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ABSTRACT

Recent rhetoric, composition, and literacy scholarehgprefocused attention on
the body’s role in reading and writing, arguing againstrabsng literacy practices and
texts from material situations, contexts, and the phy$iodies who create them. This
scholarship challenges descriptions and accounts of emergdig amal digital writing
situations as “disembodying.” This thesis argues thdter{itVl world” in which
incoming college students learn to write by participatingriine communities, their
digital writing can be considered “embodied” as realdymocially-situated practice.
By actively participating in online communities, many in@ogncollege students learn
distinct online language practices outside of schoel Htquire digital vernacular
literacy practices that can be useful when they erteoschool literacies.

To illustrate the importance of digital vernaculassdtudents growing up in the
IM world, this project analyzes digital classroom vmgtifrom thirty-one students at the
University of Tennessee. Writing online in blog and chairfas, these students drew
from past digital rhetorical knowledge to produce identiyeling writing with wide-
ranging motives while negotiating present academic wrgingtions. The project
concludes by suggesting that incorporating digital writhglassroom situations can
help first-year writing teachers teach students to becseti-reflective rhetorical
practitioners, rhetors who use all available meanssaatifferent writing situations and

domains.
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PREFACE:
FROM STUDENT BODIES AND DIGITAL VERNACULARS
TO SELF-REFLEXIVE RHETORS

Teacher-scholars in rhetoric and composition searaeachct with student bodies
whenever they enter a classroom, yet recent critiogk by Carolyn Marvin and Sharon
Crowley points out that the body is often displateliteracy theory and pedagogy.
Especially in the twenty-first century where new mexhd digital writing newly
complicate and draw attention to the relationship batvee body, text, and literacy, it
IS important to question assumptions about these oftarimebterms, paying special
attention to how our ideas and theories about therotadte pedagogies and the way we
research writing, rhetoric, and literacy in the IMnlgo

Students themselves may be more connected intuitivatytheorists to the ways
their bodies affect learning processes, even if theg haweason to express the
connections they recognize instinctively. Early inshenester, when asked to imagine
and write about any theory of learning, several studenis & study of first-year college
writers at the University of Tennessee were quick to asladge body in their theories
of learning. One student, Lauren, wrote, “When | thinkualeays of learning, | find it
easier to remember things when | do more that [siclsestit. If | feel something or
smell it while I'm learning | tend to remember more alibat object [...] | find it easier
when you use more senses.” And, another student, Jenmerkex, “If you are in a hot
room with a bunch of people you do not know and are notartetble around, then you
are not going to be able to concentrate.” Both of tkdeseriptions, at some level, show
that students recognize the ways in which the student é&ctd as an interface with the
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environment, dictating how effective one can be at prawpgsformation entering from
the outside.

Jenny’s comment is initially the easier of the two taade in terms of digital
writing. She suggests that the body’s role in learnistsren how it mediates between
the environment and the brain, presumably where the “tigriko which she refers
happens. Applying this idea to the writing scenario and eeditfital writing scenario
much different from thinking about ergonomics and studgiysical “comfort levels”
or questioning how teachers can create the most pHystocalducive learning
environments for students. Thinking of Lauren’s commergnms$ of the writing
classroom—and, indeed, the digital writing situation ali-wis a bit more difficult.
When Lauren, a first-year pre-med major who spendsaf ler time in science
laboratory classes, wants to “feel” and “smell” theagfsi she’s learning, when she wants
her body involved in the sensual aspects of the learnirggpspshe creates a bit of a
dilemma for writing theories and pedagogies. How do we maiktig situations,
especially academic writing scenarios, something thastodents can embody—can
“feel,” “smell,” and really visualize?

Of course, we can ask students to write about experi¢imaeallow them to
exercise their senses, to perform and write about ‘$xand research outside the
classroom in the way that Lee Ann Carroll describd®ahearsing New Rol¢2002)
(xv). But, although these writing experiences mighvéddeable, they represent only one
kind of literacy experience for students. | suggestdahather way of engaging the
student body in the writing classroom can build fromatirey the learning body as a
social unit that talks, listens, communicates and aatsras it reads and writes in
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different kinds of communities. Because the motieegifgital writing are very often
social ones, setting up digital spaces for student ctiere—for students to embody
writing—creates classroom situations that students caerstand as more overtly
socially situated and in which they can engage actively.

When thinking about student digital writing, it is easydgét about motives and
purposes. It has become a twenty-first century comnagedb assume that digital
writing is bad: incorrect, informal, and wrong. And ieigen more common to assume
that students in the midst of learning advanced or espea@ddemic literacy and
language skills have the most to lose by practicing “loedite literacies on their own
time. It's also easy to imagine students’ digital ingtas divorced from real world
consequences and removed from both social and mataraians. When we didn't
grow up practicing digital reading and writing on a dailyifas our minds it's easy to
think of students’ digital writing as disembodied, purpaseleabble floating around in
that placeless space we call cyberspace.

What happens if we rethink students’ digital literacy-aatdien we imagine
them from the perspective of the actual student boda&ptbduce them? When students
write in digital domains, they use digital writing to cowmicate and interac not only
with their friends but also as members of differemtiap political, workplace, and
academic communities. To look at students’ digitalingifacts in the context of their
motives and purpose for producing them is to see thatdiggtial communication is most
often social and interactive. Drawing on criticdhalarship of Lave and Wenger and
New Literacy Studies theorists, | will argue in thissisgoroject that one way of
describing embodied writing is to identify it as writingitlievelops naturally out of
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whole body interactions with the world—as writing anddiag that individuals do as
they establish relationships and join different kindsahmunities. Following on this
premise, | will offer students’ digital writing experess as embodied vernaculars,
discourses learned out of desire and need, acquirediasguads participate in and watch
others participate in digital communities.

To illustrate these ideas more concretely, | turngdal student writing from a
research project at the University of Tennessee cdike&mbodied Literacies project.
As a co-principal investigator for this project, | workedhafive other teacher-
researchers, as well as five non-teaching researchstsdy whether and how students’
academic writing changed when they used oral and degitdbdied activities as process
assignments. In order to answer these questions, shetsaeach taught one class
according to conventional best practices for teachnsgyear writing in our department
and, at the same time, taught one experimental, entboldiss, which featured
deliberately planned oral and digital activities as proassggnments leading to source-
based essays.

Although the EL project provided a store of interestivagerial, my focus for this
thesis project is on two types of student data. Hicginsider student answers to survey
guestions that ask students to describe the kinds odldigiting they did during their
high school years, as well as their attitudes towdferdnt kinds of digital and non-
digital writing. Although | take these survey answeosrfrall students who became part
of the Embodied Literacies project, for the second glamy data analysis | turn to the

writing that students in experimental classes did inaigibmains: in classroom blogs



and online chat forums. Turning to this student writing helpshow how students used
the digital vernacular to negotiate their new roleaclemic writers.

To invoke the digital vernacular in the terms in whi¢tave described it thus far
is to contend with assumptions on many levels aboutaheenof digital writing, the
relationship of word-level digital stylistics to conteand rhetorical purpose, and the
potential for transfer between digital writing and otkiexds of writing more traditionally
associated with educational domains. As a result, rmlysis is not only concerned with
describing the stylistic features of digital writing tifidghten mass media and bring out
grammar rescue squads across the country. My approsett semalysis also includes
looking at student writing on a word level and relatingdvievel choices that digital
writers make to their larger rhetorical motives and psegoThus, the bulk of my data
reporting recreates student examples to show the rhetadents use when writing in
classroom digital situations. In doing so, my studytuates the stylistic features so
often judged negatively in student writing, paying particuleerdion to their social
rhetorical situation and the purpose and their role imenéentity formation. To help
structure my rhetorical analysis, | draw on Burke’s pentdoiately suggesting that
students’ own digital writing shows that the digitalnescular is a social vernacular and
that students repeatedly show evidence of understandingl aigiting as writing in
social context.

Because students’ rhetoric shows they understand digitalg as socially
situated, | suggest that helping students learn to refleahschooled digital literacy
experiences offers lessons for writing pedagogies inrdiffesituations. First, | think
rhetoric and composition teachers can begin callingtadteto the fact that students

5



make some of the same rhetorical moves naturally dedtietly in digital writing that
are often valued in academic writing: rhetorical straedke building causal
relationships, exploring hypothetical situations, buildirfgpetby constructing credible
personas, and tailoring arguments to the audiences to thieiglare directed. Atthe
same time, students writing in digital academic domai@svaster codeswitchers, as
evidenced by the constantly changing tone, style, anévadi@at writers assume as their
writing motives and purposes shift in the digital acadetmtorical situation. | will
suggest that helping students become more aware of thesacially-situated
codeswitching practices can help them become, in turre saif-reflexive, self
conscious, deliberative rhetors: communicators poisséd¢cand use all available means

to persuade across the countless situations they faeadess and writers.



CHAPTER ONE:
STUDENT BODIES INTERACTING DIGITALLY

The “student body”: a cliché worth unpacking, or at leasth scrutinizing when
used casually to generalize about students as a colledtheewords “student body”
bring to my mind images of high school pep rallies with sttglercitedly but
thoughtlessly chanting in one voice or assemblies indaflool auditoriums with one
principal addressing a captive, disciplined audience. | adsdtie phrase “student
body” with scenarios of students in massive, faceksss,nameless groups, with
individual bodies lost in exchange for collective idigntmages like these reflect not
only a displacement of individuality and identity but adsdisplacement of the body
itself, the political consequences of which researcietlseducators rarely consider when
writing what Sharon Crowley calls “a phantasmic studbeaty” into syllabi and research
publications (178).

The irony that a commonly-used phrase built from thede/éstudent” and
“body” seems to ignore talk of individual students—andrthedies—extends beyond
simple vernacular displacement. Recent criticalkwo rhetoric and composition has
called on scholars to rethink the body as crucial to utetetsg how individuals read,
write, and interact through language. To bring atteriigck to the inevitability that all
writers and readers are embodied physically, Carolyrvidian “The Body of the Text:
Literacy’s Corporeal Constant” (1994) remarks that

[p]opular and specialist notions of literacy alike comeenf the human

body as physically and socially detached from litepaéetice. Though



literacy cannot be taught or practiced without bodiesigsoaave rarely

been considered as a relevant dimension of literacyyhg®9)
Marvin’s words not only announce how bodies have beenagiior literacy theories,
but also point toward consequences for displacing studesdées that extend beyond
the panoptical imagery laid out in the opening sentenicéssochapter. Allowing the
student body to fade from literacy discussions can leditetacy theories and
pedagogical decisions ungrounded in the reality of studentg’odday material
experiences—their bodily realities in the lived worMarvin would have literacy
teachers and scholars rethink implications of the paggical realities shared by
physical bodies creating language. As she says it ddiitian to putting pen on paper or
finger to key, skin is pulled and scratched, nails, lipd, mostaches are bitten, noses,
ears and faces are picked, fingernails are peeled, hircised and twisted” (132). The
raw, physical reality of language practice and its retethip to the bodies that create it
must be addressed by literacy teachers and scholarsgrdeories of language and
educating developing readers and writers.

At the same time, recent rhetoric and composititwolsecship shows that
guestions of language and the body are connected clogbly $tances or personas
writers—even trained writers—assume when creating meamnilagpguage and texts. In
“Body Studies in Rhetoric and Composition” (2002), Sharor@&y calls for
reconsideration of how often rhetoric and composisiomolarship leans heavily on
“liberal-humanist models of the speaking subject,” which déscribes as “a sovereign,
controlling disembodied and individual voice that deplaygjuage in order to effect
some predetermined change in an audience” (177). In Crenyhs, rhetoric and
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composition as a discipline clings to the idea that targuage, and “voice” can
somehow be detached from material situation—and espeft@fhythe bodies that create
it—to become itself an “autonomous” agent of persudsidio use the language often
invoked by scholars investigating the relationship betweey bad language, Crowley
would suggest that rhetoric and composition has oftenagabrthe “mind” portion of

the mind/body dualism, grounding scholarship and pedagogy @sshenption that
creating text can somehow allow individuals to eschpg bwn embodied realities
through the work of the mind. Lester FaigleyFimgments of Rationalit{1992)
describes this historical concept as “[tjhe modernist eptien of the subject,” which he
associates with Descartes and describes as “thedithattion of the corporeal, ethical
self of classic philosophy to the state of pure consolessdetached from the world” (8).
The bulk of Crowley’s chapter concerns itself with sioiiaing the scholarship of
rhetoric and composition to determine how work from festiand postmodern studies
might change the way rhetoric and composition schtdeed the body and materiality
when thinking about the writing situation. However, &i|yument has implications for
pedagogy as well. If the scholarship of rhetoric and coiposssumes itself to be

disembodied and detached from the material conditindgtse bodies that created it,

! See Geisler, Cherycademic Literacy and the Nature of Expertise: Reading, Writing,
and Knowing in Academic Philosop(Hfillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, 1994) for more discussion of the culturalidethe autonomous text, which
Geisler describes as “a belief that a text can stahependent of its context of

production or interpretation, that a text can mearséimee thing to all readers in all ages”
(4). According to Geisler, David Olson was first to ussterm “autonomous text” to
describe the way that print texts were supposed to functitside of any shared context,
“unlike conversation, texts were expected to be understandéhteut independent
knowledge of who was speaking, with what intention, anavftat purpose” (5).
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then is rhetoric and composition also advocating ipaagogy an attitude that teaches
students to negate and erase their own bodies frotexttsethat they produce?

In response to this problem, Crowley proposes thatnibetod composition look
to the “first deconstructive move” of scholars whoseasch has focused on body's
relationship to language, a move which obviously rediraitetion away from the
“mind” portion of the mind/body dualism to refocus attentgrimarily on the body.

