literacy instruction in the acadeny was,

i ndeed, a serious pursuit and that students’ failure to
performwell was not the fault of educational institutions.
Many educators bl aned parents, television, or society at

| arge for students’ lack of literacy skills. Al though
literacy practices have changed over time, our current
definition of literacy is synonynous wth readi ng and
witing al phabetic text, predicated only upon the | ast four
hundred years of history (Pattison 5). However, as Robert
Pattison notes, “[Q ur own common usage and that of other
cultures belies so sinple an equation” (5). Furthernore,
defining literacy only as the ability to read and wite a

particul ar kind of text marginalizes those whose ways of
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comruni cat i ng— ways of speaking and witing—are different
fromour owm (Farr and Nardini 118). Perhaps the perception
that there is a literacy crisis at all is the result of
changes in literacy practices in our society rather than any
real decrease in our students’ ability to comruni cate.
Instead of trying to inpose a vision of what constitutes
literacy that conflicts with what literacy is now or may be
in the process of becom ng, therefore, we need to ask
whet her or not the literacy crisis actually exists or if “we
are dealing with an illusion produced by a perspective that
erases history” (Spellneyer 174). That is, perhaps one
reason for the perception that Johnny can’t read or wite is
not because our students have lower literacy skills but,
rat her, because they are differently literate; that is,
perhaps current definitions of what it is to be literate are
al ready anachronistic.

By defining literacy so narromy, we are, in effect,
attenpting to ensure that what we teach and study wl|l
remain static, an elitist study designed to preserve an
honmogenous literacy rather than pronoting a critical one.
Aristotle used the G eek word agrammati a (nmeani ng
“illiteracy”) to refer to the “inability to read and wite”

as well as, nore broadly, to refer to “the | ack of awareness
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of the uses of |anguage” (Pattison 5). Tellingly, however,
Aristotle also used the termto refer to ani mals:

sone ani mal s have a voice, and, of these, nake
ordered, nmutually intelligible sounds, while
ot hers sinply nmake noi se without any purpose or
organi zation. These | ast beasts Aristotle calls
illiterate. (5-6)
When we cannot discern a “purpose or organi zation” to the
“noi se” of those who speak or wite differently, rather than
guestioning our own literacy, we question theirs. 1In
effect, at least at sone |evel, those whose literacy
practices are different fromour own are perceived as
sonehow | ower on the food chain as it were. This elitismis
part and parcel of our assessnment practices, wth the
acadeny, then, acting as a kind of sorting nachine,
“reinforcing class relations by determning the future
occupations and incone |evels of young people” (Berlin 22),
provi ding a valuable service to the corporate world and
ensuring our own position in society. However, as John
Tri mbur not es,
If we think of the politics of witing assessnent
as the result (as well as the cause) of the great
ongoi ng Anerican literacy crisis, then the role
conposition studies has in the public debate about
standards may be to keep the meaning of witing
fluid and i ndeterm nate--a subject of cultural
contention as nuch as a neasurable skill.
(Trinmbur 48, enphasis added)
The introduction of conputers into the witing

cl assroom and t he energence of network technol ogi es have
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further added to the confusion over both the definition of
literacy and the goal of the conposition classroom
Initially, of course, conputers were introduced into the
cl assroom as a way of correcting errors in witing rather
than as a new nedium for comrunicating. It soon becane
evi dent, however, with the devel opnent of networKking
technol ogi es and especially of the Internet, that conputers
could be used as nore than fancy typewiters. 1In
consequence, it is apparent that what witing teachers are
doing, or need to do, is not sinply about witing
traditional academ c papers. However, nore and nore,
corporations rather than educators are determ ni ng how
educati onal practices are inplenented (Berlin; Johnson-
Eilola). Instead of providing students with a “well-rounded
education,” we may find that we are being asked to provide
instruction in “marketable skills” (185), whether or not
this caveat is made explicit. Al though Berlin argues that
“col | eges ought to offer a curriculumthat places
preparation for work within a conprehensive range of
denocrati c educational concerns” (51) that will both prepare
students to enter the work force and prepare them as
“critical citizens” (52), the reality of the technol ogi zed
cl assroom nmay often work agai nst such denocratization. The
classroomitself, with or without conputers, is, of course,

politically situated. Mreover, the very unfamliarity of
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t he technol ogi zed cl assroom can wor k agai nst even the nost
ardent proponents of |iberatory pedagogy as resistance to
new t echnol ogies forces us to justify its existence in
traditional terns.

The early days of conputers and conposition were in
many ways a tinme of uncritical optimsm of course, as
menbers of the energing conputers-and-witing community
began to explore ways to use this new nediumto create a
nore egalitarian classroomand foster a sense of conmmunity.
But the sanme technology that allows teachers and
institutions to enpower their students can also be used to
give "universities the opportunity for nore power than ever
before” (Flores 108). In Fragnents of Rationality, for
exanpl e, Lester Faigley argues that conputer conferencing
and synchronous conmuni cation can help to increase
col | aborative opportunities in the conposition classroom
Initially, he is optimstic about the effects of the
net wor ked cl assroom on discursive relations: “[E]lectronic
di scourse,” he notes, “offers a neans of exploring how
identity is multiply constructed and how agency resides in
t he power of connecting with others and building alliances”
(199). However, these sane spaces can also allow for a
decrease in teacher authority and control of witing, which

can be very disconcerting to both teachers and students.
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Fai gl ey thus concl udes that the networked classroom while
creating “opportunities for resistance to the dom nant
di scourse of the mgjority” (199), also allows students to
wrest control of the conversation away fromthe teacher or
fromeach other. Teachers, especially those new to teaching
in electronic environnments, often have a difficult tinme
coping with feelings of powerlessness in the face of this
| oss of authority. And, further, the teacher may al so be
relinquishing control, knowingly or not, to the interface.
That is, the technology itself, or, nore accurately, the
devel opers and mai ntai ners of the hardware and software, may
ultimately be the ones who deci de how the technol ogi zed
classroomis configured and, thus, to decide what
constitutes “literacy” in these spaces.

The intersection of conputer technology and the witing
classroomcan help to foster an awareness of the classroom
as an ideol ogi cal construct rather than a physical space, of
course, and of witing as nore than a neans of rendering
t hought into a commodity, marketable or otherw se. Johndan
Johnson-Eilola, for instance, argues that, by focusing on
t he col |l aboration that el ectronic spaces can allow, and
encouragi ng cognitive mapping of the spaces in the classroom
and in texts (and hypertexts), we can foster a greater
awar eness of how we (and our students) wite and are witten

by the ideologies inform ng the classroom whether online or
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off. For exanple, technology is often regarded as al
powerful, able in and of itself to effect change: in
pedagogi cal practices, comunicative and literacy practices,
i ndi vi dual s, and even in societies thenselves. |n other
wor ds, many people believe that, sinply by virtue of using
technol ogi cal “tools” for witing and reading, the witing
classroomw ||l magically be transforned into a denocratic
space. Literacy itself, then, would al so be transforned
merely by virtue of the nmediumused to produce or access it.
Thi s, however, ignores the gatekeeping practices that work
agai nst change, working to ensure a neasure of stability.
By exam ni ng how t hese gat ekeepi ng practices work, we can
conme to have a better understanding of the ideol ogies that
i nformthem and perhaps by so doing we can help foster the
skills to approach themcritically.

The concepts of ownership of intellectual property and
si ngl e-aut horshi p perpetuated by traditional citation and
quotation formats, for instance, are reflections of the
econom c necessities of the past few centuries. The
commerci al devel opnent of hyperspace readily encourages the
commodi fication of information, just as the technol ogy of
print made “words into objects” (Johnson-Eilola 106).

Fut ure nethods of research and delivery using online spaces
are “threatened by governnental directives designed to aid

busi ness rather than educational institutions” (126). Many
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proponents of the use of technology in the classroomtout
its benefits for encouraging or facilitating collaborative
wor k, while few question whether or not collaborative
authorship itself is even desireable in the witing
cl assroom Nonet hel ess, our own val uation of scholarship in
pronoti on-and-tenure decisions does not usually val ue
col l aborative work in the sane ways as i ndividually-authored
wor k.4 Cbviously, the ideol ogies behind these ideas al so
need to be seriously questioned in light of the econom c
realities of the twenty-first century.