This move is designed to correct the previous imbalancaeshbg modernist
conceptions of the subject. However, Crowley indicttasthough this “move” may
demonstrate the assumptions on which problematic attitadesd text and writing have
been grounded, still new ways to think about “mind” and§icare needed. Crowley
gestures to postmodernism as providing the means for ‘theadenove” of
deconstructing the modernist mind/body dualism “by displadiegobdy/mind
dichotomy onto a continuum” (182).

Although the scholarship from interdisciplinary crti®ody studies and
postmodernism Crowley identifies has been necessanyatioging the way rhetoric and
composition scholars may understand the so-called baly/dualism, | want to suggest
that, beyond deconstructing a separation between mindaatyd bmay be necessary to
rethink totally what we mean when we use the words “mimd’ ‘body,” especially
when thinking about the way that writers construct @eed identities through
language. To illustrate this point, | want to dwell fanament on the language that
Crowley uses to define the body’s relationship to rheto@rowley describes the body as
“both the site and the mechanism that allows a hurearglio represent him or herself in
language and behavior” (182). Yet, what are the implinataf talking about the body
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as a “site” or a “mechanism.” Is the body indeed t,sa place, a location where
knowledge is constructed? Is it a “mechanism” churning ouhimgand language in
assembly-line fashion? At the same time, is it fasdparate the idea of body from the
idea of “human being” and to describe the body instrumignted a tool one might use to
produce rhetorical effect? These are the types ofigneghat scholars attempting to
understand and theorize the student body must undertake, atidngiéke these
become increasingly complicated in the current cultt@hent of digitization.
Bodies in the IM World: Complicating the Physical

Recent critical movement toward reassessing meaningaghakd language
learning as embodied is complicated by changes accompanyiogltinal and social
move toward virtuality and digitization. In what | kcéde IM world—the world of
instant messages, dynamic fast-paced communicationirgmdmptu, on-the-spot
virtual dialogue—new attitudes toward the body and newtgtsfor interaction call
for new solutions to the conventional problems of thedibody dualism, while
demanding new ways of discussing the relationship bettheenody and “new”
literacies. Both digital enthusiasts and skepticaicsrirequently have argued that online
reading and writing environments, even more than papedbasting spaces, threaten
to erase the physical body from discourse because @xtent to which online readers
and writers may construct their own virtual identitigghaut ever acknowledging, or
needing to acknowledge, physicality. For example, membenslioe role player games

or frequenters of MOO'’s (multiple user domains, objectnbedy often use language to

2 MOOQ's can be described most often as text-based vieadlies, which usually follow
an architectural arrangement and are separated into “rogttbough the two are
11



develop identities and bodies that are much differemh ffhose they use in the “real
world.” Individuals writing identities for themselves imetse spaces report not only
myriad examples of online “passing,” such as writing théresechanges in sex and
race, but also more imaginative and far-fetched masailiegras animals and other
fabulous charactersThe full title alone of Julian Dibbell’'s famous egs#A Rape in
Cyberspace: or How an Evil Clown, a Haitian Trickstpiri§ Two Wizards, and a Cast
of Dozens Turned a Database into a Society,” péintse collection of created virtual
bodies present in one object-oriented multi-user donmadrshows the ways in which
online interaction can allow individuals to, in effectange bodies when they enter
virtual worlds.

Early proponents of the World Wide Web, in fact, pedito the escape of body
as one of the most positive aspects of new reading atidgtechnologies. Enthusiasts
painted the Web as a utopic site for bodily escaparaidr in which the bounds of
gender, disability, race, and social class might bd shé&vor of a meeting of the minds
that eliminates conventional biases written on to @ayiodies. John Perry Barlow, for
example, in “A Declaration of the Independence of Csfhace” (1996) completely
severs the virtual “mind” that he sees present in cybeesjpgeraction from the “body”
of the physical, material world, constructing cyberspacéhe new home of the mind”

and “a civilization of the Mind” (np). For Barlow, thescape from the body empowers

similar, MOOQO's are different from MUD’s, or multipleser domains, because
participants in MOQO'’s can program new objects or “roomsJ the online space they
inhabit.
% See Dibbell, Julian “A Rape in Cyberspace” Village ¢o{fDecember 21, 1993) 36-42
and Nakamura, Lisa “Race In/For Cyberspace: Identityi$ouand Racial Passing on
the Internet” Race in Cyberspace (Routledge, 2000) 15-27.
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the subject in ways that can never happen outside imieosppace and even has potential
for eliminating problems associated with physical sapalces. Addressing outsiders to
new virtual spaces, Barlow explains, “Our identities hawdodies, so unlike you, we
cannot obtain order by physical coercion” (np). Bar&rgues that cyberspace simply “is
not where bodies live”: an assertion that forcesalisin much more significant than just
that of mind/body—a dualism between online/virtual and realdlife, knowledge, and
meaning-making (np).

Other critics agree that online environments creatata of disembodiment, but
argue that the disembodiment of cyberspace is negataube it presents a dangerous
situation in which online words and actions have no “négll-tonsequences. Beth
Kolko in “We Are Not Just (Electronic) Words: Learning thiteracies of Culture, Body,
and Politics” (1998) brings this discussion closer to téleldi of rhetoric and composition
studies:

[C]ritics propose a disturbing theme: that the selfyiderspace is not just
multiple but re-writable, somehow separate from theased self behind
the typist. While a certain fluidity of identity text-based virtual realities
is incontestable, the question remains as to how and arhidigh physical
self can be completely masked by acts of linguisticipgs65)
Viewing online textually-constructed spaces as disembodiédeparate from the
realities of the physical world, as Kolko describegsigecially interesting for rhetoric
and composition classes concerned with showing the powerent in words and the
deep responsibility that comes with using them. If bengran effective, responsible
rhetor means understanding words and language as powerftd@adole of changing
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physical, material circumstances, then viewing virtualdsas decontextualized and
separate from material context is problematic for pedagagat integrate online writing.
Faigley, in particular, describes a classroom sibuati which students interacting
through pseudonyms in a synchronous online environment takeloointine classroom
environment, ignore teacher instructions and send ontlpss “flaming” messages
because of the lack of consequences they perceive wattratan conversation online in
a real-time chat program (196-199).

Although this study is sensitive to the ways in which ondipaces, often in
utopian or dystopic fashion, have been thought of as #séyng, the remainder of this
chapter is devoted to examining how rhetoric and compostholars can think of
online spaces as sites of potential embodiment: asdasatat demand a more complex
understanding of virtual bodies, textually-constructed idestiand online forms of
expression. | will argue that these virtual, coded boftestudents learning to read and
write in the current digital context, represent vexgly socially-situated ways of being in
the world, rather than disembodied escapes from thevozll, as they have often been
touted. In this way, the raw physicality always inwmlwith language production and
construction still has a place in discussions of nedia and digital writing; at the same
time, a digitally expanded sense of what the body caanrablows that the primary
scenes of reading and writing that take place in thevtivid are clearly located within
the realm of physical, relational, and socially-sitdatesality.

Toward Theories of Embodied Literacy

Marvin’s call to reassess the physical, bodily resditof writers and Crowley’s

call toward reassessing writing subject positions in $esfrdis/embodiment show that
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new ways of defining the body and new ways of understgnits relationship to
language production are needed for scholars in rhetoricaangosition. At the same
time, the dominating arguments about the disembodyingaafwnline spaces call out
for new ways of talking about the body’s relationshipmdne writing. If the body is
indeed so closely concerned with questions of languagegascthen our field needs
new theories and pedagogical conceptions of “embodieddies” to describe particular
literacy practices that highlight the body’s roleamduage constructions, especially in
light of individuals’ current dependence on reading andngrin digital environments.
In this study, | identify several ways in which we ¢himk of students’ reading
and writing as embodied. The first comes when writisestheir bodies physically in
some way to perform or enact their writing. When wsiterally take control of their
writing, they “voice” their writing in a way that allvs them to understand and perform
the role that the writing situation demands, and theyaate to insert their whole bodies
into a writing performance. At the most literal leviek example, when students read
their own writing aloud, they enact it at the levetladir physical bodies, using their
physical voice to intonate important phrases, using lfag@ression to signal irony or
humor, and using gestures of the hands, shrugs of thedsheudven stomps of the feet
to mark important moments in their text. Anyone whs tudored writers one-on-one in
a writing center or similar environment knows how hdljifis to have developing
writers enact writing orally in this way. Having studergad their writing aloud is such
a successful tutoring technigue because when studentshigaepgortunity to voice and
enact writing orally, they more easily can sensakuewns in their writing texts: places
that lack transition or require their readers to makargjin logic. In the same way,
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many FYC instructors regularly call on developing readersse their bodies for the
reading act by asking students to read texts aloud in @ts= than silently to
themselves. Much in the same way that reading theirering aloud forces students
to pay close attention to textual details, so too canngadhers’ work aloud or hearing
others’ work read aloud invites students to take control gpénformance of written
words.

In this way, even writers approaching writing situaticgsmsingly most far from
their own most natural voices and means of expressinrembody text, even as
newcomers to academia. When students learn to entiberdye discourse physically by
enacting it with their mouth, ears, and full bodieshiis way, they enact literacy by
making it do work grounded in their own lived realities. [esthe widespread
avoidance of discussing the student body for literacyryhaod pedagogy, instructors
already regularly call upon the body and already asklolewve readers and writers to
embody written discourse in the classroom. Evesking students to produce and
comprehend the most academic kinds of texts, instructians imitiate activities that
draw on the body. Part of my goal for this project idr@w attention to the ways in
which students’ performances of writing in digital envir@mts can work in very similar
ways to the oral embodied performances previously destr Even thinking of digital
writing in the most instrumental way means acknowledbimg physical bodies are part
of that kind of writing performance—in their posturdts keyboard, while fingers hit
the keys, as ears listen for the sounds of the sadtvaaad when eyes scan back and forth
across the computer screen. However, in differegswanline writing environments
also allow for very different kinds of writing perfoamces that mimic some of the
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embodied expressions of oral domains. For examplagaimplest level, online writers
stomp their feet by writing in all capital letterseyhsignal humor or irony by inserting
smiling or winking emoticons; and they signal pauses allipses. As such, the
physical, sensory element of digital writing often sbaiself in the actual texts that
students create while writing in online mediums.
Digital Discourse: Relational, Socially-Situated, Embodied

The IM world, as a new primary site of student litgrpactices, means that
student are developing literacy skills in new placesiamtifferent ways. Current
literacy learners are developing reading and writingsskilhen they use search engines
to find information on the internet, stay in touch witlends via instant messaging
programs, construct identities for themselves on oml@tesorking programs like
Facebook or My Space, participate in online role playerm@eommunities, or even
email teachers to find out more information about assagmsnin a typical (or online)
classroom setting. To address the problem described edrtiew online
communication can actually be “embodied” even in theeace of the physical body, |
first suggest that modes of digital communication haveommon with students’ most
overt methods of embodying literate discourse—oral commatioit Because oral
communication happens overtly in the presence of the @iysicly and because
individuals communicating orally use their bodies openlfagal expressions, voice,
and gesture, the body and orality share close tiexo@se, | do not mean to suggest
reductively that all digital writing is simply “talk”rathe digital reading has the same
effects on student bodies as listening to oral speech doegmut a doubt, that line of
thinking oversimplifies both means of expression. Rathgesture to similarities
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between oral and digital expression to logicallyteel@igital interaction—often
considered disembodying—to the body.

The most obvious metaphor pointing to the relationsetpvéen orality and
digital interaction is the word most often used teatldbe synchronous computer-
mediated communication (CMC), which, of course, is t¢haike oral communication
and talk, digital writing can be inherently social andvarsational. Most oral and digital
practices exist because of relationships formed, creaeldnaintained in different kinds
communities. Again, | do not state this premise withieatizing the potential irony of
the statement. Certainly | accept the extent to wiielstudent who immediately upon
leaving the university classroom avoids interacting witssinates because she picks up
her cell phone and calls friends or parents with whbenis already comfortable. At the
same time, | understand that individuals who have natgrg experiencing digital
discourses may find them to be extremely alienating amatiisg, and | do not ignore the
teacher narratives that describe how students can leesotated and glued to the
computer screen when learning in computerized classroblmsever, | believe that
many high users and even many occasional users of degptalologies have come to
rely on digital discourses precisely because theyalhem to connect to social
communities of various kinds, both communities thassover overtly into the “real
world” like school and social networking or “friend” commises, and those that exist
solely online, like in role player game communities Werld of Warcraftor Knights
Online

Thinking of current digital activities as community-basad aocially-driven
takes on new significance when viewed in light of theoties of learning outlined in
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Jean Lave and Etienne WengeBituated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral Participation
(1991). Lave and Wenger propose that we think of learningsiebmething that
happens when an individual “internalizes knowledge” bueatts “the process of
becoming a full participant in a sociocultural practiqg?, 29). The main premise of
Lave and Wenger’'s argument for rethinking learning a@bpesituated, community
based, and process-driven resides in the idea of leamimggh what they call
“legitimate peripheral participation”:

By [legitimate peripheral participation] we mean to diatention to the

point that learners inevitably participate in communitiepracticioners

and that the mastery of knowledge and skill requirescoevers to move

toward full participation in the sociocultural pracscaf a community.

(29)
In Lave and Wenger’'s conception, new learners begth@outside—the periphery—of
any type of community and then through action and participaarn status as
community members, while also learning the skills and beawieeded to exist as a
member of the community. When viewed in this light, thplications for how digital
realms offer individuals chances to join communitiesafeariety of purposes—and even
to maximize their ability to join communities by rechaeizing themselves and their
bodies by changing voice and physical descriptions throungjuéggye—become much
more significant for investigating connections betweenkibhdy, learning, and digital
spaces.

Following Lave and Wenger's logic, students—or any individtalshat

matter—learn when they practice community membershipedgty becoming
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immersed in its language and communicative practiceshidridrmulation, learning is
intimately connected to identity because individuals leartakiyng note of how
communities interact and forge different types of refethips. Through practice, then,
people become members of the communities they obsEngdal writing practices, |
want to suggest, provide very real ways in which the cugemération of college
students is learning to forge different kinds of relatiopslas members of different types
of communities. On a basic level, students use digitamunication not only socially
with their friends, but also formally, even professilthyy to meet the needs of different
social, political, workplace, and academic communitiesnake appointments or ask
guestions of professors, to practice different kinds atipal activism, to participate in
activities associated with jobs, or to purchase diffett@ngs valued in social groups.
Even when the purpose of digital writing is not to effechange or achieve a
predetermined result, digital communication makes someecbion or works to build
identity in a community.

Words in digital writing become voiced through medithe allow for and even
assume overt communication with one’s audience.stéident composes an email to ask
a teacher for an extension on his term paper, he assaunaply. In the same way, if an
individual sends an IM message to a friend and does notheeating” signifying an
incoming response, then his message has been sent fargndtbione sends an IM
message or joins a chat conversation unless he oash®pe that a response will be
shortly arriving to repay the effort taken to write. Anee though they may usually
document only one individual’s writing, blogs very oftenrlwven this way as well, with
comments from outside readers becoming a key motivationrfing. Social
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networking software like My Space and Facebook workensdme way. Individuals
who create a textual, graphic space and online person@efoseélves do so in the hopes
of being contacted by others who want to befriend thEren more specifically,
Facebook invites students to join different groups, thergpljcély relating their digital
writing to the joining of communities online. Although studeaiteost certainly do not
think of it this way, as Lave and Wenger put it, “[L]e@gnas increasing participation in
communities of practice concerns the whole persongatithe world. Conceiving of
learning in terms of participation focuses attention agsain which it is an evolving,
continuously renewed set of relations” (49-50). Self-spausdigital writing is a
manifestation of students’ efforts to develop and main&ationships in different kinds
of communities.

| argue that we might describe this shared relatiomigractive quality of both
oral and digital discourse as “embodied.” This word;mfrse, already carries
assumptions with it, especially in light of recentical work within rhetoric and
composition studies. Scholars across the fieldbetbric and writing instruction have
begun to draw upon multiple senses of the word embauliedier to account for some
sense of material writing subjects. Of course, to speaktofities like talk or digital
composing as forms that allow embodiment might suggest tview the body as
existing primarily as textually bound itself, a commortapéor in postmodern
discussions of body. However, rather than seeinpdldg as subject to confines of text,
| want to attribute agency to bodies as producers of disesuhat define relationships in
communities. Thinking of digital discourse as embodying watlayguing solely for
postmodern definitions of the body as discursively coostd, of course, begs for new
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ways of thinking of the body itself. As Crowley relkgrusing energy to “challenge the
distinctions we like to make between bodily insides andides as well as our habit of
attaching our sense of identity to the presumed limite@body” (183). Kolko, too,
argues for reconceiving the very idea of body in our giterto trace embodied
pedagogy: “The body is not just a physical object but asucel machine: the self is not
a biological or even an ontological creation; it soaial creation” (69).

By viewing learning as actively driven by social contextid relationships, Lave
and Wenger offer a new way to talk about the “body” isdelationship to language
practices. Rather than viewing the body as a “sitel ‘tnechanism,” if we define each
body as a social unit, which exists in relationship wither bodies, we open the door to
new ways of seeing digital interaction as embodieave and Wenger take issue with
any theory of learning that “establishes a sharp dichotmethyeen inside and outside,
suggests that knowledge is largely cerebral,” and they fhagitheir theory of relational,
socially situated learning “dissolves dichotomies betwesgabral and embodied activity,
between contemplation and involvement” (Lave 52)telad of thinking of digital
reading and writing as “cerebral” activities that allmgividuals to escape their bodies,
then, we can examine the extent to which the reldtmunaity of online interaction is
very similar to the social quality of individuals’ commcative experiences in the “real
world,”—not an escape, but instead a very real porticavefyday bodily social
interaction and involvement.

Following this line of thinking, reconceiving the body’s relaship to language
production as something that involves the whole body, anfxehensive understanding
involving the whole person” as Lave and Wenger descrilpeoites us away from the
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need to relate digital discourse to the body by descritsregffect on only one of the five
senses (33). Scholars as diverse as Jay David Bolt¢rting Space: Computers,
Hypertext, and the Remediation of P{R000) and Gunther Kressliiteracy in the New
Media Agg(2003) have argued that the movement toward digitizatiaotisally
accompanied by a primary movement away from orality andlity and toward

visuality. In detailing how digital realms involve eymsre than ears, Kress claims that
the image is displacing the word as the dominant mode oicprdyhmunication and
that, similarly, the screen is replacing the boolkhasdtiominant communicative medium.
Like Kress, Bolter agrees that print writing relies\hlyaon the aural, while electronic
writing depends more on the visual. | certainly do not deaeynvolvement of the
visual, or what | might call spatial, orientationnew media and digital literacy practices;
however, my conception of virtual bodies as activaasamits offers a new way to think
about the body and new media. The visual and spatiakatsrthat engage the eyes in
new media do not have to eclipse the interactive,ioalat elements that relate digital
communication to whole body interaction in the wiagttLave and Wenger describe it.
In short, the experience of digital reading and wriig\got only embodied in multi-
sensory ways, but also in socially-situated activelgtienal ways.

This project attempts to rethink and recharacterizeepiions of embodiment
based on new recognition of the socially situated, rseltisory experiences of readers
and writers in online spaces. Digital reading and wriprartices, even as they provide
opportunities for textual experimentation, do not havieetaharacterized as disembodied
in their relationship to the physical body. Physical, thieg, material bodies create
virtual bodies, and virtual and physical bodies alwayd @xiandem: they cannot be
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split or separated, and therefore they must be underatosakially-situated, relational
entities that exist because of interaction in comnmsiitin an intellectual sense,
isolation through the virtual body is certainly possiblewever, in social reality, virtual
means interactive, even if the interaction must benddfin ways that are different from

those we have worked from in the past.
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CHAPTER TWO:

STUDENT-BORGS AND EMBODIED DIGITAL VERNACULARS

The cyberbody, the virtual body, the digitized bodysé&eerms are nice to throw
around when reading and writing cyberpunk fiction or wivisgching science fiction
flicks, but how can they become concrete and impoftairihe work rhetoric and
composition scholars do? To pause on this question famaemt, | will recount briefly
the experience of one instructor teaching in the Embddietacies research project.
Each day before class began, one particular studenedntes teacher’'s FYC classroom
with iPod blaring—visual evidence provided by the notorious headgshplaced
securely in ears. After he walked into the classrdwralways surveyed the room, and
proceeded to sit in the same desk, leaving headphones on siedstilublaring as he
removed from his backpack needed materials for the dags.clUpon sitting, he
delayed removing his headphones, still listening to the mp&iplalyile the instructor
prepared to begin class. Then, each day in ritualessicidn, the student seated behind
him ripped the headphones out of his ears at the lagbf@s®ment before class began,
signaling to him the need to leave his virtual world and bringttéention back to the
“real world” class about to begin.

| call attention to this story, first, because it\pdes an interesting example of
how technology that seems most liable to isolate a studem his peers, proves a
catalyst for social interaction between two studemes classroom setting. Even more
importantly, though, | pause on this anecdote becausefheg of the headphones from
the ears of the listening student is such a blatantly palyact, an act so connected to
both digital spaces and the physical bodies of both stsid®rolved, an act that
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foregrounds and confirms the physical nature of the degltstudent body. Cyborgs and
digital bodies are not just the stuff of William Garss Neuromanceor “Johnny
Mnemonic”anymore; digitized bodies—student-borgs, to give them thepybk flair
that might get them noticed—enter college classroomsyday, and increasingly more
often.

Understanding the realities of incoming college studentsrins of digital
embodied literacies, then, means first identifying commopotentially important digital
embodied literacy practices that students practicedailya basis in school and outside of
school and then trying to understand how embodied liesadready impact students’
advanced literacy practices in the IM world. It is e@msfashion radical claims about
how the body relates to the language practices of swidennline realms and beyond;
however, a serious theory of embodied literacy massider students’ own experiences
from their own points of view. Any major claims abaligital language use and the
body must relate concretely to real students today) anll attempt to show this
relationship by analyzing and sharing the experiences drtiidied Literacies
students at the University of Tennessee, students whaweldffectionately called
“student borgs.”

Twenty years ago Donna Haraway (1985) first embodied setalled an
“ironic dream,” a “political myth,” and a “blasphemy” ihe figure of her border-
crossing cyborg: an entity neither fully human noryfutibotic, whose body blurred lines
between humanity and technology (149). Interesting taisgussion is the fact that
Haraway from the beginning identified her cyborg withtivg, explicitly positing
“literacy” and “cyborg writing” as key manifestationstbe cyborg's power. Exactly
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what kind of “writing” Haraway imagined her cyborg compagshas been heavily
debated, especially within rhetoric and composition whgberg writing has been
associated most often with new forms of writing suslmygpertext that materialize from
new fragmented postmodern subjectivifies.

While cyborg theories provide a perspective from whicloteser how even the
bodies of current students are changed by their exjgeseamith technologies and new
media, relying on cyborg theories as they have been pigyimterpreted keeps students
themselves at a distance. Thus, to shift Haraway’s ¢tieal metaphor of technological
embodiment to a more practical one, | posit that ntdrigday’s first-year college
students already come to college as cyborgs in a s&visether or not they have actual,
mechanically enhanced bodies (e.g., braces, contact)dresing aids), incoming
college students are constantly using, carrying, and vgeaew technologies. As
illustration of this point, think for a moment about hoften composition instructors joke
about the new technologies “grafted” onto the twenst-tentury student body: the
incessantly ringing cell phone equipped with an extensyatltext messaging service
and “click and send” digital camera, the laptop computegbrg what seems like

limitless access to information and interactive commatioa options, and the mp3

* See Olson, Gary A., “Writing, Literacy, and Techngto§oward a Cyborg Writing,”
Journal of Advanced Communicatiofh6.1 (1996): 1-26. Olson conducts an interview
with Haraway in which she expounds on the idea of cyboitgngyr calling scholars to
focus on the density and materiality of language and tst idiscourses of mastery. See
also Ratliff, Clancy. “I Cannot Read This Story With&ewriting It”: Haraway, Cyborg
Writing, and Burkean Form.” Master’s Thesis, University ennessee, Knoxville,
2001. Ratliff argues that writing and technology scholaxeloperated under an
unnecessarily limited definition of cyborg writing, equgtinonly with hypertext and
ignoring Haraway'’s implications for the always paii content of cyborg writing.
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player constantly blasting messages across sound w&tedents encode, transmit, and
receive messages via new media facilitated by new bigithnologies, which are very
often carried or attached somewhere on the student dodheir use of and daily
dependence upon digital technologies, student writersanter composition classrooms
in the twenty-first century are quite literally cylgowriters.

Part of what is interesting about pointing to inconstgdents as “student-borgs”
is exposing a major flaw that has the potential to kbgial literacies and rhetorics from
the study they deserve—these “borgs” can seem ridicutoti®se of us who did not
grow up exposed to the same technologies and the sanmagraad writing mechanisms.
Older generations often come into contact with thebeidrwearing, cell-phone carrying,
laptop toting students: most definitely “connected,” butalbmtents and purposes,
“disconnected” from the classroom or the physical teatiost of us know. When this
happens, the result is most often eye rolling and joldogpmpanied, of course, by the
occasional yanking of ear-buds. New media have thedistabe of thoroughly
perplexing those of us who did not grow up developing fleeniti using them. Thus,
we can find it difficult to take them seriously becaasesome level they are ridiculous to
us. As a result of this, we prevent ourselves froimeating the new media reading and
writing that students do with the academic writing thatytare expected to compose in
FYC.

However, the truth in the IM world is that studernts learning to read and write
as a result of the interactive and relational compatiie practices they experience
through new media and relationships they form whileraueng through them.
Understanding language learning as socially-situated, redhtimd embodied is at the
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heart of my call to reconsider how digital reading amiting practices are important and
can be formative to the types of reading and writingewgect students to produce in
university settings. The current group of incoming college sitisdepresents a new
literacy demographic—a digital demographic—that scholagsteachers in rhetoric and
composition can no longer ignore.

Although simply gazing upon the current student body proytegy of room
for speculation, there is inherent danger in theorizmegstudent body without first
considering current students’ own attitudes toward readidgnaiting—and without
concretely identifying what new literacy activities studesctually practice within and as
a result of their digitally enhanced experiences.détsiled in the opening chapter, the
student body as collective is a dangerous myth, and thisechagliteven more clearly
show that every body develops its own literacy patih ihe FYC classroom. To
effectively consider new reading and writing practicesficurrent students’ points of
view, rhetoric and composition scholars must reconndtt teracy, especially New
Literacy Studies (NLS). Foregrounding literacy opengitha for rhetoric and
composition researchers to consider how multiple nepdnd writing practices brought
to the forefront by new student-borgs should influenceitbeyear composition
classroom.