Al t hough the possibilities do exist (and are, indeed,
bei ng expl ored by technorhetoricians) for hyperspace to be a
space for grappling wwth the Oher (i.e., Mary Louise
Pratt’s “contact zones” and Henry G roux’s “border
pedagogy”), the spatializing nmetaphors of hyperspace which
repl ace the nore tenporalized netaphors of print also allow
for an articul ation of hyperspace as a space for
col oni zati on (Johnson-Eilola). This is best exenplified by
t he use of English--and especially of Anerican English--as
the standard for communi cation in online spaces: t he
seven-bit code that assigns nunbers fromO to 127 to the
English character set, or ASCII (Anmerican Standard Code for
I nformation Interchange), is used by many Internet and
conputer applications to represent text, allow ng for the

transfer of data between applications and pl atforns.
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| nt ernet addressing al so bespeaks Anerican col oni zati on of
hyperspace. That is, while nost Internet domain nanes
include a two-letter code designating the country of origin,
the “.us” country designator is usually glaringly absent.
The United States, thus, becones naturalized, the standard
agai nst which everything is else is neasured. However, the
Internet is an international space; as such, what consitutes
literacy online is not necessarily what has traditionally
constituted literacy in Anerican English departnents. How
do we reconcile our continued privileging of standard
Anmerican English with the needs of an international
audi ence? Even the interface of the conputer’s operating
system wth its graphical icons representing a m ddl e-cl ass
desktop, for exanple, as found in Maci ntosh or W ndows95
operating systens, can be seen as a form of colonization, a
way of naturalizing the world of white, m ddle-class,
primarily mal e Anericana.

A primary goal of devel opers of technology is that the
technology itself be transparent, of course, but this very
transparency may al so be inculcated in the paradox of
hypertext:

Whereas an overly restricted and/or difficult-to-
use functional text m ght give users a critica
position in relation to the technology [. . .], a
fluid, very fast functional text that appears to
respond directly to the user’s immedi ate needs

constructs accommodati ng users. (Johnson-Eilola
63)
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“Functional hypertexts,” argues Johnson-Eilola, “are
defined, socially and politically, in this politics of
amesia” (50). The very act of linking in a way contri butes
to this amesia as hypertexts becone coll ections of
interlinked texts, assum ng an appearance of infinite
possibilties, while actually existing within a continually
circuitous and delimted space. Continuing to envision
hyper space as an extension of print technol ogies furthers
this accomodation by envisioning it as only a “nore
technically efficient” distribution channel, thus
naturalizing it rather than exposing the inplications of
this vision (87).

However, the vision of hypertextual space as a
liberating translation of print space or a collection of
informati on often netaphorized as a library can be
contrasted with the commodi fied vision of hyperspace
conceived by its creators. Theodor Nel son, often credited
as the creator of hypertext, has proposed what he calls a
“transcopyright,” which would, he argues, allow for “broad
re-use of materials” by creating a cyberworld wherein “words
and ideas [are] freed fromthe technological Iimtations of
paper and ink”:

Nel son descri bed a world spanni ng network of
information repositories containing all the
information in the world ‘cross-referenced, |inked

and transcluded’ . The central tenant of his work,
Transcopyright, provides uni npeded access to
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information to those quoting excerpts in a new
context (transclusion) while automatically
provi di ng conpensation and protection to the
hol der of the copyright of transcluded nedi a.

(Epst ei n)
This proposal would, in effect, “*meter’ each use of a
copyrighted work, and [. . .] charge a user a fee for the
use” automatically (Epstein). However, citing even

portions of a docunment would require sone paynent under this
system and would, therefore, entirely negate the concept of
“fair use” in cyberspace (USPTO. Evidently, the vision of
cyberspace as a space for the free and denocratic exchange
of information and ideas is far different fromthat of those
who are devel opi ng new t echnol ogi es.

Much of the current structure of the World Wde Wb
actual ly encourages and reinforces the structures of
traditional schol arship, including single-authorship and
ownership of text (Johnson-Eilola 151-62). Moreover, by
al l om ng space for dissent and circunscribing it, hypertext
al so defuses it (Johnson-Eilola; Multhrop). Comerci al
interests have fostered much of the technol ogi cal
devel opnment that has, in turn, spurred the gromh of online
environnents. As a result, the online world has rapidly
been changing fromone of a forumfor discussion (readily
al | oned by text-based interfaces) to a forumfor
presentation of commercial interests, requiring nore and

nore powerful hardware in order to exploit the glitzy,
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poi nt-and-click graphical interfaces that, in effect, shut
down communi cation as a two-way (or nulti-user) act
(Johnson-Eil ol a 184).

However, in reaction to the |l oss of control that many
feel in the online classroom-and in cyberspace in general —
rat her than exam ning the underpinnings of technol ogi cal
devel opnment, teachers and adm nistrators often seek for a
means to reinstate control by designing conputerized
cl assroons in nore and nore circunscri bed ways. For
exanpl e, a panopticon arrangenent allows teacher to peek
over students’ shoulders and nonitor their work. Networks
can be designed to allow teachers to “snoop” into a
students’ ongoi ng work by eavesdropping on el ectronic
conversations or peeking at students’ conpositions in
progress. In sone instances, designs allow for teachers to
wrest control of the students’ conputers in the classroom
entirely, or, in synchronous comuni cation sites such as
MXOs or Daedal us’ Interchange, of students’ very right to
speak. Software, as Cynthia L. Selfe and Richard J. Selfe,
Jr., note, can “enact--anong other things--the gestures and
deeds of colonialism continually and with a great deal of
success” (484). Limting student access in MXOs to
progranmm ng or communi cati on conmands, buil di ng perm ssions,
and so forth, or to “inappropriate” material (i.e.,

por nogr aphy, sexually-explicit materials, or even
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controversial information on the WAWor in newsgroups) can
t hus be seen as neasures of dom nance. Sone schools, for
exanpl e, ban telnet access across the board because it can
be used to access MOOs and MJDs consi dered by many
adm nistrators to be ganes rather than educational spaces,
and, hence, a waste of valuable--and |imted--resources.
Firewalls and other filtering devices can ensure that access
is only allowed to certain types of information or sites,
and intranets and software such as WbCT can |imt access
only to those to whom we have granted perm ssion. These
deci sions, by the way, are often nade by systens
adm nistrators without the input of users. The physical
configuration of the conputer classroom and the conputer
network may be designed, in part, to exact neasures of
control by allow ng teachers to nonitor students and ensure
they remain on task. And MOOs and ot her synchronous
comuni cation sites, especially those such as Diversity
Uni versity or Connections MOOs designed specifically as
educati onal spaces, may allow teachers to control students’
actions, effectively squel ching the normal underlife of a
cl assroom and resisting student resistance. Thus,
technol ogy can help to inpose structures of power and
control that may even underm ne the intentions of educators
who see student resistance as a positive part of the

| earni ng experience, particularly in the conposition
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classroom The idea of cyberspace as denocrati zi ng,
therefore, is all too often only an ideal and not a reality.

Many online spaces mrror traditional academc

structures--building classroom spaces where w zards® and
t eachers have the know edge and power, and students are nore
or less left to reside on the receiving end of know edge.
Thus they are becom ng communities of teachers and w zards
that may exclude students (and others) from ful
participation. In "Cocktails and Thunbtacks in the Ad
West: What Wbhuld Em |y Post Say?" for instance, Laurel A
Sutton cautions newconers that

After you join a group, it's best to lurk for a

whil e and get the feel of it. Each newsgroup has

its own culture and its own social conventions,

and unless it is a brand-new group, you nust be

prepared to behave |ike the native popul ation.

(174)
This sentinment is echoed in nost netiquette® guidelines. The
danger here is that, far from bei ng denocrati zi ng, conputer
spaces can instead mrror (and thus reinforce) real-life
structures of dom nation and margi nalization:

[ T] eachers of English who use conputers are often

i nvol ved in establishing and maintai ning borders

t hensel ves--whet her or not they acknow edge or

support such a project--and, thus, in contributing

to a larger cultural systemof differential power

that has resulted in the systematic dom nation and

mar gi nal i zati on of certain groups of students,

i ncl udi ng anong them wonen, non-whites, and

i ndi vi dual s who speak | anguages ot her than
English. (Selfe and Selfe 481)
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One problemis the tendency to view the online world as
"virtual reality,” which is, or can be, essentiali zing,
reductive, and, perhaps, just plain dangerous. Metaphors
such as this do not nmerely describe reality (virtual or
otherwise); they also help to shape that reality. Thus,
usi ng the netaphors of the traditional classroomto describe
online witing spaces may inpose the same structures of
dom nation and control onto virtual spaces as are often
engendered in real-life classroons. And these netaphors may
encour age teachers and students to unwittingly reproduce
structures of dom nance and control, even when these
structures are consciously resisted in the traditional
cl assroom

The first online dissertation defense, which took place
at Lingua MOO in 1995, is a case in point. The dissertation
was a traditional one on a traditional topic, “Penel opeia:
The Maki ng of Penelope in Honmer’s Story and Beyond,” by Dene
Grigar at the University of Texas at Dallas. The defense
was held in a specially-designed MO “room” called a
$cl assroom which inposes certain restrictions on
participants. For exanple, in the case of Gigar’s
di ssertation defense, only panel nenbers were allowed to
pose questions; questions were nedi ated by the use of a
gueue; and while the audience could tal k anongst thensel ves