Using Literacy to Understand Digital Vernaculars

Thus far, in advocating the digitized body as intetgratudents’ language
learning, | have employed terminology used by literaeptists to describe students’
constructive, interpretative, and communicative languageipes. Literacy as a term,
as a concept, and especially as a field of study hasgomeswift and drastic change
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within past decades, and scholars such as David Bartog,Hidanilton, and Roz Ivanic
(2000); John Paul Gee (1987); Harvey Graff (1995); Colin Laadsand Michel Knobel
(2003); Brian Street (1995); and The New London Group (1999) heete among those
not only influencing, but also recording and documenting tbbaages. Their work has
resulted in two significant trends in the definition ahaldy of literacy. The first trend iis
a movement away from viewing literacy as an isolateagtional skill set toward
identifying multiple literacies—multiple ways that peopke different kinds of
languages and symbolic systems—socially embedded andaissowith the different
domains and discourses that individuals inhabit (New Londom; 1999). This
movement toward multiplicity can be seen as corrgaimolder, singular view of
literacy, which was especially detrimental in educati@ontexts. According to Brian
Street inSocial Literaciesviewing literacy as a single, isolated set of neggssagnitive
skills has manifested itself in “educational contexts upawblems’ of acquisition and
how to ‘remediate’ learners with reading and writinfficlilties” (1). In turn, literacy in
the past was identified primarily with nontraditional edigrgal remediation, not with
advanced language acquisition—a fact that remains infaléatthe way relationships
between literacy and pedagogy are currently receiveddunational contexts, literacy
understood under this framework was most often defined nystisimentality—as
important because of its necessity as a tool that dpdeedoor to other types of
learning, not because of any intrinsic importance oriogship to individuals’ lived
experience (Lankshear 4).

Although viewing literacies as multiple rather thargsiar still leaves room for
cognitive approaches, the second trend in NLS can be lded@s the movement from a
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view of literacy as a “‘neutral,’ technical skill” to fiadeological practice, implicated in
power relations and embedded in specific cultural meaningprantices” (Street 1). By
considering this socially and culturally implicated vieintlee way people use reading
and writing, literacy researchers and instructors casider both what literacy choices
individuals make and which social factors determine andtsithase choices,
broadening definitions of what counts as reading, writamgl, literacy.

Beyond trends toward multiplicity and social embeddednesskshear and
Knobel distinguish two senses in which the new litex@studies are, in fact, “new”: a
paradigmatic sense and an ontological sense. The psguaragraphs have described
how new literacy studies represent a paradigm shiftamtovement from studying
literacy as singular and cognitive to multiple and sociathbedded; however, in an
ontological sense, NLS can be described as “new” beadusbanges [that] have
occurred in the character and substance of literacsegiased with changes in
technology, institutions, media, the economy, anddp& movement toward global
scale in manufacture, finance, communications” (Lae&sli6). For reasons related to
both senses of “new,” the theoretical frameworkangd by NLS illuminates
intersections among current students in the IM worldy tleaiding and writing habits,
and the current FYC classroom. The paradigmatic siwfatd viewing student literacies
as products of larger social and cultural practices orogged allows researchers to
validate and examine the reading and writing activitias students bring into the
classroom from home, work, high school, online, arddag@nvironments. At the same
time, it points to ways in which reading and writing pices are directly connected to
identity construction and the way the self is viewetheaworld. And, most obviously,
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the ontological sense of new literacies allowsasd®ers to consider how changing
technologies located so physically near individualsteraad demand changing literacy
practices. This opens the door to exploration of howkhevbrld and especially first-
year writing classrooms within the IM world functionastural sites of interaction for
students’ digitized bodies, which has the potentialflueéncing students’ later
rhetorical language practices.

It is worth dwelling for a moment on the terminologgt forth by new literacy
studies to describe how individuals use language in thélgan. Barton and Hamilton,
outlining a theory of social literacy, argue that “ldey is best understood as a set of
practices; these are observable in events which arateddy written texts” (9).
Literacy scholars use the term “literacy practicesdistinguish the ways of using
literacy that individuals develop to deal with the obadles posed by different
environments from the non-situated skill set denoted by poioces of literacy that
assume all individuals should posses identical, inheeaatimg and writing skills (Barton
7). Practices, then, is a purposeful term that “stegsidthe distinction between
individual and social worlds” by linking "observable behavwith underlying structures
of power, ideologies, and cultural exigencies controllargguage usage (Barton 7-8).

Likewise, the new literacies concept of “domains” hights the idea that people
practice different literacies within different contex According to Barton and Hamilton:

[D]omains are structured, patterned contexts within wiitietacy is used
and learned. Activities within these domains are not actatier

randomly varying; there are particular configurationstefdcy practices
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and there are regular ways in which people act in mgermady events in
particular contexts. (11)

Thinking of different domains of literacy allows schaeléo make distinctions between
those actions and behaviors of reading and writing pralctinalistinct discourse
communities” composed of “groups of people held togetherday tharacteristic ways
of talking, acting, valuing, interpreting, and using writt@nguage” (Barton 11). Further
critical work on discourse by John Paul Gee maintairtsrtdaviduals always naturally
acquire one primary discourse from the people or communih whom they grow up,
and that all other groups of language users with whom thag aato contact form
“secondary discourses” distinct from their primary dissear To follow, Gee argues
that “literacy is control of secondary uses of larggué.e., uses of language in secondary
discourses)” so that literacy always involves becomidigent in understanding and
reproducing conventions of a discourse that is not ome's(66). For example, in
digital domains, language users learn conventions thateetieyh to communicate
gesture or emotion in the absence of their physicaklspdonventions such as specific
uses of capital letters, emoticons, or punctuationwiaid not make sense in other
environments. These conventions would not be gained thisheurses of school
interaction but instead come through digital experiesdadividuals interact within that
discourse and learn which conventions are used by membidet cbmmunity.

Examining students’ struggles to gain proficiency withintipld discourse
communities is, of course, by no means a new concephtdass of rhetoric and
composition. The idea that college language learninglésst in part a result of
understanding the conventions of and becoming adept at wavkimg academic
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discourse communities is one that has received arttplatian and debate within the
fields of rhetoric and compositiohln particular, scholars in rhetoric and composition
studies have given close consideration to the code-sngi¢hat students learn to do as
they move from home to school and into academic discaorsenunitie§ This work
has been crucial to social-constructivist compositi@oties directed toward the
recognition of students’ familial discourses brought imfiaome domains.

To describe the types of literacies that individuals ldgvas a result of learning
experiences in various domains, Barton and Hamiltorilyppeopose a theory of
vernacular literacy that | believe may be appliedaliyeo the types of reading and
writing that students now do in digital domains:

Socially powerful institutions, such as education, tendippsrt dominant
literacy practices. These dominant practices can beasepart of whole
discourse formations, institutionalized configurationp@iver and
knowledge which are embodied in social relationships.elQtérnacular
literacies which exist in people’s everyday lives ass lasible and less
supported. This means that literacy practices are pattbgnsocial
institutions and power relationships, and some literariesnore

dominant, visible and influential than others (Barton 12).

®> See Bartholomae, Davitinventing the University.When A Writer Can't WriteEd.
Mike Rose. (New York: Guilford, 1985) 134-65. See also BizRaltricia, Academic
Discourse and Critical ConsciousnePRiftsburgh: U of Pittsburgh P, 1992).
® See Rose, Mike, "The Language of Exclusion: Writingriretton at the University."
College Englisi7.4 (1985): 341-59; Elbow, Peter. “Reflections on Academicdiisse:
How It Relates to Freshmen and Colleagu€allege Englisib3 (1991): 135-155; and
Smitherman, Geneva. “CCCC'’s Role in the Struggle forguage Rights.College
Composition and Communicatiof0.3 (1999): 349-76.
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Barton and Hamilton use this idea of vernacular litesato contrast literate fluencies
gained through one’s own experience from the partididmacies that schools value and
then attempt to “teach” students. Although they spetid titme further detailing a
theory of vernacular literacy, Barton and Hamilton miladear that these types of
literacies individuals gain through self-sponsored activigyraost definitely “learned”
but not necessarily “taught.”

Just as Barton and Hamilton argue that school litesaeind to be exclusive and
to neglect vernacular literacies existing alongsideyvélaGraff inLabyrinths of Literacy
(1995) outlines a series of hasty generalizations, uneeghaissumptions, and untested
beliefs that he calls the “legacies” and “myths” téracy.” Though Graff's myths and
legacies extend to many facets of literacy, espedidhyesting for this study are the
myths that Graff associates with the literacy pcagiassociated with the domain of
school or the academy. According to Graff, “Schaetdcy, predominately textually
based and biased, is often cut off from other modesrbeommunication which are
evaluated as inferior regardless of their place in everifdd (327). In the same way,
Brian Street argues that a social view of literaagéds further investigation into why
schools teach the type of literacies that they agtdalteach. Inthe end Street argues
that “[m]uch, then, of what goes with schooled litgraans out to be the product of
western assumptions about schooling, power, and knowlettge than being
necessarily intrinsic to literacy itself’ (110).

Following the logic of Barton, Hamilton, Graff, and &#t, | see students’ online
reading and writing practices as a “vernacular litefaaye that serves real
communicative purposes in many of our students’ everyday #imd embodied social
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interaction, but that is often overshadowed by the rdominant literacies supported by
powerful institutions. While it is true that many studéatdine writing practices hold
value for them in their lives and especially sociallhew they enter school domains,
these vernaculars are often rejected, or more conymoeNer acknowledged as real
parts of their daily lives and their reading and writiagltties. | believe that current
rhetoric and composition scholars should draw on previauk en home languages and
literacies along with a new conception of embodiechaeular literacy in order to direct
renewed attention to the literacy practices studentslolewn digital domains. More
critical study is needed to consider what literacy pcaststudents use in digital domains
and to determine whether or not and how these literacyigea transfer to or inhibit
students’ ability to gain proficiency in the literaciégdents use in academic settings,
particularly those literacies that FYC teaches.

To make it more clear how students’ digital writing ia tM world can be an
embodied vernacular, | would like to pause for a momelataio at an exchange between
Embodied Literacies Students writing online in a chatrfar In this four-person chat,
the big topic of discussion is the plake Laramie Proje¢twhich these students had
been reading to prepare to write a source-based e¥#agt’'s most interesting about this
chat is the prior reading and writing knowledge—even behswvithe students call upon.
Specifically, students in this forum discuss the uniquetsiuaf TheLaramie Projecin
which the actors and actresses in the play must pedenmeal, living, breathing citizens
of Laramie. One student, Stuart, remarks about thelwesssibility of playing oneself in

a dramatic production, and the conversation progressestifiat hypothetical into an
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intense discussion of how people already “perform” putléatities that match what
they think is expected of them:
Stuart: | think | would be freaked out to play myself inlaypD.o
Lucas: definitely
Amber: yeah
Jasmine: If i had to be myself, | probably would notthetsame
Stuart: *lol*
Lucas: i don't act myself over half the time already
Jasmine: who ever really does
Stuart: *nod*
Amber: i don't
Stuart: Most people try and act how they think they shaat.
Jasmine: yeah
Lucas: it's sad
Amber: yeah
Jasmine: u would be suprised about what goes on behind closed door
Stuart: Yep. But you gotta love makin' fun of drooling SoZ@ambies.
Jasmine: lol
Amber: lol
[...]
Stuart: Perhaps that's why love is so confusing a emotiou
Stuart: 're so used to playing the social mask that yot kizow how to
be yourself.
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Amber: true

Jasmine: i agree

Jasmine: but once u get hurt, it makes it even hardgven up to

someone else

Stuart: or you're afraid the other person only likes yowsknaad not the

face beneath it.

Lucas: same reason why many gay people feel they hglaytstraight

Amber: i agree

Stuart: yep

Lucas: several of my friends came to college and came out

Jasmine: thats the "American" way to be

Jasmine: wife, husband, and kids

Jasmine: alot of mine did to

Stuart: What is[:] fat, lazy, and stupid?

Lucas: football on thanksgiving

Jasmine: lol

Lucas: hahahahhaa

Amber: lol
Almost every other line in this exchange is an embodmedge, a performative word or
set of words that enacts an embodied response thatitee makes behind the screen so
to speak. When a student types “lol” on the screen, BReomakes a laugh happen in
this conversation, whether or not the students’ physical bothally laughs. In the same
way, Stuart’s “*nod*” embodies agreement—it enacts his ehaabresponse to the

38



conversation. Students are certainly saying substahiivgs in this chat session:
thinking through assumptions about what it means to be iargrquestioning why
people might hide queer identities, and describing identity peaioces and how they
can become tricky when individuals enter relationshipst, to be sure, the most striking
thing about this conversation is that it takes placecklassroom setting. The way
students are interacting in this exchange is not sometneyghave learned from teachers
in high school or college; they have pulled the stratethey use in this conversation
from their past rhetorical knowledge of what it meanmteract socially online—they

use the digital vernacular to negotiate an academimgitiask.