(unl ess they chose to “wear” a special virtual headset which
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bl ocked i nput fromfell ow audi ence nenbers), Gigar and
menbers of the panel were unable to hear their comments or
see their enntes’ (Grigar and Barber). Roons such as these
can be effective, of course, by disallow ng sone of the
chaos that is often so nuch a part of synchronous, or real-
time, conmunications. As Ken Schweller aruges in “MXO
Eduati onal Tools,”

t he proper use and not the m suse of tools such as
t he $cl assroom can be |iberating rather than
oppressive. There is nothing so annoying as
trying to follow a speaker’s online argunent or
carry on a serious discussion and being constantly
interrupted by extraneous enoting or a bystander’s
of f-top conversation. Mderation roonms [. . .]
offer a way to control this conversationa
confusion and enpower the users to dynamcally
sel ect noderation levels appropriate to a roonis
changing activities. (94-95)
Wthin the confines of the conposition classroom however,
this kind of control can al so work against attenpts to all ow
students’ right to their own discourses. 1In the case of the
di ssertation defense, rather than exploring how new nedi a
can enpower students (or others) or considering new ways to
approach old tasks (or even considering whether or not the
tasks thensel ves can or should change), it instead mrrored
exi sting structures and thereby effectively negated even the
possibility of change.
Li ke many of our current assessenent practices, our

Ph.D. qualifying exans may also fail to test the ability of

a given student (or, indeed, of any student) to enter the
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ranks of professionals. Wile admttedly the ability to
eval uate and connect the various materials that students
have been studying is a valuable skill, the ability to sit
inaroomwth no source material and wite a tinmed essay
consisting of regurgitated facts may al ready be
anachronistic. |Instead, then, what we may actually be
testing, in a very Aristotelian sense, is the student’s
menory. What tests such as these are judging, then, is not
t he professional readiness of the student but the student’s
ability to conformto a nodel of literacy which we revere.

I n other words, we want our students and col | eagues to be
i ke us (Faigley, “Judging Witing”).

The formof the dissertation is also perhaps nerely a
denonstration of content know edge w thout the rhetorical
power of expertise, predicated upon produci ng consuners of
expertise rather than experts (Geisler 81). The ubiquitous
survey of literature along with the profusion of references
requi red by nost dissertation commttees hel ps to ensure
that the dissertator has consuned the requisite body of
scholarship in his or her field. Further, the work nust
conformto the expectations of its primry audi ence—the
di ssertation comm ttee—thus guardi ng agai nst serious
di sruption of accepted know edge in the field. That is, the
forms of the Ph.D. exam and dissertation, as are nost of our

assessnment practices, are reflections, at least in part, of
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the desire to create students who are replications of
oursel ves, who are producers and consuners of what already
counts as standard academ c know edge and, thus, readily
assimlable into the cultural nornms of the academc
wor kpl ace.

These sane practices are reflected in our tenure-and-
pronotion criteria as well, helping to perpetuate the status
gquo by privileging a certain view of literacy, usually the
formof literacy required by print journal publications,
university presses, and other traditional venues for
publication, thereby effectively imting work in new nedi a
and new fornms. For instance, the MLA Commttee's
"Eval uating Conputer-Rel ated Work in the Mdern Languages:
Draft Guidelines Prepared by the MLA Comm ttee on Conputers
and Energi ng Technol ogi es in Teaching and Research" has
pronpted sonme to review tenure and pronotion guidelines to
take into account the online work being done by faculty, but
in ways that only recognize online work in existing terns.
The guidelines make it clear that "the criteria for
eval uating conputer-related work will be based on existing
criteria and the traditional categories.” Wile this does
allow for recognition of electronic work that can be nade to
fit existing criteria, nonethel ess these guidelines do not

adequately address the need to change the criteria in the



110
face of change in our definition of witing itself.
Consequently, we are left with three choices: first, sonehow
make el ectronic work fit into existing guidelines so it can
be justified along traditional |ines; second, continue to
push the envel ope by experinenting with new forns of
literacy as well as new forns of publication, with the
realization that this work may not count as scholarship in
many departnments; or, third, change the definitions of what
is valued, of literacy and scholarship, to fit the realities
of the present and, as nuch as possible, to fit whatever the
future may hol d.

O course, tenure itself is under attack by many
conservative groups who (rightly) see it as defending
controversial and often radical ideas. Although these sane
groups have called for a "back-to-basics" approach to
education in which students learn to use conputers,
nonet hel ess they are often reluctant to grant the protection
of tenure to professors who experinent with new nedia and
new forns for scholarship and teaching. The purpose of
tenure in the acadeny traditionally is to protect those who
express unpopul ar ideas. Since tenure protects the
expression of what is unpopular, that is, what the public
does not like, then by definition, tenure itself nust be
unpopul ar. What scholars are doing in cyberspace is often

radi cal --as unpopul ar inside the acadeny as outside it.
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Thus, it should rightly fall under the very definition of
what tenure is designed to protect. Nonetheless, tenure
protects conservative ideas just as nmuch as, if not nore
than, radical ones. That is, tenure guidelines may al so work
to protect the status quo and stifle change. Therefore, to
get academ c credit for online work, many scholars are
sinply enulating the nore traditional off-line work and
putting it online.

Many of those charged with serving as gatekeepers in
the field of conposition see online work, especially work in
synchronous conmmuni cation, only as conversation and not as
schol arshi p, and, as many of themonce did with cultural
studi es, take an unashanedly elitist attitude toward it.

Li ke popul ar culture, online work is often "deplored for its
deficiencies--for its lack of 'noral seriousness' or of
aesthetic value" (Turner 43). Perhaps part of the reason
for this dism ssal of nmuch online work can be traced to the
fact that the text in these spaces is not inscribed in any
per manent nmedium Each foray into the cyberworld can
confront the reader or researcher with an entirely new text.
Li ke el ectronic comrmuni cations, societies and individuals

al so refuse to remain fixed. Ethnographic research as part
of cultural studies' approach to studying the living text of
a culture, thus, is also sonetinmes viewed with disdain

because of its non-replicability as a result of the often
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epheneral and contradictory nature of the lived experience.
So, too, even nore permanently inscribed texts of popul ar
culture--TV and nusic and filns and books and
magazi nes- - al t hough preserved on various recordi ng devi ces,
are often viewed as too epheneral or too lacking in
seriousness to be considered as worthy subjects of study.
Throughout all of this, there seens to run the thread that
sonehow what counts are only words preserved on paper
VWhat, then, happens when nore of our texts becone
transitory, as Agrippa: A Book of the Dead so poignantly
expresses in its refusal to even exist after it has been
read?

At a neeting of "Jesters" at DaMOO, John Towel | argued
that only those studies published in peer-reviewed
journals (whether online or in print) can be considered
"serious studies." The process of print publication
determ nes what is valued by what is published, with
editors, publishers, and peer reviewers serving as
gat ekeepers (Parsons 7). However, such gatekeeping is also
a "formof information, or know edge, control" (15). Paul
Par sons argues, however, that this is not the same thing as
censorship: "[Clensorship is the deletion of objectionable
material, a process quite different fromselection. |If

publ i shers did not have the right of selection, they would,
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in effect, becone clerks, publishing everything that entered
the gate" (15). In a way, what Towell and Parsons are
argui ng, however, is that the formal process of peer-review
and editorial selection wll decide for us what we should
value. In this sane vein, a philosophy professor at the
University of Evansville has created a Wrld Wde Wb search
engi ne call ed Argos designed to act as a sort of peer
reviewer of information, a guardian of what is val uable
currency online:

Argos is the first peer-reviewed, limted area
search engine (LASE) on the World-Wde Wb. It has
been designed to cover the ancient and nedi eval
worlds. Quality is controlled by a system of
hyperlinked internet indices which are nmanaged by
qualified professionals who serve as the Associ ate
Editors of the project [. . .]. The overal

quality of Argos is, therefore, determned by a
system of peer-review. This systemis based on an
"accreditation" nodel of legitimating resources,
rather than a “referee"” nodel. W have chosen to
do this, because accreditati on nodels are designed
for works, institutions, etc. that change over
tinme and that may, in the process of their change,
fall below certain standards. The Associate Sites
accredit other sites by including themin their

i ndi ces; when, and if, these sites fall bel ow the
standards established by the Associ ates, they are
removed fromthe Associate Site and, at the sane
time, fromthe Argos search w ndow.