The class session in which this exchange took placemwasline class session in
which students could participate from any location theyelasslong as they could
access the Internet, whether from their personapctens in their dorm rooms, from a
dorm computer lab, from their family’s house, or frofibeary computer lab. Although
these students regularly chatted together in a small gnodipegularly met face to face
in class, when they met to talk in this chat forunytkieew each other only by their
screennames and never, at least to the teacher’s ldgmylmatched screennames to real
world names or identities. | would suggest that the mgitind the exchange between
these students are far from disembodied, though. dilwgtal vernacular strategies
infuse their writing with action and allow them to ate virtual bodies and identities even
when their real world faces, bodies, and names areridde

Student cyborgs like Stuart, Jasmine, Lucas, and AmberWwiihghem to FYC
reading and writing experiences within online genres suaistt messaging, email,
and online gaming and networking communities that have sesedd| purposes for
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them in communicating and interacting with peers, cgllea, and fellow students. In
turn, recognizing literacy practices that have developedsponse to distinct rhetorical
situations embedded within students’ experiences in the dNtlvmight offer lessons in
teaching rhetorical concepts important to academic Ige@mcepts like audience,
voice, and persona that take new forms in the did@adains of the IM world but have
related counterparts in different discourses, even thbtdee academy. Accepting that
writing instruction is now situated in a technologicalhanging cultural moment
demands that we better understand the digital vernacmidrsvhich students enter
composition classrooms. In the same way that schiv@arsyears past have argued that
social justice demands that we value students’ honradits and oral vernaculars, | now
propose that digital literacies constitute a new kihdernacular that demands more
attention and more value as a formative literacy.
Student Cyborgs and Their Academic and Digital Literacies

Even if rhetoric and composition scholars deterninag digital reading and
writing should be taken seriously as a formative ligyrahen it is still critical to
understand whether or not students themselves think theseies are important—and
to determine just how many students actually practice tig#aing and writing and
how they practice digital reading and writing. In oraebétter understand one group of
students’ digital and academic literacy practices and ati#udes toward them, | now
turn to examine survey responses from 197 students involved iEntbodied Literacies
project. Although all students enrolled in the twehassés associated with the
Embodied Literacies Project completed this survey, 197 stesdensented to have their
results reported, and this chapter will examine the reggafonly those students. These
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students, who nearly all came straight from high sctmobllege, completed these
surveys on their own time during the first and seconcks/eéthe Fall 2005 semester of
classes by accessing an online software and survey-housimgk#td Zoomerang.com.

How do these student-borgs, who had just left their lepba worlds for the
university, see themselves as readers and as writersPaBeraehigher percentage of
these first-year students felt more confident widgmtkelves as readers than with
themselves as writers—Ilikely a product of a limited arsfrumental definition of what
college reading actually entails. Specifically, 29.9 pdroéstudents reported that they
felt “high” or “very high” levels of confidence as wnite while 46.2 percent of students
reported either “high” or “very high” levels of confidenceraaders, with a full 15.7
percent of student reporting “very high” levels of confice in reading.

Digging deeper into students’ reading confidence levelgjarhips between
written and spoken text entered into survey results in méeresting ways. When asked
to report how confident they were in understanding vaaligiments that they have read
and listened to, students generally reported higher le¥eisderstanding when listening
to rather than reading verbal arguments. This manifestelfiin 44.6 percent of students
reporting “high” or “very high” levels of understandingasbuments they read, while
57.9 percent of students said they had “high” or “very higiéleof understanding
when they listened to arguments. Although there isasy @ay to answer why students
believe they understand oral arguments better thatemwones (all the while seeing
themselves as better readers than writers), integesfitions present themselves. At the
same time, their responses point back to how studesitsnore fluent in those methods
of reading and writing that involve the body and vernacmast overtly.
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Again, not surprisingly, when it comes to technology tmcomputers
specifically, incoming college students at this larged lgrant institution are generally
well stocked. Over eighty-seven percent of responding stsidsvn “their own”
computers, and 98 percent—all but three consenting students—fmymeamilies that
own computers. Apparently these students are familtarsgeing computer technology
in their high school learning environments; 98 percent reddHhat their high school
“had computers that [they] used.” Of course, the suriggyot measure whether or not
students had access to the latest versions of compurtiwdre and software through
personal ownership, their parents, or their high schoofsgid it measure internet usage
or methods of Internet connection. Although resulghininitially lead to the conclusion
that digital “haves” far outweigh the “have nots” amtly entering first-year composition
classes at this institution, the truth is undoubtediyrfare complex.

Although these findings present some general context #tstudents entering
FYC classes at UT, student results and responses eveitaallme to four related
conclusions concerning the schools, digital litergaes student cyborgs represented in
this study of student literacies. Though our eyes sethat student-borgs obviously use
and are influenced by new media technologies, surveytsesiggest that many students
enter FYC classrooms with significantly limited defimits of reading, writing, and
literacy. Ultimately, these students help dispel mytlas “bad” or nonstandard online
reading and writings taking over the way that students perceive acadentiag or
even writing in general; in fact, these students retved|lFYC instructors would benefit
by raising student awareness of their own self-sponsargteaeading and writing
practices in ways that make students more self-consagrrs of their own online and
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print discourses. At the same time, results point &oeshdigital vernacular reading and
writing experiences that many incoming students share.sUivey results lead me to
believe that we need for pedagogies in the FYC classtbat recognize but do not
totalize past student writing experiences, inviting studertsitd from their own unique
past literacy practices. These pedagogies should amath students to be self-reflexive
and self-conscious about all reading and writing expergremen those that that take
place in online spaces.

Students do share self-sponsored online vernacular litergss broadly.

Although it is quite true that students’ literacy praesiwary widely, it is also true
that certain online literacies demanding specific regdnd writing skills outside of
school are practiced by large percentages of the studaatsampleted the survey. Not
surprisingly, 91.9 percent used email for reasons othersttteool during their high
school years. Notably, 85.8 percent of reporting studentsinst@cht messaging (IM), 66
percent report writing in chat rooms, and 50.8 percenudiests practiced gaming
outside of the classroom. At the same time, 21.8 peofesttidents did blog writing
outside of school during the years leading up to their daiveollege. These genres,
among others, help form the outsider digital literatied students are likely not “taught”
but acquire during their own experiences reading, wriangl, interacting in online

environments before they come to colleg&hese different digital mediums provide

" Our survey was written and approved before the explaxfisncial networking
software like My Space and Facebook and, thereforeyatidsk how many students read
and write in those patrticular types of online spacdseliéve that right now social
networking spaces may be the single most used mediudigital reading and writing
on college campuses.
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very different writing experiences for students, yetythre linked in that they are all
socially situated ways that students have interactexdebming to college.
Students have widely varying experience with online writinggenres.

Roughly one-fifth (21.3 percent) of students who enterecttbss section of
UT’s incoming first-year class created web design or tiggeoutside of school-
motivated situations. At the same time, nearly twid#hof students (66 percent) did not
compose a web page or hypertext at all and presumably bds®wledge base for
doing so. | use this statistic as an example to shatstudents entering today’s college
classroom, despite nearly all claiming to have ac@essrmputers, do not possess
identical online writing experiences. Although this poirtynrseem obvious, it is worth
dwelling on the fact that in terms of experience witfitdl literacies, incoming college
students represent a virtual collage of different alalitgt experience levels with
technologies and new media and have very differgmer@nces with reading and writing
in digital spaces. Directly next to the student whoame proficient in coding websites
by learning it for school (15.2 percent) may very well stwaent who has absolutely no
experience even in writing email (5.6 percent). Cynthi§elfe (1999) outlines the
extent to which technology has become so caught up inrigadge of literacy that those
who are “technologically illiterate” are now subjeatthe same stigmatization that once
accompanied those who lacked the functional languagadies of the status quo. To
speak of our students on the surface level as student cyd®eggroup must now allow

us to miss how markedly different are their online itgr experiences.
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The high schools that incoming student-cyborgs attended uséglv genres of digital
and online reading and writing in class, but did expect coputers to be used as tools
in the writing process.

According to student feedback, computers are absolutglycated in students’
high school writing process. Responding to the prompthitth school when | had a
writing assignment | used a computer to do the followisgytlents showed not
surprisingly that digital technologies were crucial tergvaspect of their ability to
complete school writing assignments. It is hardly ssiqg that 95.9 percent of students
reported using computers for typing papers, but 92.4 percentedpwing the computer
“to look up information assigned by my teacher,” a phrvalsieh leaves room to be
interpreted as completing online research assigned bgdbhkdr or initiating self-
sponsored online school research to elucidate material givéhe teacher. A full 60.9
percent of students reported using the computer “to devié@s ifor papers,” which ties
the computer to processes of invention in ways that ouegsiiof necessity left
unexplored, and 78.2 percent reported using a computer \fisimg papers.” Of all 197
students, not one single student chose “not at all” ftwerist of ways they used
computers for high school writing assignments. As anobbnly in the sense of
production but also as epistemic guide, these studentgigwias influenced at nearly
every stage of their composing process by computer artdldgghnologies.

However, when the online genres that students uséaokare viewed alongside
the online genres that students use outside of schtaresting trends become apparent.
In school or for school assignments, students did nottrapmg a large number of
online reading and writing genres. Email, not surprisings the genre used most
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consistently across in-school and out-of-school Jiges a large gap still remained
between school and out-of-school uses of the medilbou6 percent of students used
email for school, while 91.9 percent used email outsideltdd. An especially large
gap between for school and out-of-school uses existédgeitres associated with
synchronous discussion and interaction. Chat writingasgsnre that 66 percent of
students said they used outside of school, while only Fa&@peused it for school. The
numbers for instant messaging are even more striking;@%cent of students practiced
instant messaging reading and writing outside of schdolewnly 5.6 percent used IM
for school purposes. Gaming, which our survey did not definafgdly as either

online computer gaming or console gaming, was used by only &énpef students for
school, while 50.8 percent took part in gaming activities detsf school.

The one online medium that students did find themselves astegsively inside
school and much less frequently on their own time wesddoft PowerPoint slide
shows. Eighty-one percent of students reported using Powerfer school, while 21.8
percent of students used the medium on their own t@fe¢hose online genres listed on
the survey, PowerPoint thus becomes by far the moislyhigported in-school digital
literacy practice, most likely used as a tool to aid pugeaking. Students’ data seems
to support what Stuart SelberMultiliteracies for a Digital Agg2004) describes as the
“instrumental view of technology so often pervading kstgtepartments” (11).

Viewing technology as a tool according to Selber ofteddea educational settings to an
attitude that ignores how technology and writing affeatning, but “celebrates
technology, but only insofar as it can support the m@ditional goals of textual
studies” (11).
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This data confirms the idea that many or most of thgadireading and writing
experiences that students bring with them to the FY&sd@m come not from their
experiences in school or in the classroom, but idsfream their own self-sponsored
interactions and for purposes meaningful to them faamrsother than school education.
| do not dwell on this in order to judge whether or nohtsghools should be teaching
online reading and writing or to suggest that they shoulddotce students to the digital
domain. Rather, | introduce these statistics in ordegitdorce the idea that digital
reading and writing most often can be classified asraacular literacy because students
develop the skills associated with digital reading antngrin their own time for their
own purposes, whether or not schools teach them to ese genre¥.

Students hold traditional ideas about what makes “good” writing.

One of the surveys’ most fascinating student responses iceresponse to the
guestion that asked students to pick the genre of writing“tieeftheir] best writing in.”
Not surprisingly, since the survey was administered dparclassroom curriculum, a
comparatively large group of students chose school gesitée genres in which they
did their best writing. The largest percentage of studdmesing any one genre chose
“research paper (with information/sources you had @) firwhich gathered 16.2 percent
of student votes. Close behind was summary, which 11.7 perceinidents chose as the

genre or mode that provoked their best writing.

8 Survey results did show that many students who createdites or learned coding did
gain that skill through school classes or for school pagpo According to survey results,
17.8 percent of students wrote for a web text or hypemes¢hool, 21.3 percent wrote
web or hypertext outside of school, while only 66 perdehnot do this at all.
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As shown in Appendix A, students also chose creatnitgng genres frequently,
with general creative writing the genre third most comipehosen, and poetry the
fourth most chosen. Perhaps surprising to those whoaog@reupon the student cyborg,
online writing received far fewer votes from students; iewas the most popular online
choice with still only 3.6 percent of votes, and othemangenres received even fewer
responsesThe implications of students’ answers to this questioveang interesting
because they help to illuminate what current students uaddras “good” or “best”
when considering their own literacy practices. Thoughysudents when given space
to provide an ending to the sentence, “Good writing is vgritivat...” provided an
answer relating to self-expression, honesty, or audigppeal, when asked to choose the
genre in which they write the best, many students weok ¢ choose standard and
formal academic genres, those genres for whom teaalersost often the only overt
audience. Student responses to this question suggest h@rfydasschool and dominant
literacy practices and attitudes are, even to cyborgmriStudents’ widespread
avoidance of online genres as their “best” does seauggest that students do see
differences between online and academic writing, perhagpsaing some widespread
fears about the horrible stylistic repercussions thahemvriting might transfer to
students’ academic writing or more formal discoursefialMbegins to become clear
through student data is this: like many of their teaclsuslent-borgs generally see more
formal writing as better writing.

What is FYC to do?: Toward a Foundational Pedagogy of Embodied Literacies

When asked to identify how important reading and wrisirgyto various facets of
life, students revealed that they believed the abilityetl and write effectively to be
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most important for school, less important for work eowiments, and much less
important for personal life. Nearly seventy-two petaef students reported that writing
for school was “very important” and no student repotied writing for school was “not
important at all” or “not very important.” On the othlgand, the same question applied to
“personal life” resulted in only 32.5 percent of studentosh@ “very important,” while
several students—fifteen in all—described writing as eithet important at all” or “not
very important” to their personal lives. Student answerthis question make me
wonder whether students even realize the amount dhgitiat they do in their personal
life and the purpose it often serves in fostering sagelationships and allowing them to
get information.

Just as when students most often defined good writinghaslseriting, these
statistics suggest that students associate writing roastetely with the things that
happen at school, and that, in turn, the literacy pre€tudents perceive as most
important are the ones valued in school. This also stgytied students identify writing
most concretely as a means to an end, important wir@rolves a grade report or a
paycheck, but not as concretely so when used only to comate@iceeded message or
respond to an exigency within a rhetorical situationndeed literacy learning and
writing are developing because of participation in noreethommunities and digital
interactions outside of school, then it appears thakestts may not even consider writing
as important to these activities, or they have nobggtun to be self-reflexive in those
practices.