In the case of this search engine, what is valued is that
which is returned. W are accurul ating online, then, a sort
of electronic canon of works deened inportant enough, or
schol arly enough, or acceptable enough to be included by

mrroring what the print world has acconplished through the
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peer-revi ew and publication process. However, according to
Set h Kat z,

[I]t is easy to see how publishing in a
peer-reviewed online periodical is equivalent to
publishing in a peer-reviewed print journal. But
many activities do not readily fit into one
category, or else do not clearly fit into any of
them Thus, conputer-related work poses a threat
to the traditional nodes of eval uating acaden c
wor k.
Furthernore, sonme schol ars disagree entirely that online
periodi cal s can even be eval uated along the same |ines as
print:
[Web publications are fundanental |y different
fromprint, requiring separate evaluation. What
needs to be reconsidered is not whether on-line
publication is as good as printed publication, but
whet her the tradition-bound, print-based standards
for tenure evaluation need to be revised so they
are nore in line with the goals of what nost
peopl e consider to be true schol arship, |earning
and teaching. (Gllette)
Whet her we accept online publications as the equival ents of
print ones or not, the process of selection and peer review
has the potential to be also a way of selecting the ideas
that we | end credence to in academ a. Serious work that is
unpopul ar can be stifled or ignored if it doesn't fit.
Since the nature of the Wb right now is that anyone can
publi sh, we have the opportunity, if only briefly, to open
up the conversation to those who m ght otherw se be
silenced. Admttedly, nmuch of what is published online may

be tripe; however, inportant work that cannot be forced
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into traditional nodes is also being done. Since, according
to Gary AL A son, "[P]Jublished works are the currency with
whi ch we purchase tenure, pronotion, salary increases, and
the respect of coll eagues” (50), setting clear guidelines as
to what counts as schol arship and what does not is
mandat ory.

The politics of witing assessnent ensures that what is
of ten being neasured by our tests is students’ ability to
“enpl oy socially inherited forns” (Bruce Horner 507). By
focusing on traditional forms, these testing practices can
effectively discourage change: “what remains [. . .] is not
soci al but marginal and therefore of no consequence” (506).
By ignoring changes in literacy practices, our assessnent
practices make it all too clear that what is really at stake
is not literacy but nerely the formit takes, that is, the
exi stence of witing as we know it (Macrorie).

A study by the National Center for Education Statistics
reported an “overall pattern of declining performance is
evident in the average witing scores across the assessnent
years [anong el eventh graders].” However, during the sane
period (1984 to 1996) and for the sane popul ation (el eventh
graders), they also report an increase in the use of
technol ogy in the classroom from ni neteen percent to ninety-

six percent. These figures force us to consider why an
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increase in the use of technol ogy should be acconpani ed by a
decrease in witing skills as neasured by this study.
Perhaps it is our definition of “witing skills” that is at
fault as the use of technology fosters the acquisition of
new communi cative skills in our students. Thus, although it
is entirely possible that increased use of technology (in or
out of the classroon) nay be causing a decrease in students’
skills in witing traditional texts, it is also entirely
possible that witing traditional texts may al ready be out
of touch with the real conmunicative needs of our society.
In “New Views of Measurenent and New Models for Witing
Assessnent,” Roberta Canp argues that assessnent shoul d
consi der
what ki nds of performances are central to
students’ | earning about witing, what kinds of
information can legitimately be derived fromthose
performances, what generalizations about students’
ability and devel opnent can be nmade on the basis
of the information derived, and whether the
witing performances required for our new
assessnents are equally appropriate for students
who draw on different cultural and |inguistic
experiences. (143)
However, outcones-based assessnent instead all too often

confuses nodel s and prototypes with production

quality. If we learn *only* [sic] to hit "a"
target, we are unlikely to hit "the" target when
paraneters change. |If we are unaware of the

vari abl es that affect our own production but |earn
to produce on demand anyway, then when the

paranet ers change, we are unable to di scover nove
paths to a solution. This is one reason why the
ancient rhetors relied on nyriad topoi and comon
pl aces. (Royar)
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The five-paragraph essay is a good case in point. One
reason it persists may be its convenience:

witing beconmes nerely a transparent nedi umthrough

whi ch students can deliver back a body of know edge to

the teacher. A predictable format nmakes assessnent

that nmuch easier. (Tinberg)
New fornms of writing, however, may require new formats for
assessnment .

Al of this sinply points to the fact that we are al
conf used—- confused because we do not know how to read and
wite new forns, we do not know how to teach them and we do
not know what standards to use to assess them For
instance, a traditional dissertation in English studies at
many universities is required to run approxi mately one-
hundred fifty pages in |length, but how many bytes is that?
How do you defend a dissertation such as Keith Dorw ck’s
online witing lab that changes as it is in the act of being
“read”? How do we teach and assess our students’ work in
the classroomin new fornms that the students may be better
equi pped to understand than we are? Qobviously, throw ng out
exi sting standards entirely is a bit like throw ng the
proverbi al baby out with the bathwater, but we need sone way
to think about, to talk about, and to assess energing
literacy practices that is not bound solely to the nmediumin
whi ch they are produced and published. In other words, we

need a way to evaluate effective witing no matter how t hat
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termmay cone to be defined in the future. Thus, in the
next chapter, | |look at ways that we can approach teaching
and assessing new forns in the witing classroomthat
recogni ze change as a pernmanent and essential conponent of

literacy.
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CHAPTER FI VE - FANNI NG THE FLAMES

You enter your traditional classroomon the first
day of class. You attenpt to wite your nanme on
the board but there is no chal k and no chal kboar d.
Di soriented, you turn to the class, but all of the
students are facing the back of the room You try
to get their attention, but half of the students
are tal king on cellular phones, and the other half
are flipping channels on portable tel evision sets.
Finally, the ceiling and walls of the classroom
slide away, and the floor begins to stretch out
infinitely toward the horizon.

- - Roxanne Kent-Drury, “Finding a Place to

Stand: Negotiating the Spatial Configuration

of the Networked Conputer C assroom”

In a New York Tinmes article entitled “The End of
Books,” Robert Coover declares that “the very proliferation
of books [in our tine] is[. . .] asign of its feverish
nmori bundity, the last futile gasp of a once vital form
before it finally passes away forever, dead as God” (11).
Meanwhi | e, the Medi a Laboratory at Massachusetts Institute
of Technology is working on a project they call “the |ast
book,” which | ooks |ike a book, but uses electronic ink, or
e-ink, which isn't even ink at all. Instead, a tiny
conput er enbedded in the book’s binding causes the “ink” to
arrange itself on the “page” into whatever text the reader

chooses. This one book, the |last book, is, thus, all books
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in one--“[e]very book ever published in a single volune”
(Lehmann-Haupt). If all of this sounds a bit far fetched,
consider that Mcrosoft announced recently that they have
devel oped a liquid-crystal display that *approaches the
visual quality of text printed on paper” (Markoff), and
powerful palmtop conputers that can fit in a shirt pocket
are quickly replacing bul kier |aptop conputers as we nove
toward what may al nost seem|ike a scene out of Dick Tracy.

Al t hough many schol ars, |ike Sven Birkerts, fear that
the book is dead or dying, others believe we will have nore
books but that they will be produced, delivered, and
consuned el ectronically. Since, as noted previously, the
experience of reading online has a distinct effect on the
meani ng of what we read, witing for online spaces nust also
change in response to the specific vagaries of the nmedium
As teachers, then, it behooves us to ensure that our
students are adequately versed in the forns of literacy they
need to develop critical thinking and conmunicative skills
for their academ c, professional, and personal lives. Chris
M Anson argues that our key role as educators is to “create
opportunities and contexts for students to wite and [to]
provi de expert, principled response to that witing” (275),
and | would add this is true regardless of how we cone to

define witing. Nonetheless, what Anson so aptly dubs the
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“textual |andscape of witing instruction” has not changed
significantly in the last fifty years or so.

Declines in student literacy are often attributed to a

w de variety of factors: the Free Speech Myvenent, |ower
academ c standards, poorly-trained teachers,
t el ecommuni cati ons technol ogi es, denographi cs, and open
adm ssi ons, anong others (Washington). |In “The Witing
Crisis in Uban Schools: A Culturally Different Hypothesis,”
Gerald R Washington recounts the results of a conparative
study of student witing conducted by the National
Assessnent of Educational Progress (NAEP) in 1969 and 1974,
whi ch found that “only half of America's high schoo
students wite expository, argunmentative, or narrative
essays that are organi zed, coherent, and well devel oped”
(Washington). O course, just as the physical configuration
of the classroom has changed very little in the |ast
century, such that the nineteenth-century schoolteacher
woul d feel right at hone in nost of our classroons today
(Anson), so, too, there have been only negligible changes in
our assessnent practices during the last twenty years. This
is true even though, as we have seen, there have been
radi cal changes in the technol ogical configurations of
reading and witing. 1In response to studies such as this
that bewail declining literacy rates in our nation’s

cl assroons, we have focused on anendi ng teaching practices,
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in effect attenpting to make literacy fit the tests.
| nst ead, perhaps we should consider if our testing practices
may be failing to take into account changes in what
constitutes literacy in the current age.

Many educators fear that conmmercial interests will take
over the job of education if we fail to provide students
with the skills required for the workplace, the sane skills
that are usually neasured by tests such as the NAEP's. The
Busi ness Coalition for Education Reform (BCER), for
i nstance, reports that “The majority of America s young
peopl e are not |earning enough in school.” As a result,
they urge enployers to “support efforts to raise acadenm c
standards,” by which they nean their own efforts to “gain
access to a wder supply of skilled, capable workers”

(BCER). The educational goals pursued by business
interests, however, are often at odds with the goals of
educators, who may instead see the goal of the witing

cl assroom as enpowering students to be critical citizens,
capabl e of resisting the hegenonies of an industrial regine
that capitalizes human beings as “resources.” Nonethel ess,
so long as our students enter the workplace unable to
communi cate effectively because they do not know how to
translate witing wwth a pencil to comrunicating wth newer
technol ogical tools, the acadeny itself wll remain at risk

and our own goals are thwarted when students are unable to



123
ei ther accommopdate or resist because they |ack the necessary
skill s—the necessary literacies—to do so.

In 1991, a poll of Anmerican educators and enpl oyers
reported that “a majority of high school students neither
like to wite nor do much witing in school or outside of
school” (U.S. Dept. of Education). |In particular, anong
el eventh graders only eight percent wote nore than three
pages per week in English classes, with sixty-one percent
witing papers of three pages or nore | ess than once per
mont h, and only twenty-ei ght percent reporting that they
wrote outside of school. One of the benefits nost often
cited by conputers-and-witing advocates is that students
are witing nore in the electronic classroom (Norris,

Snol ka, and Sol oway; Hawi sher; Reiss; et al.). Witing
nore, of course, does not necessarily nmean that students are
witing better (MIller). But does the fault lie in the use
of technology or in our own resistance to change in what
constitutes “good witing” and |ack of famliarity with new
forms of literacy?

Even though our theoretical approach to teaching
conposi tion has undergone a sea change in the | ast decades,
nmoving froma product-centered to a process-oriented
approach, the physical configuration of witing has changed

very little. That is, as Anson says, “students wite or
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type on white paper of a standard size and turn in their
wor k, adhering to various adnonitions about the w dth of
their margins and the placenent of periphera such as nanes,
dates, and staples” (262). A recent discussion on the
listserv for the Alliance for Conmputers and Witing (ACWL)
debating the nunber of spaces required after a period by M.A
format proves that many of us--even those intimately
involved with enmergent technologies--still see these
traditional print-based structures as an inportant conponent
of witing itself. However, rather than presenting
structural rules for the production of one specific form of
literacy--the academ c essay--that rely on a specific medi um
of production, i.e., Gutenberg technol ogy, | suggest that we
shoul d be hel ping students understand how the structures of
witing, of communicative acts, are rhetorically inforned.

Conparing students in a design-intensive witing class
with those in a nore traditional one, M ke Markel concluded
that "students in the design-intensive section achieved a
greater understanding of the role design can play in
communi cating the cognitive devel opnent of a text” (382).
However, he argues that “the scholarly community has not [.

.] established a baseline neasure of students’ abilities
to perceive and understand basic el enments of visual
rhetoric” (374). Thus we can see that perhaps the

perception of declining literacy is predicated on a failure
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to recogni ze that texts consist of nore than al phabetic
characters, or what one contributor to an academ c |istserv
has terned “letteracy.” As students use technol ogi cal neans
to read and wite, nore and nore they are becom ng i mmersed
in oral/aural and visual neans of conmunications.
Nonet hel ess, the inpact of technol ogy and the incursion of
mul ti medi a on our conmuni cative practices is often ignored
in both our teaching and assessnent of witing and the study
of literature.

Researchers with the Educational Testing Service (ETS)
al so argue that technol ogi cal devel opnents necessitate
changes in our assessnent practices (Bennett). Conputer-
based tests, already being used in sone areas, include
response-driven selection of questions that allow tests to
be tailored to an individual’s skill level. That is, the
conputer automatically sel ects questions based on the test
taker’s response to previous ones. The next generation of
conput er -based testing, the researchers predict, wll
i ntroduce multinedia el ements such as audi o, video, and
animation that they believe will allow for an increase in
the test’s ability to neasure traditional skills as well as
increased ability to neasure new ones. They argue,

I n both paper and conputerized tests, we often

assess skill in getting information from print.
We do this assessnent because we consi der reading
critical to success in school, in nost jobs, and

in activities of daily living. The inportance of
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el ectronic nmedia in communicating information is
clearly growing. (Wtness the fact that nobst
Anmericans get their news fromTV and al so note the
rapid ascent of the Wrld Wde Wb.)

Consequently, we will increasingly expect students
to be able to process information froma variety
of sources. @Gven this expectation, perhaps we
shoul d eval uate not only how effectively people
handl e print but how well they reason with
information fromfilm radio, TV, and conputers.
(Bennett)
The third generation of conputer-based testing wll nore
than likely include “interactive environnents” as
educational and assessnent functions nmerge, according to the
report (Bennett). The focus of both teaching and
assessnment, they believe, will be on “[t]he ability to pose
the right questions and find, analyze, and organi ze rel evant
knowl edge.” Thus, “deftness in deploying virtual
assistants” becones a critical skill (Bennett). And yet
nost of our witing classroons are not teaching the skills
that these tests neasure. For the nost part, that is, we
are still encouraging students to seek out only that
i nformati on which has al ready been evaluated for them
This is due in part to the fact that, even where our
educational institutions have “adequate” access to
t echnol ogy, 8 nost teachers today still have little or no
training in howto incorporate this technology into their
teachi ng (Basinger). Cheryl Lenke, Executive Director of

the M| ken Exchange whi ch conm ssioned a recent study of

t eacher education prograns in our colleges and universities,
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believes that the results of the study should be a “wake-up
call” to educators: “Today’ s students,” she says, “live in a
gl obal , know edge- based age, and they deserve teachers whose
practice enbraces the best that technology can bring to
| earning” (i). According to the study, however, even though
st and- al one courses in instructional technology (IT) may
al ready be part of nmany teacher-preparation prograns,

“formal stand-alone I T coursework does not correlate well
with scores on itens dealing with technology skills and the
ability to integrate IT into teaching” (M| ken Exchange 3).
The study strongly recommends, therefore, that |IT be
incorporated into other courses. The integration of

technol ogy into the graduate curriculumin literature and
conposition studies, then, is essential for the future of

t eacher-education prograns as well as for the preparation of
future university-level faculty in our ow field.

I ntegrating new technol ogi es into our pedagogy, not nerely
as add-ons to facilitate traditional pedagogies but as
crucial elenments of the classroom is therefore necessary if
we are to foster the kind of skills that all of our students
wll need to cope in a changing environnent. Only by so
doing can we help students to acquire not only the technical
and cognitive skills requisite for its use but, at the sane
time, enpower themto think about technology and its effects

critically.
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But a commtnent in our universities to train teachers
to integrate technology into their classroons in nmeaningful
ways Wi Il not conme unless we value the study and production
of new forns as nuch as we do that of traditional fornms. |In
ot her words, tenure and pronotion criteria, assessnent
criteria, and other determ nants of value in the acadeny
must change as well. O course, this does not nean that we
sinply toss tradition to the winds--at least, not until it
falls by the wayside of its own accord. Qurs is an era of
multiple literacies. As such, we are in a unique position
to reinvigorate English studies, and especially conposition
studi es, by the study and teaching of new and existing forns
of literacy side by side even as they continue to evol ve and
change. Over one-third of American hones currently have
conputers (Anson 264), and yet nbst of our classroons exi st
inatinme warp, in appearance, structure, and content not
dissimlar to the classroons of fifty years ago. Anson
predicts that the effect of increased use of technol ogy on
witing (and, I would add, on reading as well) may be “quite
dramatic” (265), in effect, a paradigmshift of sorts, as we
nove froma view of witing as process to one of witing in
a social context (Mller). Qoviously, such a shift in the
| ocation of witing also requires that we consider ways in
whi ch our teaching and assessnent practices need to change

as wel | .
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All witing is, of course, collaborative in nature, as
witers enter into the conversation of other witers. In
the el ectronic age, however, this notion of witing as
social is often nade explicit by the use of synchronous and
asynchronous nodes of communication that, albeit textual,
nonet hel ess are often perceived of as oral in nature--speech
witten down, as it were. Nonetheless, many of us in the
acadeny persist in seeing orality as a “di scourse node of a
| esser nature than literacy” (Blair 327). Thus, these
communi cative nodes are either ignored in our witing
cl assroons or, at best, used nerely as heuristic or
comuni ty-buil ding devices. In |ooking at sone of the
probl ens and opportunities of multiple discourse forns in
the multicultural classroom Gerald R Washington argues
t hat
By highlighting comonalities instead of
di fferences [between oral and witten discourse],
by noting situational appropriateness, and by
expl oi ti ng new pedagogi cal possibilities,
conposition teachers can use this alternative
manner of communication [i.e., oral discourse] as
a starting point for the teaching of witing
skills.
Wiile this also seens to assune that oral discourse is a
| oner-order form that is, that it can and shoul d be used as
a stepping stone to teach the higher-order skill of witing,

nonet hel ess Washi ngton adds, “[D]ifferences in conmunicative

di scourse style need not inply superiority of one style over
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the other, but it [sic] does suggest that different sets of
cognitive orientations and types of cognitive organization
exist.”

O course, Washington is primarily concerned with oral
forms of discourse found anong African-Americans, concl udi ng
that the real differences in the witing classroom are not
the result of a primary-oral culture but rather the result
of “differential treatnment in formal |earning contexts.”