Although it is not necessarily surprising that studdmshot pick online or
creative genres as examples of their best writingdmrsurvey, students' survey answers
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suggest a gap between the writing they actually do ingerahgenres, discourses, and
for a variety of purposes and what is evaluated and valugchool. In addition, students
do not seem to value personal writing as important, whaxdislene to believe that
students may need to be taught to value home, primary,igitel tkeracy practices and
to see the rhetorical complexity, skill, and purpose welin them. Students taking the
survey were much more conscious of writing as writingraading as reading when they
happened as part of literacy events associated with ble®lstomain, although these
were not the literacies that students reported pmagtimost frequently on their own time
within out-of-school contexts and situations. Studemiisfooks on literacy are very
much connected to the reading and writing practices thabssays are important, and
students, because they are so influenced by school disspdosnot treat digital
literacies self-reflexively or overtly understand thasnsituated rhetorically. Instead of
understanding and recognizing the ways in which they alriedwlyively know how to
meet the demands of rhetorical situations in digitahains, it appears that students
devalue online writing in favor of definitions of readingjtag, and literacy as what
takes place in school domains. In short, student cylawegas much a product of
dominant and “school” views of literacy as they are stilife unique online reading and
writing opportunities. Teaching students to be rhetoricalfrconscious users of

multiple discourses means taking this as a starting point.
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CHAPTER THREE:
DIGITAL VERNACULARS IN AN ACADEMIC DOMAIN

Scholarship breaking the ground of social networking contiesrlike
Facebook, case study ethnographies detailing individualsatligé@racy practices, and
new critical studies of online gaming communities and tiedeited message boards are
some of the newest, most exciting critical work thatrent computers and writing
researchers have to offer those with a stake inrbettdéerstanding digital vernacular
literacy practices. While | certainly take great interest in the methodgigg new
ground in understanding where, why, and how students’ dig@edcies are forming in
the IM world, | also sense the need for more scholamstiiressing relationships between
digital vernaculars and classroom spaces. If rhetoriccomposition teacher-scholars are
to understand implications of digital vernacular liiea for teaching writing across
literacy domains and discourses, then we need morersmost@nalyses of student digital
writing from classroom situations, analyses that documdat happens when digital and
academic literacies meet and overlap.

With this exigency grounding my research, | turned to lookenclosely at digital

writing produced by students in six first-year writing césstaught as part of the

® See boyd, danah. “Friendster and Publicly ArticulatedaBbietworks.” Conference on
Human Factors and Computing Systems. Vienna: ACM, April 22294. boyd uses
what she calls “ethnographic fieldwork” to trace the damatext of the Friendster
social networking software and individuals self-spondquarticipation in it. In addition,
Cynthia Selfe and Gail Hawisher have done digitalditgrethnography case studies for
the past several years including those details in Litgirate Lives in the Information
Age: Narratives of Literacy from the United Statdahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, 2004.
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Embodied Literacies research project at the Univeositiennesseé® Specifically, my
project analyzed writing students produced in classroom weldlog chat forums in
order to answer the following research questions: 1) Hogtuldents call on digital
vernacular literacies in their online writing?; 2) Whae potential relationships between
the vernacular writing students produce in digital domamsthe academic, sourced-
based writing they are asked to produce in college?; and\8)kight an FYC pedagogy
grounded in rhetoric best utilize the digital vernactdanelp students improve writing
across different writing domains and in different sitad? In this chapter, | sketch the
methods and purpose for my rhetorical analysis of digitedent writing by describing
the student and teacher participants in my researchiylmerviewing the course
content that students studied while enrolled in EL couesgdaining how | collected
data, and then detailing my methods of text analysis,hmbegan by identifying
syntactical markers of rhetorical moves in studenstef@oth the process of looking at
the statistical comparisons of blog writing to sourcesdasssays and the process of
closely examining digital writing through focused wordrsbas and text analysis gave
me the opportunity to begin to understand how studentssigtbup of writers called on
the rhetorical knowledge they already had about writindjgital realms—their
vernacular literacy skills, | would say—to make argumémtbeir classroom digital
writing.

As | have begun to explain, the digital student writimg\v turn toward is a

product of the classroom rhetorical situation. And thelesits whose writing |

19 The University of Tennessee is a state-supported, land igstitution with a total
enrollment of over 25,000.
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encountered in the EL classroom blogs and chat forohagurse, were well aware of
this fact. For example, one student, Abby, demonstraiedconnected the digital
writing of the EL class blogs was to the classroom sd@onavhen she said almost mid-
thought in her blog, “Class is over, so | am abruptly mgdiis.” As this posting shows,
the online writing | turn to analyze comes from studenggjotiations of what to them is
a new academic situation, and their writing, even gitalidomains like blogs and chat
forums, must be examined as a product of their participatiothat new community
periphery. When Abby proclaims the timely end to her jaLemtry, she really proclaims
her role—and gives herself a certain kind of identity-thim classroom community by
showing her teacher and classmates that she isen&intth of student to write more than
she needs for a school-sponsored writing task. Althougtebeher probably wished
that Abby and fellow students would jump at the chance ite whenever they had the
opportunity, the truth is that Abby knew the ruleshaf tlassroom writing situation, and
she played by them, ending her blog posting when class efaedlassroom situation,
without a doubt, is still a rhetorical situation for stot$e still a socially-situated site that
invites students to define their own identities in languagehis example already hints,
my analysis will show students using digital writing witltlassroom communities in
ways that teachers focusing on academic literacies dalwmays notice nor take the time
to consider.

Because my study is situated at the intersection @btand academic literacies
and discourse communities, it is necessary to address gbthe potential assumptions
and possible oppositions that ground the way relationshégpsoaceived between
“digital” and “academic” writing, especially when irdting a discussion about digital

53



vernaculars. When digital and academic domains crakserlap with one another in
classroom spaces, several oppositional binaries aretivpergirst, speaking of
relationships between digital and academic litera@qaires that we revisit the forced
dualism often placed between that which is “academid’taat which is “digital.” In a
way that | have come to see as unnecessary and potenéeaihful, there is a pervading
assumption in academia that digital reading and writimypagareally be academic; at
least not unless the digital medium in question is mesrly remediated from print,
like an online journal containing linear, academic essaythiough this may be slowly
changing as digital activists push for recognition of digatriting for academic tenure
reviews, teachers, departments, and institutions contnassume a separation between
the academic and the digital, even as we publish in@jdurnals, read and write
academic blogs, and conduct our most serious businessroaér

In the same way, one need not read farther thanv@emitherman’s scholarship
(1977) to see discussion of the established precedent foniagstinat alternative
discourses characterized as “vernacular” very oftehthemselves placed in opposition
to academic discourses. Although there is obviously grfatehce in discussing black
vernacular English (BVE) and digital vernacular ktey, a similarity lies in the fact that
alternative, unschooled discourses are often seeomattsing that must be “overcome”
in order for those who grew up using them to learn acadésemacy practices. And
those of us teaching academic literacies have a long@uoléd history of struggling to

understand how to help students mediate between acquimeeldial learned school

1 Jay David Bolter and Richard Grusin use the tesmediationto describe the
processes by which new mediums transform older mediums.
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discourses. Most of the traditional students who no\2006, enter first-year college
classrooms were born between the years of 1985 and 198%aveynad access to
Internet in schools and, for many of them, at homeesthe mid-nineties when many of
these students were barely ten years old. Many oé steslent-borgs grew up choosing
the computer over the phone for talking to friends onkmgge they first started to
research, they were finding out things they needed to kihnmugh search engines; and
they chose the computer for entertainment, playing onlineegan school and at home.
Since they were very young, incoming college students halied on digital discourses.

Both discussions of separating that which is digr@infthat which is academic
and that which is vernacular from that which is acaddmemme even more complicated
when we consider how “digital academic” discourse depgeldn other words, if
vernacular literacies develop as individuals learningaand writing practices associated
with interacting in various kinds of communities, thesm @an assume that those
individuals interacting within digital academic commurstage developing a discourse of
digital academic literacy. Students that produce digitéing in classroom rhetorical
situations are, through the process of their digitadirgpand writing, gaining entry into
academic discourse communities. They are writing aspaeticipants on the periphery
of academia.
Analyzing Digital Vernaculars With Help from Embodied Literaes Students

The student writing produced in the Embodied Literacieseptaan serve as a
case study for seeing digital and academic literadigar®mus kinds play out in student
writing, and, at the same time, the project alsotilates some of the assumptions and
most complex binaries that come when trying to understaitéhidvernaculars as
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important and formative for academic literacies. THnger purpose of the Embodied
Literacies study, in which | participated as co-principaéstigator, was to learn whether
and how students’ advanced, academic literacy practicegetiar improved when they
had the opportunity to rehearse or perform—to embodyeasalled it—academic
discourse through oral and digital mediums prior to apiogacademic writing
tasks? To find answers to this question, researchers desigsiediain which six
writing teachers each taught two different kinds of wgititasses. One set of six classes
followed a syllabus that replicated the most commostamdard best practices for
teaching FYC in our department, and another set of sksetafollowed an experimental
syllabus that made orality and digital writing a deldiely planned part of the academic
writing process. For purposes of studying the digital variaa in student writing, |
followed digital writing produced by students from the expental, embodied course
sections who consented to be part of the EL study—ttosients who wrote online in
blogs and online chat forums during their academic-liteleamning process.

The Embodied Literacies study demonstrates that we umgltrstand students’
advanced literacy learning as complex and non-lineatiallyj while students were
producing digital writing in blogs and online chat forumsHEonbodied Literacies

classes, teachers and researchers viewed that digtiabvprimarily as process work

12 The study was particularly concerned with assessingihowporating oral and digital
embodiment might help students become rhetorically satayilding source-based
academic arguments that detailed the experiences ofothaking cues from early
childhood literacy studies explaining children’s need toive the whole body in
language learning, by orally using or signing language befotmgvit, the study sought
to determine whether similar activities might stimulagev ways of learning in FYC
contexts. Members of the full group study presented lifiidings at the 2006 Chicago
CCCC convention and are drafting an article outliningifigd of the full study.

56



designed as a stepping-stone to academic writing in mor&fgenres like the source-
based academic essay. The theoretical grounding &ltlpeoject removed digital
writing from academic writing by conceptualizing blog writingdachat discussion only
as places of academic discourse rehearsal, asrsitdsah students would start thinking
about academic ideas and begin using academic languagesthatduld later “clean
up” and present more formally and with more rhetorikdl ;& more traditionally
academic realms. Although teacher-researchers maythken this attitude while
conceptualizing the project, however, the process sktjanalyzing student writing
across traditionally digital and traditionally acadeshaenains showed researchers that
something much more complicated happens as students udathweliedge of the digital
vernacular within classroom situations. Students somsttoupled arguments that
would be at home in academic settings with digital veutaa stylistic features, and they
carefully negotiated their online social context, wisibgstantly using their writing
interactively to build an identity for themselves andhare and receive information
from their classmates.
Embodied Literacies Teacher-Researchers

Other researchers in the EL project are importamytstudy because they taught
and helped frame the embodied courses from which | teokttident writing | analyzed
to identify the digital vernacular. The group of siadkers who incorporated blog and
chat writing into their classrooms was very diverfiancluded two experienced writing
teachers: co-principal investigator, Dr. Jenn Fishman, igshccurrent Assistant
Professor at UT, and one Ph.D candidate, Bill Doyley had extensive teaching
experience both within UT’s FYC program and in other galeettings. While these
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two teacher-researchers brought extensive teaching expet@their classrooms, four
of the six EL instructors were first-time college instors (myself includedy While
the instructors had varying levels of teaching experiencg,alse had very different
levels of self-sponsored technology use and differemetideof interest in digital
pedagogies. For example, two teachers were planning Mastesis projects involving
digital pedagogies (again, myself included); however, there also teachers in the
research group who would not normally include technologézaihing methods in their
classroom and who admitted feeling less comfortable wabrporating digital reading
and writing into their instructional methods.

In order to prepare all teachers to use blogs and chat famoht® keep goals
and approaches normed, the community of six teachersy afibh the project
coordinator (who organized and maintained all student data afidexatial material
during the course of the project), met weekly to discasgament sequences, to
anticipate and discuss previous challenges in the o@ssrand to reflect on the week’s
teaching and research experient®edhe teaching-researching group had planned at the
beginning of the study to complete detailed written instrdoigs that might later be

analyzed for teacher observations from each claseglthie semester, but, with two-

13 Al four of these teachers, Miya Abbott, Devon Asgélnanda Watkins, and I, had
completed UT’s teacher training program in the previousesem which in addition to
extensive mentoring and writing center tutoring, medihgathe Teaching First-Year
Composition course with Dr. Fishman, and many of theeptig new teachers were
drawn to the project while taking this course. In addjtis® more Graduate Teaching
Assistants who were mentored by the experienced tearheur project joined the study
and helped perform all teaching tasks associated with tiecpro
14 participants in the project focus on the experiendeaxthing and conducting research
within this community during a presentation entitled “Embogyiteracy in FYC” at
the 2006 CCCC convention in Chicago and are expanding tkeirsgion in an article
currently in the drafting process.
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hour-long weekly meetings a priority, teachers soon fabatlinstructor logs were
replaced by the oral dialogue conducted at those meetuhis) served at once as
debriefing sessions for the previous week of class and plasegsipns for the upcoming
teaching and research work to be performed.