But the sanme deprecation of orality he found in the

mul ticultural classroomis also found in many of the
responses to forns of electronic literacies. For exanple,
many argue that synchronous communi cati ons such as are found
in MOGs and chat roons on the Internet, as well as
asynchronous forns such as enail, are of a | ower order than
are nore traditional witten forns, requiring |esser
cognitive skills to apprehend. They believe, therefore,

that fostering these types of skills in the witing
classroomis antithetical to teaching good witing. O
course, it is true that certain conventions of witten

di scourse such as spelling, punctuation, or capitalization
are often ignored in online spaces, and the prolific use of
acronynms and enoticons (i.e., smley faces) often make these
ki nds of communi cations seemfar too playful to be taken
seriously. But these conventions (or |ack thereof) serve a

purpose in online conmunications. Since by their very
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nature these spaces encourage a nore rapid discourse,
acronyns, enoticons, |ower-case personal pronouns, and ot her
short hand conventions are necessary el enents and nay have a
distinct effect on the apprehension of neaning as well as
the construction of ethos in online discourse.

The communal nature of online conmunications is such,
too, that, over the course of tine (often within the space
of only mnutes), contributors may note or offer corrections
to any errors that may have been inadvertently introduced
due to the rapidity of the discourse. That is, the nature
of schol arship as conversation is readily apparent in online
forunms, with the result that any one contribution to a
scholarly listserv or chat may only be a small part of an
ongoi ng, coll aborativel y-authored, work-in-process. The
peer-review process is, thus, also incorporated into the
work (Sorapure et al. 421), just as nmarginalia in nedieval
and rabbi ni cal manuscri pts becane pernanent enendnents to
texts in the mddl e ages (Wahl strom and Scruton). O
course, this weaks havoc with our print-based conceptions
of authorship and authority, as we have al ready consi dered.

At any rate, the signs (and what they signify) norph in
response to the location of the communicative act. As we
move toward interfaces that allow us to speak to our
conputers rather than type our input, the visual synbols of

speech (our text) may once again adhere to the conventions
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of print-based forns if we program our voice-recognition
software to do so. However, it is equally possible that the
witten forns may becone unnecessary—nere enbellishnents--
as nmultinedi a devel opnents nmake it possible for us to not
only speak the witten word but hear it as well. More
likely, we will see hybrid forns energe that use sone
conbi nation of the textual (i.e., alphabetic characters) and
t he sensual (including pictures, audio files or video files,
or other representational elenments). But when the witten
text is no longer on center stage, will we still know how to
approach the teaching and assessnent of “witing”?

Students today show a “hei ghtened spatial intelligence”
and “hi gher scores for visual/spatial awareness” on tests of
cognitive skills (Trinbur). Nonethel ess, nineteenth-century
devi ces such as the essay and dense pages of bl ack-and-white
text are still the focus of our witing courses, even though
they no | onger constitute the dom nant fornms of literacy in
our culture, and A d Testanent injunctions against “graven
i mages” continue to be reflected in our privileging of “The
Word,” ghettoizing the maki ng and production of visuals and
ot her non-textual elenents. Theorists such as John Tri nbur,
however, see a new current energing that reflects a
resurgence of issues of communication in terns of political
possibilities in the current nonent. As we have noted

previously, both texts and visuals are interpreted (or
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“read”) in light of a reader’s own situatedness. Trinbur
argues, therefore, that we need to focus efforts on
determ ning how authority can be invested in visuals. |
woul d take this a step further and argue that we need to
| earn how all communicative acts are rhetorically
constructed, whether those acts are conposed of visual or
oral or other sensual forns.

In a sense, the construction of authority in
traditional al phabetic texts is also imagistic. The witer
constructs an ethos, an inmage of the author as it were, only
partially woven of text. That is, even the appearance of
t he manuscri pt may be part of the construction of the
aut hor’ s i mage:

| f the manuscript is nessy, careless, or hard to
read, the witer’s inmage will suffer. If,
however, the manuscript is readable, neat, and
aesthetically pleasing, it will gain the witer
et hi cal appeal. (Connors “Actio” 66)
Thus, the ability to create aesthetically appealing
docunents-—in print or on the WWWV-that use graphics, fonts,
col ors, headings, and other devices with skill and authority
contribute to the author’s ethos. 1In the |ast few decades,
the availability of increasingly sophisticated yet
af f ordabl e conput er hardware and software applications has

made it possible for al nost anyone to create docunents that

rival those of professional print shops. However, we have
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not seen a concomtant nove toward teaching the principles
of docunent |ayout and design in our witing classroons
(with the possible exception of our professional and
technical witing classes). Even such basic el enents of
docunent design as font selection, justification of margins,
the use of enphatic devices such as underlining, italics,
and bol df aced types, or navigational devices such as
headi ngs and links are still not considered part of the
witing process by nost conpositionists. And, of course,
the creation and use of visual elenents such as graphics and
video and of oral/aural elenents such as sound files have
been al nost totally ignored in the witing classroom The
capabilities allowed by new technol ogi es are already bei ng
reflected in the fornms of literacy our students are used to,
and many students are bringing these forns with theminto
our classroons. Al too often, though, we do not know how
to adequately teach or assess the hybrid forms of “witing”
that result.

Fai gl ey notes that literacy education is, after all,
“part of the machinery for sorting people into categories of
w nners and | osers” (Faigley, Fragnments 52). Professional
and technical witing classes are often marginalized within
Engl i sh departnents where they may be considered a sort of

“vocational training” and, as such, of a |lower order than
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nore “academ c” pursuits. And with few exceptions, these
nore “academ c¢” studies in English departnments are those
i nvol ved solely with the construction (or deconstruction) of
al phabetic text. By relegating oral/aural |iteracies,
visual literacies, nmedia literacies, and other non-textual
el ements of witing to professional and technical witing
cl asses, speech, communications, art, MS (Managenent
I nformation Systens), or conputer science departnents,
however, we in English departnents are, perhaps, hastening
our own demse. At any rate, we nost assuredly are
abrogating our responsibility to foster the acquisition of
literacy skills and thereby encourage critical literacy in
t he nodern worl d.

In a recent article in The Chronicle of Hi gher
Education, M chel Chaouli, an assistant professor of German
and conparative literature at Harvard, is cited as saying
that “the value of literary studies lies not in the pursuit
of truth, but in teaching students the rhetorical
conventions that allow witers to convey nultiple neanings”
(Schwal m. The convergence of nultiple forns of literacy in
our era conpels us to explore how literary and conposition
studi es can work together to foster awareness of how neani ng
is constructed in the first place by considering how these

conventions can be applied to a variety of forns. Just as
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Lycurgus noted in the sixth century, however, the danger in
codi fying what constitutes “correct usage” is that such
codification may “arrest the course of the | anguage upon
which it is inposed and create an artificial |anguage of
power divorced fromthe thought of the people” (Pattison
145). Nonet hel ess, we need a way to conmuni cate with each
other and with our students, a way to apprehend neani ng and
rel evance, a way to recogni ze the rhetorical constructions
of communi cative practices, and, yes, even a way to consider
what may (or may not) constitute “value,” while guarding
agai nst the inposition of rigid structures that resist
change and privilege the status quo.

Sonme of the features that nost visibly demarcate print-
based texts and hypertexts are the ability tolink to
sources of information outside the text, thereby
incorporating themas a part of it and allow ng the reader
to construct the text anew with each reading; the ability to
i ncl ude graphical or nmultinedia elements as an integral part
of the “text” and not nerely as explanatory or decorative
enbel I i shments; and the overall structure or design of a
conposition when it is no |longer confined by the technol ogy
of print alone. By blending innovative nodifications such
as the rhetorical structures of electronic texts into the

exi sting systemof |ocating authority in the rhetorical
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structures of print we can begin to fashion a discourse that
will enable us to teach and eval uate new f orns.

Sone attenpts have al ready been made to construct such
a discourse of value and to codify rules for creating and
eval uating online forns, of course. GCeorge Landow s
“Rhetoric of Hypernedia: Sonme Rules for Authors,” witten in
1991, includes “nineteen rules for creating useful links” in
hypertext docunents (Sorapure et al. 420). Just as students
authoring traditional print essays have often been given
advice as to how many cites to include per page, Wb authors
are advised to include two to eight |inks per page (419).
Qoviously, the problemwith nerely translating el enents of
print-based di scourse, such as the nunber of references on a
page, to new forns, such as the nunber of electronic
references or links in a hypertext, is that it creates new
probl ens. For exanple, how does one define a “page” in a
hypert ext ?

Nonet hel ess, sone rul es do make sense. According to
Landow, hypertext authors mnust provide sufficient
information for readers to know where they are in
cyberspace; where links lead to and how to return fromthem
how to read a Wb-based docunent (that is, howthe site is
structured); and to provide encouragenent to readers to
follow those links (cited in Sorapure et al. 420). As is

readi |y apparent, these sane rul es--orientation,



138
information, confort, and stinmulation—are conponents of
nore traditional print-based scholarship as well. W
provide information to allow the reader to know t he cont ext
(or location) of our work; we use transitional devices to
hel p the reader follow our argunents; we provide information
as to our structure and purpose; and we encourage readers to
continue reading by helping themto follow our |ogic,
providing interesting exanples, and ensuring that the
reader’s needs are addressed. Rather than forcing
communi cative acts to fit into pre-existing forns, such as
the five-paragraph essay or the ever-present research paper,
then, authors nust choose froma w de variety of formats—
print-based as well as electronic ones-—-to suit the purpose
of the communicative act, the potential audience, the tinme
avail able to conpose it, the author’s access to the
necessary information or equi pnment, and the author’s skill
in using that information or equi prment.

The design of a project should support the author’s
goals: to persuade, to inform to entertain, to nove to
action, and so forth. Quite often, of course, the choice of
format is obvious: a college project designed primarily to
present information will likely follow a famliar academc
format such as that recomrended by the M.A or APA style
manual s. But purposes can al so be nuch nore narrow and

pragmatic. For exanple, if one purpose of a project is to
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encourage readers to respond, then authors nust nmake it easy
for themto do so-—-perhaps by furnishing an email address,

t el ephone nunber, mailing address, or tear-off or electronic
response form

The i ntended audi ence al so i nfluences the choice of
design. For instance, academ c audi ences have expectations
that differ substantially fromthose of business executives
or nore general readers, and the expectations of online
audi ences may be different still. Navigational devices are
essential for any type of project, but these al so nust
acknow edge the needs and expectations of readers.
Navi gational cues may be as basic as transitional words and
phrases or headi ngs and subheadi ngs, or they may be nore
conpl ex, such as referring to graphs, tables, or appendices
to illustrate inportant concepts or information. For
el ectroni ¢ docunents, navigation requirenents nay al so
i ncl ude hypertext |inks, instructions for downl oadi ng any
necessary software applications, or providing alternatives
to electronic files. Authors may need to avoid using JAVA
scripts or other advanced progranmm ng techni ques, or they
may need to ensure that information in an electronic
docunment will translate readily into print or oral forns
when appropriate. Thus, authors nust al so choose the best
media to reach their intended audi ence, whether it be by

mai |, by tel ephone, in person, in print, via email or the
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WWV or in sonme as-yet-to-be-inmagined format. Sonetines it
may al so be necessary to conbine or overlap formats, for
i nstance by providing a text-only version of a Wb page or
by offering a file in both text and audi o versions.

The time available to conplete a project nay al so
determine howit will be presented. Authors nust weigh the
benefit of trying a new technol ogy against the tinme it wll
take to learn, for exanple, while readers’ tinme constraints
must al so be kept in mnd. Large electronic files can be
time-consum ng to downl oad or access online; breaking
conplex information into nmanageabl e chunks, offering a table
of contents or index page, or including an abstract or
summary can help to ensure that readers have ready access to
i nportant argunents or information. Alternatively, print
publishing is a time-consum ng process; naking files
avail abl e el ectronically can provide qui cker, nore expedi ent
access to information, and the choice of nediumw |l also
di ctate sone design considerations. For instance, docunents
intended for print nmay need to adhere to traditional
formats, they need to be produced with a quality printer,
usual ly on plain white paper with black ink, and nultinmedia
el emrents such as ani mated graphics, video, or audio files
must be presented separately. The author’s choice of fonts
and col ors may depend on printer or browser capabilities as

much as on the rhetorical needs of a docunent or file, and
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the decision to include graphics or nmultinedia el enents nmay
al so depend on an author’s access to or proficiency with
graphics applications or on artistic capability.

Knowi ng how to create and/or incorporate graphics,
fonts, hypertext |inks, and other inportant elenents of page
desi gn, making sure all the pieces work together to deliver
information to readers, and understandi ng how t hese el enents
work rhetorically in a given situation thus becone essenti al
conponents of witing. Whether the pattern is as
straightforward as that used for a traditional research
report or a nore conplexly designed online help docunent,
aut hors nmust choose a structure appropriate for their
pur pose. (Obviously, understandi ng the conventions of
various types of projects can help to facilitate the
conposi ng process. However, even when no such conventions
are available, we can strive to hel p students understand how
the el ements of effective comunication are constructed so
that they may approach even unconventional fornms with
authority. That is, helping students learn to read and
eval uate the sources upon which they rely can al so help them
come to have a better understanding of how their own witing
is evaluated by their readers. Thus, it makes sense to
foster these evaluative skills in the witing classroom
hel pi ng students to read their own work as critically as

they do that of others.
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M.A has attenpted to fornulate guidelines to help
researchers evaluate online forns by classifying theminto
several categories: scholarly projects; professional sites;
personal sites; online books and poens; articles in
ref erence dat abases, journals, or nagazines; and postings to
el ectronic discussion lists. Practically speaking, however,
this taxonony is difficult to apply. As a matter of fact,
even M.A does not define what these terns should nean. Part
of the confusion seens to stemfromthe relative
unfam liarity with Internet protocols on the part of nost
scholars. For exanple, in the MLA Style Manual and CGuide to
Schol arly Publishing, Joseph G baldi argues that “El ectronic
media [. . .] lack agreed-on neans of organizing works [.
.]. References to electronic works therefore nust provide
nmore information than print citations generally offer”
(209). As aresult of this assunption about online sources,
nost style manual s such as APA's and MLA s incl ude
extraneous or redundant information in their fornms for
citing electronic sources and approach el ectronically-
accessed forns with extrene caution. However, the URL or
| nt ernet address, docunent information screens and
“met atags” in HyperText Markup Language (HTM.) source code,
signature files in emai|l nessages, and other features of

el ectronic forns can often provide essential clues to
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authority and reliability. For docunents published on the
Wrld Wde Wb, learning to recogni ze the structures of HTM
forms can thus be hel pful in ascertaining the authority of a
given source. O course, many personal honme pages can be
found on University servers and nany comercial sites may be
mai nt ai ned as a public service or nmay be used by scholars to
provi de useful and serious work. Nonetheless, just as the
publ i sher of a book offers sone clue to the reliability of a
given work (we tend to rely nore on works published by
university presses, for instance), so, too, the domain where
an electronic source resides may al so offer us inportant
information. Teaching our students these skills is, thus,
inperative if they are to be able to adequately eval uate the
sources contained in online spaces.

Many organi zations are exploring ways to organi ze
information in the online world as well. One of the
earliest attenpts was the gopher protocol, a nmenu-driven
systemto find and retrieve docunents and files. Powerful
new I nternet search engines and directories such as
AltaVi sta and Yahoo! nake use of nore recent technol ogi cal
devel opnments to achi eve these sane ends. The Library of
Congress, the Internet Public Library, the Voice of the
Shuttl e, and other organizations are also focusing efforts
on categorizing and archiving the nmass of information that

is finding its way into cyberspace. However, no one has yet
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achieved this goal for all print sources and, |ikely, we
wi |l not soon be successful in this effort online.
El ectroni ¢ databases, however, are far superior in nmany ways
to the card catal ogs— even nost el ectronic ones--that we
currently use. For exanple, scholars can use a search
engine online to |l ocate words or phrases in files hosted on
Web servers throughout the world; the library catalog is far
more limted, usually only searching works in a discrete
physi cal |ocation for only those keywords designated by the
cat al ogers.

Rat her than encouragi ng researchers to explore new
forms and | earn to evaluate them however, organi zations
such as M.A instead encourage scholars to seek only those
sources which enulate existing print forns. By so doing,
they may also unwittingly be encouragi ng scholars to ignore
i nportant information sinply because it cannot be made to
fit into archaic structures. Instead, we need strategies
that will supplenent existing print-based criteria to
facilitate evaluation of both print-based and energing
forms. The wheel does not need to be reinvented. However,
the material of which it is conposed may need to be
reconsidered in |light of changes in the production process.

We can begin by opening up a discussion of how existing
terms apply to both forms. | believe further that these

terms nmust be negoti ated based on the situational
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requi renents of the conmunicative act. That is, we nust
negoti ate what constitutes successful conmmunication
dependi ng on the author’s purpose, nessage, and audi ence, as
well as the nediumin which the comruni cation takes pl ace.
In this way, we can work toward fostering a definition of
l[iteracy that transcends differences in discourse styles,
whet her those differences are the result of the nedium or of
cultural and ideological differences or other factors that
interfere with the successful transm ssion and reception of
a nessage. As Kristine Blair notes, the “el ectronic contact
zone” can offer a chance to help us “understand the
practices of other cultures as well as [. . .] offer
students from di verse backgrounds a chance to gain access to
t he newest communi cation practices of acadene and the
wor kpl ace” (327).