Non-teaching participants from across UT’s campus pagd a number of
roles that helped teachers bring digital writing into thesroom and eventually helped
give me access to the student surveys and digitahgtihat | analyze in this project.
Within the English Department, department chair, DhnJZomchick, and First-Year
Writing Director, Dr. Mary Jo Reiff, helped researchaccess funds needed to provide
support for data analysis, and Kim Gottschall, DinahcBrand Judith Welch provided
countless kinds of support that allowed us to conducsth@y. In addition, the EL
project received help from several project participaatside the English Department.
Chris Hodge, a Sunsite representative at UT, built bkeg,gorovided server space for
our students’ blogs, and even attended EL group research gseatict class meetings to
facilitate the process of implementing blogs into tlssrooms. And, finally, an internal
Faculty First Grant awarded to Dr. Fishman enabled AledIRRnd Kathy Bennett from
UT’s Innovative Technology Center to provide both tecAhsupport and hands-on
support developing online surveys, helping project membersroplate hardware
choices, and providing other assistance with technologydfmout the semester.
Embodied Literacies Students

The students whose digital writing | analyze are stisgdeho enrolled in six
specially designed and pre-selected first-year writingsela taught by the six teacher-
researchers | have described. These students coma ft@ass of students at UT that has
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gained distinction for several reasons. Presumablgusecthe HOPE scholarship led
more students from Tennessee to stay in state who tmaghtgone out of state to
colleges in years before, students whose work | aealgme from the incoming college
class at UT that had higher test scores and grade perages than any class in the
University of Tennessee’s history—the average ACT scosedbeb and GPA was a 3.54
(UT Enrolls). Even twenty-nine percent of the Fall 20@&iming class graduated high
school with a 4.0 grade point average. In addition, niynstudents made up 16 percent
of the incoming freshman class at UT, which was a highezentage than any year in
the past, and UT enrolled 26 percent more Hispanic and 1énpenoee Asian students
in Fall 2005 than in Fall 2004 (UT Enrolls np).
Methods for Obtaining Student Participants

The students whose writing | analyze were studentsssligenrolled in one of
the six pre-selected experimental Embodied Literadasses. During the first week
these classes met, each EL instructor explainedhbatdurse was a part of a research
project and outlined details of data collection, storage,amalysis to their classes. After
explaining that consenting to the study was voluntarythatparticipants would have no

extra work above what the course normally required,ungtrs gave each student two

15 The specific students who chose to join Embodied ddies were almost perfectly
divided between males and females, and a quick scan of studbdates of tells us that
they were a very traditional group of students in agt) mearly every student coming
straight out of high school. In fact, only three studgarticipating in the study had
birthdays before 1986. Students who chose to participate iresearch had majors that
ran the gamut from Interior Design to Aerospace Engingeéo Accounting to Nursing.
And their long-term goals ranged from "working at a trapresort” to law, med, vet,
and culinary school to working at an "automotive speed Si@fcourse, many
consenting students were undecided about their majore@agddrm career goals.
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institutionally-approved Informed Consent documéhtsne which asked for their
consent to become members of the study and anothéhatresked for permission to
archive their data for future research purpdéesfter students decided whether or not to
consent to the study and text archive, researchersdpabigh premium on maintaining
students’ confidentiality and following the institutionaflpproved protocol for avoiding
student risk?

Initially, 232 total students consented and became studentsuiilyipants, and
slightly less than half, 106, of these students weggr@i members of the embodied
classes, which, because of the digital writing thely die the focus of my project. The
number of students who completed the courses and witds® | had access to for
analysis is significantly lower than this, howevercaiuse several participating students
withdrew from the course during the semester. Althouggmpiled survey results from

all students who originally enrolled in the coursesqily @nalyzed digital writing from

16 See Appendix B for an example of both Informed Constate®ents used, the EL
Project Consent Form and the EL Text Archive ConsentnF

17 Students read documents these two consent documetassnchose whether or not to
participate in the study, and then place consent dodsmefabeled envelopes—signed
if they chose to participate and unsigned if they choseonmirticipate. Instructors
repeated this routine in subsequent class sessions intomgige students adequate time
to consider whether or not to consent to the study.

18 \While classes were being taught, only the EL projectdinator knew which students
had consented and joined the study. During this time, lther&ect coordinator
assigned codenames to consenting students and maintalatabase that held matching
names and codes. After final grades were complete,icokpal investigators gained
access to the list of consenting students and protectédngtconfidentiality by removing
student names from all documents associated with themegplacing them with
codenames. Original e-copies and, in some cases, tyies ©f student work retaining
original names and other identifiers were kept accessibly to the project coordinator
and co-principal investigators, which enabled them to veafjenames and to track
individuals in different course sections when necessary
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students who completed the entire semester in therota®s because | felt it was
important to have the ability to trace the movement of siiudeting over the entire
semester. In addition, the initial number of consgnsitudents dropped because some
students had not filled out Informed Consent Statemempletely and had left out a
required signature or their initials. In the end, theeeen201 total students who
completed the semester and consented to have themgnaitalyzed. Ninety-three of
these students form the experimental classrooms, vehaafocus in this study.
Courses, Sections, Readings, Syllabi: Teaching Embodied Liiesa€Classes

When the study began, the University of Tennesgesisyear writing program
was in the midst of changing and norming curricular g@add,the embodied classes
whose writing | analyzed worked under the new curricigdgisions, which stressed the
goals of 1) reading rhetorically, 2) rhetorical and contaxanalysis, 3) taking a stand,
and 4) producing arguments using multiple sout€edhe teachers for the courses |
analyzed chose to teach students these rhetorical gbdé they read and rhetorically
analyzed unique texts that asked students to interact withttet would purposely ask
them to consider—and step into the shoes of—the situatioother people with
backgrounds and experiences likely very different fronr then. Researchers felt that a
syllabus that asked students to read and identify witlstitries of individuals with such
diverse backgrounds would give students opportunities tonlse eanediums for a

number of different kinds of rhetorical tasks.

19 See Appendix @or a sample syllabus associated with the experimeetsibs of our
course.
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Teacher-researchers divided courses into three ungspraject focuses on the
second and third units of our course, during which students wrotassroom digital
domains®® For the process leading up to the terminal assignmesmitriTwo, the
embodied student sections maintained course blogs createdhithe open-source
Content Management Software, Drupal. Although resea dedvated about whether or
not to mimic public blogging in a more private medium Blackboard, our university-
provided course-management software, in the end we decidatelzublic aspect of
writing on a blog available to the reading public throughitiernet was an important
part of giving students writing spaces in the digital dmm&esearchers also made the
decision to have blogs be “community” based, rather itihdimidual. In the community
blog setup that teacher-researchers chose to use, esichgsodisplayed on a community
frontpage, but, at the same time, all students’ writiag wollected simultaneously and
could be viewed on their individual blog page. In esseneehlttly was organized as a
collaborative, community space, even as it could be vieseacollection of individual
blogs sites.

Beginning in unit two, Embodied Literacies teachers usedbithy in the

classroom primarily to give students a space to discusatejeind research issues

20 During the first unit of our courses, when students workexuigh issues raised by
Mark Haddon’sThe Curious Incident of the Dog in the Night-tirrality figured

strongly into our embodied sections’ process assigtsnedur embodied course sections
performed their writing ideas orally in small group preagons, long before their
drafting process began. Although these oral performamessthe featured embodied
activity of this unit, smaller daily class activities amporated orality as well. For
example, instructors often asked embodied sections tov@dd aloud in class during
rhetorical reading instruction, and peer review for thecad®al class centered on
discussion between students prompted by teacher questions.
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related toPersepolisthe story of Marjane Satrapi’s childhood growing up in
revolutionary Iran, as they worked toward producing a f@raedemic essay. Although
exact prompts for the blogs varied from classroom to rdass, instructors created
“categories” to guide blog postings. These categoriesdred "journaling,” which was
broadly conceived as a place where student would respoeddioetr prompts and write
longer academic postings; “inquiries” were spaces for quesand answers of any
variety; "freewrite” was left open for self-sponsostddent writing on any topic; and
“after class” was a space that encouraged students toweifhce-to-face discussion
from the day’s class online on the blog.

The decision to use teacher prompts to help students fomiusligital writing
was a deliberate one. This decision was motivated trbyastudies like the one Robert
P. Yagelski and Jeffrey T. Grabill outlined in “Computeediated Communication in
the Undergraduate Writing Classroom: A Study of the Relahip of Online Discourse
and Classroom Discourse in Two Writing Classes” (1998)chvhiiggested that
classroom context and teacher framing is one of the imp®srtant factors in
determining whether or not students see digital classmdting as relevant and
important. Interestingly, one of the most common glaints with computer-mediated
communication that Yagelski and Grabill identified in studgirveys was that students
did not “know what to talk about,” or saw their onlinetuag as divorced from context
and social situation (22).

Instructors gave prompts for blog writing to encourage stsdergrapple with
issues raised by the complex text in an interactivenip to jump-start students’ Internet
research, and to facilitate the posing and answeringxofelated questions. For
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example, most instructors gave a prompt that asked studestk a question that would
help them understand something that puzzled théPeiisepolis almost all students did
some kind of online research work to help them understantistorically-situated
rhetorical context of the work and then reported it bicgy posting; and almost every
student analyzed a specific image or set of images terblog. In addition, more
specific blog prompts included things like “Write about anythnga withPersepolis
that you would like,” or “What’s going on in contemporémgn? Search a newspaper
web site to find out, post the link to the story and adfeomment on it. Please be
mindful to post different information than others in alass,” or “Respond in a
thoughtful and substantive way to at least one othdrlgosomeone else in the class.”
Instructors had the option of assessing blog entriesegsstw fit; however, none of the
six instructors assigned “formal grades” for posting. Astéwo of the instructors did
monitor and give students participation credit based on disidempletion of a required
number of postings.

During the unit that incorporated blogging, classes hadhien of meeting
inside a computerized lab that allowed each student accassetworked personal
computer. Because classes had access to these labstsstaddd write in blogs during
classtime and instructors used some prompts for in-clagsalsling. However,
instructors also assigned writing for students to comglitée they left the classroom, as
homework assignments to keep them thinking about coursrialidietween formal
classes. While students from all six blogging classes pealdsmme blog entries of all
these kinds, blogs, of course, did vary from classranateissroom. In particular, the
way one class of students used their blog is much mdhe ifashion of synchronous
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digital communication like chat, which meant that ¢iéeended commentaries and
rehearsal spaces for academic writing which charaetémany of the other blogs
simply were not present on this particular classroag.bIThis particular class blog
featured, instead, many similar features to the IM vgithrat students did in other
classes.

If teachers had specific plans for how students wouldhesblogs, then students
also had room to personalize, plan, and control, to sxteat, their digital spaces. The
blogs also gave students many different ways to perserthiar online space and to
build identity online in ways that would likely be familig them from their other
previous online experiences. For example, students cintise pseudonyms to use
while writing in their blogs, an initial identity-buildg move that all students made.
Some students chose to use their real names to reptiesienline identities, but most
selected screennames that did not reveal who theyouesile digital domains. It is also
certainly true that even though most instructors shamugis and assignments and
discussed blogs together in weekly meetings, all siemfft classes had blogs that
looked different and that that contained different tyglestudent writing. Students and
instructors created unique online spaces and they did so gdiyoohoosing unique
names for their blogs, names liRersian Pride Hot Mamas, Cool Daddies, and Wet
Chalk andGetting Crunk With Bloggingut also by posing and answering different
types of questions and researching different subjectsoudtihthere were a few visual
design aspects to the site that students could manipstiatients primarily personalized
their blogs through their words—by how they named themselvegheir sites and in the
type of writing they produced.
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In the third unit, teachers continued assigning blog ptemhat allowed students
to probe another complex text and to report findingsitgal contextual research, while
working to produce a longer researched paper. During thistbaitlasses introduced
another kind of digital writing: oral, face-to-face €dadiscussion was supplemented by
online chat and IM writing. Using either America Onlimstint Messenger or
Blackboard, our students discussed issues that they ma@detoaih through reading
The Laramie Projecta play which dramatizes reactions to the death of gigge
student, Matthew Shepard, in Laramie, Wyoming. In sdasses, students continued to
write using the online digital identities and screennatmey had created while blogging.
In other classes, where students used the BlackboarMgtassroom interface,
students chatted using their real world names, sincedtftstare required it.

The discussions that happened in chat forums startegwithpts and
assignments from teachers, but students often found thesseorking into tangential
subjects related to their own beliefs on homosexuajay,culture, and hate crimes in
America. As with writing in the blogs, specific instroicprompts for class chatting
varied across sections, but most students chatted @n@famon topics such as their
initial responses tdhe Laramie Projectcollaborative cultural and contextual analysis
about the ways GLBTQ people are treated, and discussimms their research topics
and questions. In addition, some teachers decided to condwatlual or group
conferences with students using IM.

Data Collection and Storage

For this project, | looked at two types of student data: guestires and student

digital writing. Each student enrolled in all EL classempleted a set of questionnaires
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designed to have students reflect on past and currentalgagxperiences inside and
outside the classroom. Instructors assigned a tofaliokurveys to all studentSpne
during the first week of class, and subsequent surveyssafidents completed the
terminal academic writing assignment for each unit. ffeesurvey, which | discuss and
analyze in Chapter Two, asked students specific questions tgzhnology use and
asked them which digital genres they had used for writiitg tor class and outside of
class during their high school years. Subsequent surviegd atudents to reflect on their
digital writing experiences within our classrooms, aspeeially, asked them to self
report how they saw their digital writing working withimeir process of academic
writing. Although all students enrolled in the classasdlyzed completed the surveys,
only the data of students who consented to the studgxysted into Microsoft Excel
format and associated with their project coden&me.