Consider the criteria for successful speech acts
identified by Habernmas: the speaker nust have sonething to
say, have a desire to be understood, speak (or wite) in a
way that the listener (or reader) can understand, and be
speaking (or witing) to soneone (Roberts). That is, in
order for communication to take place, we nmust know who our
audi ence is and what their needs are. |In electronic files
such as hypertexts, this neans we nust consider the effects

of including (or not including) links, tables, frames, JAVA
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scripts, graphics and animations, nultinedia, color, font
sel ection, and ot her conponents of el ectronic conpositions
as well as considering the effect of cultural practices,

i deol ogi es, linguistic practices, and other features on the
reception of our nessage. Negotiating what constitutes

ef fective communication in a given situation can help
students learn to critically engage the text (regardl ess of
how we define that tern) in their academc as well as

pr of essi onal and personal |ives.

Instead of faulting the Net for the garbage it contains
and ignoring it, then, we nust ensure that we teach our
students to seek information wherever it is nost likely to
be found, and to evaluate the sources they use critically--
all sources, not just the ones they find online. In that
way, they are not at the nmercy of the gatekeepers.
Qoviously, not all sources are created equal. Wereas nost
books and journal articles have gone through a review and
sel ection process prior to being published and especially
prior to being included in a college or university library
col l ection, nonethel ess careful consideration of published
work will often still reveal biases, faulty logic, or other
i nconsi stencies that need to be addressed. This does not
mean they are not val uable resources, but it does nean we

need to read with a critical eye. As we nove online,
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critical reading skills are even nore inportant. Mny
online sources, like their print counterparts, have gone
t hrough stringent review and sel ection processes. However,
on the WWV it is sometinmes difficult to determne what, if
any credentials a given site may have. The ease of
publication on the Internet nmakes it possible for virtually
anyone with the necessary technological skills to becone a
“publ i shed” author. However, teaching students to consider
the authority of the structures of a file or text rather
t han | ooking outside of it, to the author’s or publisher’s
credentials, for instance, can be one way of ensuring that
students learn to approach all sources critically. Learning
to read and evaluate sources critically is perforce an
i nportant part of research and can have the added benefit of
hel pi ng students learn to formtheir own conpositions in
I ight of these sanme evaluative criteria. That is, focusing
on critically engaging sources in a variety of formats can
help foster a sense of how neaning is constructed that is
not dependent on a specific technology. Broadening our
concept of the “text” to enconpass all texts--including
oral, visual, print, or electronic ones--that are artfully
crafted for a rhetorical purpose, in the Burkean sense,
rat her than exenpt any "forns" froma course aimng to

develop skills in reading and witing, can thus help
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students anticipate the many different ways their own
readers m ght engage theirs.

However, many of us in the conposition classroom have
not felt conpelled to focus on eval uati on of sources.
Instead, all too often we have relied on the gatekeepers to
do our job for us. That is, instead of teaching students
how t o eval uate sources, we have sinply required that they
use specific types of sources fromuniversity libraries;
that is, we ask students to use sources that have already
been evaluated for them The present nonent, however,
forces us to rethink our approach. Wile the considerations
for evaluation of online sources are not far afield from
those we already use to evaluate print-based ones,
nonet hel ess, as Madel ei ne Sorapure, Panela |Inglesby, and
Ceorge Yatchisin note in “Wb Literacy: Chall enges and
Qpportunities for Research in a New Medium” *“it is
inportant that these criteria be applied flexibly to the
Web’ s broad range of rhetorical situations” (410).

Furthernore, as we teach students to approach their own
texts fromthe reader’s stance, it is inportant to avoid the
charges of sophistry that this may readily entail by
focusing on the author’s ethical responsibilities.

Comruni cation does not occur in a vacuum W urgently need,
as Anson suggests, “institution-w de dial ogues about the

ef fect of technol ogy on teaching, particularly between
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students, faculty, and adm nistrators” (276). Thus, rather
t han hard-and-fast rules, such as requiring a certain nunber
of links or a certain structure (i.e., the five-paragraph
essay or a five “page” Wb site), we can recogni ze that
t hese ternms, too, nust be negotiated, that witing and
communi cative practices, including “witing” orally, witing
with graphics or animations or sounds, or whatever “witing”
may conme to nmean, are indeed rhetorical and situational, and
t hat assessing value in these practices nust al so recogni ze
the site of discourse.

Textual literacy is nerely one node of communicati on,
one formof literacy; that is, oral, visual, technol ogical,
textual, and other fornms of literacy are not hierarchically
structured but rather co-exist, feeding upon and reinventing
each other as our communicative needs demand. Anson
predicts that

Wthin a few years, the disparate channels of
vi deo, audi o, and conputerized text and graphics-
—channel s that cone to us via airwaves, TV cable,
phone cable, CD-ROM and conputer disks—w Il nerge
into a single set of bits sent back and forth
al ong one el ectronic highway at |ightning speed.
(265)
In sonme arenas, this future world is already upon us. For
the rest of us, we need a way to bridge the gap between the

present and the future. Teaching our students to recognize

t he situatedness of discourse and to negotiate the terns
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necessary for effective communication regardl ess of the
medi um can hel p.

Short of turning back the clock, we have no choice but

to consider how to best use the tools at hand to

communi cate, and to teach our students the skills--

t echnol ogi cal, communi cative, and critical thinking--that

they need as citizens of the twenty-first century and

beyond:
As soci ety approaches the 21st century, urban
education, especially |language arts instruction,
cannot be approached in traditional ways. Whether
or not children beconme conpetently literate w |
ultimately be decided by our willingness to
change. Therefore, the challenge is to the
field--to continuously explore how orality and
l[iteracy can be integrated within a framework that
takes into account differential nodes of cognitive
functioning, different cultural |anguage
experiences, and different discourse styles.
(Washi ngt on)

Washi ngton’ s concl usions regarding the nulticultural

classroomapply equally well to the nultiple-technol ogy

cl assroom--where the use of graphite interfaces (pencils) to

i nscri be al phabetic characters on pieces of dead trees

(paper) contends with the use of conputer interfaces to jack

into the “consensual hallucination” that is cyberspace

(G bson, Neuromancer 5). What we are left with is the need

to figure out how to apply what we know about comruni cati ng

in witing (however we define it) to what students and

society are already doing. After all, we are the experts.
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If all of our study has only prepared us to anal yze,
appreci ate, and teach forns of text that are dependent upon
anti quat ed Gutenberg technol ogy, then perhaps literature and
witing prograns nore rightly belong in history departnents,
and we may find ourselves in a state of shock, |ike Joseph
Conrad’ s character intoning, “The horror! The horror!” while
we try to figure out what has happened. However, | believe
that we can--and nust--apply our know edge and skills to new
forms and, in so doing, perhaps we nmay discover that our own
professional lives are revitalized within our institutions
and within society at |arge.

Regar dl ess of whether we view the convergence of
l[iteracy and technology in our time as |eading through the
Pearly Gates or the Gates of Hell, we cannot at any rate
afford to sit idly by and allow the other Gates--those who
have nost to gain fromthe inposition and continued
devel opnent of technol ogy--to decide these issues for us.

In the end, then, it all boils down to one sinple question:

| f not us, who?
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NOTES

1. By status quo, | do not nean a static position; the
status quo is itself in a constant state of fl ux.
Nonet hel ess, | use the termhere to refer to the nore-or-
| ess accepted tenets that informour tenure-and-pronotion,
hiring, assessnent, and teaching practices, whether enacted
by adm nistrators, l|egislators, scholars, or others.

2. According to Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg,
| angue “is a kind of social contract, the general granmar
and | exicon that particul ar speakers nust use to conmunicate
successful ly” (908).

3. In ny discussion of classical rhetoric, | have
chosen to use masculine pronouns in recognition that at this
time in our history, the study and practice of rhetoric was
very nmuch a masculine pursuit.

4. See, for exanple, Rebecca E. Burnett and Hel en
Rot hschild Ewal d’s “Rabbit Trails, Ephenera, and O her
Stories: Fem nist Methodol ogy and Col | aborative Research.”

5. Wzards, sonetinmes known as Janitors, are the
keepers of the MOO dat abase; that is, they are responsible

for maintaining the security of the MOO
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6. Netiquette is the etiquette of the Internet. See,
for exanple, Goria G Brane’s “Netiquette: A Concise Quide
to Good Manners On-Line” at
http://gloria-brame.confglory/jour3. htm

7. In addition to the ability to talk in MXs,
characters can represent non-verbal activities by use of the
enote command. Characters can smle, frown, or otherw se
express body | anguage, thoughts, and so on (for exanple,
“Kiwvi smles” or “Kiw shuffles unconfortably in her seat”).
These commands help to lend a nore lifelike atnosphere to
communi cation in MOXOs, but they can also be distracting.
| magi ne, for exanple, howit would feel during a
di ssertation defense to read the thoughts, enotions, facial
expressions, and body | anguage of your audi ence.

8. A study of over 416 teacher preparation prograns by
Davi d Moursound and Tal bot Bielefeldt reports that K-12
school s average one conputer for every five students, a
substantial increase fromthe one conputer for every one-

hundred twenty-five students reported in 1983.
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