My data collection process for student digital writingrieed in tandem with the
group collection of all student writing produced during theester. Project members
chose to save all student data possible in electromt ifoorder to preserve reusable
backup copies. Consenting students’ blog writing, presemeteoserver space
provided by UT’s Sunsite representative, Chris Hodge, whected and transferred to

Microsoft Word documents for easy storage. Co-pringipadstigators downloaded blog

1 See AppendiD for typed examples of the survey questions that studentpleted in
online format.
22 Students completed these questionnaires in online forrimat fosm software available
at Zoomerang.com. Researchers chose to ask studeesptmd in online format to
simplify the process of data entry and paper usage foegulata because Zoomerang
information exports directly into Excel. In additioesearchers believed most students
would find surveys less time-consuming and easier to coenple online, rather than
paper format.
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writing to project computers and replaced blog aliasestiwéltodenames that had been
assigned to students, in order to protect their onlindiige=n To save chat sessions,
teachers, during the semester, recorded chat sesstsawd them in Microsoft Word
documents, which were stored, again, on project laptops.agademic, source-based
writing students produced was also coded and collected finilarsmannef® To
provide backup hard copies of writing, each student in ale@ttasses turned in a final
portfolio of writing, which coincides with regular tean@ipractices in our department.
These portfolios contained all process and terminajjasgnts completed over the
course of the semester and served as hard-copy backepsgeiany electronic digital
writing was lost.
Data Analysis

Like my data collection, my analysis began by wagkwith the initial group
Embodied Literacies analysis of student writing froen ¢imbodied classes. In this
preliminary analysis, researchers chose to look gl@dive key pieces of writing from
consenting students in the embodied classes, inclulkdéngthree final terminal writing
assignments, their blog entries and recorded scriptsdraly recorded, two-minute
audio essays that students produced. Because a largexf&med number of students
consented to the study, researchers limited the nunflseudents whose writing was

analyzed. Co-principal investigators chose a randomizeddhethbodied students by,

23 Students’ other assignments were collected in spewiail accounts developed for
project data storage at gmail.com. Gmail, because bfige storage capacity, unique
organizational abilities, and password-protected statusd@s data storage unit for all
papers still associated with students’ actual nameser Afe semester ended and grades
were assigned, co-principal investigators downloaded ctinggrapers from Gmail onto
project laptops, replaced student names with codenamesransgiad from papers any
evidence that could compromise student confidentialityitikgructor or section names.
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first, placing instructor names in alphabetical orderaptabetizing students
corresponding to each instructor within their own @assAfter creating this
alphabetized database, researchers created a sirs#ifigple by choosing every third
student from the database. The students chosen bduausentple students for data
analysis. Researchers also limited the number @igoaphs analyzed to the first, middle,
and last paragraphs of each text or the first, midaie |ast blog posting, which allowed
researchers to judge the coherence and use of rhetoagakrthroughout the course of
student writing.

The initial, preliminary global analysis of studenttmg, including the blog
postings, began during a reading conducted by twenty-five neerdéned in a rubric
developed by Embodied Literacies researchers. The nvbsdeveloped to allow
researchers to identify specific linguistic markers gigwal students’ attempt to make
argument-building rhetorical mové$.Co-principal investigators explained the rubric to
potential readers as a mnemonic device named THINK, vidided specifically for the
following kinds of rhetorical moves in student textsngiions; hypotheticals;
integratives, specifically the context-building languagsociated with locating,
referencing, establishing causality, and comparing; neggtand, finally, what we called
“kickers,” which were when students stated their own opisias fact® Although our
rubric obviously could not include all the ways in whichdgnts make rhetorical moves,

these particular ways of using language correlated withriheal thinking and analytical

24 The Embodied Literacies rubric owes much to ShirlegeBHeath, who originally
posed THINK as a possible mnemonic for the language dewveeganted to identify in
student writing.
2> See Appendix E for a copy of the reading rubric given ttgiating readers.
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skills associated with building academic argument antheasame time, were moves
necessary to make when detailing the experience of others

Readers at the initial, twenty-five-person reading sadutime first, middle, and
last blog entry from each consenting student and circtedswthat signaled students’
attempts at making the specific rhetorical moves thatwbric was designed to find.
After reader reports were complete, | read every re@$ponse text associated with the
blog writing and recorded into a Microsoft Excel spreadseeety word string that
readers associated with each part of the rubric. Tiisrgeed a comprehensive list of
word strings that readers had associated with studgntswriting 2°

This list compiled formed from reader reports then guaeare comprehensive
computer analysis of texts using the qualitative datayasisadoftware NVivo.
Researchers chose NVivo to perform the global texlyars allowed for coding changes
to take place during any phase of the analysis, contaisedrah mechanism that
allowed for easy data retrieval, and contained an addiature that allowed researchers
to add coding “nodes,” as NVivo calls them, at any stagbeofesearch process.
Combining the rigor of computer analysis with the nuamzkvariation of our human
reader responses in the end gave our group the us thesgodetiece of accurately
assessing the large-scale differences—or the lack thetsifveen the writing of
students associated with the embodied and conventiotebisyl

My analysis of students’ digital writing began by wotkinom the findings of the

initial Embodied Literacies reader responses in twebfit ways. To begin, | worked

26 Readers completed the same process with students’ @cadenrce-based essays, and
researchers compiled a comparable list of words readddrassociated with the THINK
rubric categories.
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with the other co-principal investigator, Dr. Fishman, u$iMivo to examine students’
first, middle, and last blog entries to look for speaiferds that our readers had
identified as organic to students’ source-based, academiicgyrThat is, instead of
searching for words | already knew students were usirtgiblbgs to make rhetorical
moves, | first searched to determine whether they weing wsords that had been
identified as particular to formal essay assignmentss initial search mined students’
blog texts for the list of rubric words organic to studeatademic writing, which helped
us determine how often students made the same rhetoagaknm the blog writing that
our readers identified as natural to use in their acarjesmurce-based essays. The
purpose of this exercise was to begin to understandomeddiips at the level of language
and syntax between digital writing and the more trauwlitl academic writing students
composed later in source-based academic essays.

It was central to my project to determine what rhetdmeoves were organic to
students’ digital writing, so that | could point to rhetatifeatures of the digital
vernacular. With this in mind, | returned to initial dea responses a second time. Using
the list created from reader reports of blog writing, gaaded my sample of blog writing
by including all blog postings (rather than first, middlej &st only) from the thirty-one
students in the original stratified sample of studekts. analyzing this larger group of
texts, | used NVivo once again, but this time to seaschhie language and word strings
that readers had found present in the blog texts theyzaukfor our rubric. In this
reading, | chose to focus my analysis on how studeritseiblog texts used hypothetical,
causal, and transitional language, because comparing st ftdim the blog texts to
word lists from the academic, source-based essaysajigreitowed the most variation in
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words coded by readers for these three categories oftiidKTrubric. | also expanded
my criteria by adding rubric categories grounded in the blotngri These included
self-referentials, conversational markers, and blogeates.

While features of blog writing allowed me to be rigoroumyanalysis, chat and
IM writing presented problems for large-scale text analyBecause IM and chat
conversation nearly always happened between consentingosa-consenting students
from the EL study, | could not analyze chat writing igl@bal way because | could not
separate consenters from non-consenters withougldstinteractive quality that
distinguishes synchronous interaction. Although probleitisa@nsent and
confidentiality made it impossible to perform a comprehenanalysis of chat, | have
collected chats from each classroom and have usesl iokatving consenting students to
help illustrate the digital vernacular. Although nateatified sample, looking at even a
small amount of chat writing allowed me to point toyg/éhat the characteristics of the
digital vernacular common to blog writing might or migiut occur across different
digital writing mediums, so that later research miglke up this question in more
comprehensive ways.
The THINK Rubric and Additional Coding Categories

Although | mentioned the coding categories | used taifjaiypes of rhetorical
moves students made in blog writing, | should furtherarpihat | mean by the six
rubric categories on which | chose to focus my analysisgital writing: transitions,
hypotheticals, causals, self-referentials, conversalspand blog references.
Transitions, for the purposes of the rubric were wordsgdimply designate the
movement from one idea or set of ideas to anothenpwitnecessarily establishing a
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specific type of relationship between the ideas. Commamples of transitions
identified include word strings like “in fact,” “also,” aridnother.” Hypothetical
language for the rubric is simply any language that studeset$o enter into the realm of
the possible or posit a scenario that had not actugbigdreed factually. The most
common examples of hypothetical language marked by readerdadc'if/then”
constructions; however, hypotheticals also included studental state verbs such as
“picture” or “imagine.” Causals we consider a typeitegrative language because
students use them to build context for ideas within tleeir tCausal language such as
“because,” “due to,” or “so” help students build rhetorivalves that established cause
and effect relationships.

In addition to searching for these original rhetoricalkers of the THINK rubric,
| established new coding categories for “visual” and “coratersal” markers of self in
the digital texts. By “visual” markers of self, | rete the ways that students use markers
other than words to insert themselves into a text, edpeasing ellipses or emoticons.
By “conversational” markers, | refer to language suchnadl;” “I mean,” or “hey” that
students employed rhetorically in their digital writinBecause markers of self became
S0 noticeable and interesting within the digital and sstased academic writing, |
chose to use NVivo to search the same larger sarhgiog writing for the pronoun “.”
At the same time, coding the word “you” helped show Btwdents interacted, and
whom they address in their writing.

Finally, as | noticed students constantly using the tdagflect on or narrate the
experience of using the medium itself, | also ranaacsefor “blog” using NVivo and
coded the passages in which students refer to the blogitsedir writing. Also,
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students were strking in narrating their initial experésnusing the blog, and so it
became important to search the blogs for incidencefirst’*to allow a closer inspection
of how students described their own initial writing expeces on the blog.
The Emerging Digital Vernacular: What the Language Shows
Although my analysis focused attention on the spewifirds that students used
in their writing, this approach charged readings of stutdens that did more than just
point to dead, disembodied words on a computer screenbullhef my data reporting,
then, rather than just giving lists of words and how offtety appeared in the blog
writing, will use students’ own words to illustrate theietoric. In order to show how
students’ language in the blog writing is rhetorically sédapurposeful, and motivated,
| turn to a Burkean frame of analysis. Kenneth Burkéhénopening oA Grammar of
Motives(1945) asks his audience to consider the question, “Whatas/ed, when we
say what people are doing and why they are doing it?” (Buyrke responds by offering
the five elements—the pentad—of dramatism, which he suggesisir overlap and
even in their slippery nature that makes them diffitaupin down, help to provide a
method of analysis for beginning to understand the mokigbsd any give situation.
Burke explains the pentad as “five terms [which act] asm@géprinciple of our
investigation. They are: Act, Scene, Agency, Purposg’ (kurther, Burke suggests:
In a rounded statement about motives, you must have wonaethat
names thact (names what took place, in thought or deed), and another
that names thecene(the background of the act, the situation in which it

occurred); also, you must indicate what person or kiqzecon §gen)
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performed the act, what means or instruments he ageth¢y and the

purpose (xv, emphasis his)
A close look at students’ rhetoric in the blog writing suggdsat these particular blogs
and their unique socially-situated context inside bo#damic and digital domains
created &ceneto use Burke’s language, or a background that allowed fgr ve
interesting kinds of traceable emerging student writmgjideas, which manifested
themselves in the languagets—or the blog postings—studeagentscreated within the
blog scene. Students, used rhetoric—their “means,” tmsitriment,” theimgency—
when they produced writing acts within the blog scene.

On one hand, reaching for Burke’s pentad helps pin dowstabdize the

multiple elements in play when students wrote in Essraom blogs. It helps show how
the scene for student writing remained relatively stasen as it contained overlapping
elements of both digital and academic rhetorical siaati Burke’s framework also
helps pinpoint the acts going on in this scene—the blegnys, which for these students
were essentially text bound and almost totally comprdedbrds. On the other hand,
using Burke’s pentad to talk about students’ blog writing hédpsvsats dynamic nature
by drawing attention to different elements of the blogimg that were constantly in flux:
shifting repeatedly as students’ purposes, means, and evidentiges from which they
wrote changed. In the end, even as the pentad provided &stgldfiamework, what the

pentad really highlights is students’ rhetorical play.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
INTERSECTIONS OF DIGITAL VERNACULAR AND ACADEMIC
LITERACIES: EXAMPLES FROM THIRTY-ONE STUDENTS’ DIGI TAL
DOCUMENTS

When students’ digital words do the talking, perhaps ngtrisingly, they show
rhetorical strategies that reinforce the importancé®sbcial nature of the digital
academic scene. Students used rhetoric to assessateegatd create their social
context, and they showed awareness of multiple acegereading their work and
speaking both directly and indirectly to other agentféir twriting scene. Embodied
Literacies students’ digital rhetorics in this classramriing scene suggest that students
bring an awareness of digital domains as social domathghem from past digital
vernacular experiences.
Reflecting On/In Digital Vernaculars

Embodied students’ language suggests a complicated relapidrethieen digital
vernaculars, reflective writing, and the social. Camed over, the way students reference
the blog in their posts gives insight into how they—aslant bodies—viewed it as a
scene for writing. Over thirty-one students’ postings,word “blog” was used a total of
126 times, and their commentary suggests that many assbblag writing with oral
dimensions of class discussion. Gabby’s blog, for exangoimments: "I kind of think
of these blogs as a class discussion online so itinslgss to be repetitive.” And, after
reading some blogs from Iran, Mark says, “I just thirkiitteresting to see the contrast
between how the purpose of blogs goes from a cove[rjtienesting discussion to vital
components of idealistic movements [in iran].” Inithreflections comparing blog
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writing to oral discussion, these student writers shay tinderstand a social and
interactive function for the writing done there. Ylseiggest the blog space is closely
related to embodied, oral communication, and they shatthe writing acts produced
within this blog are written for a community, “out loud ® speak, so that others can
“hear” them.

The process of turning from lined notebook paper or eved wmcessing
interfaces toward the blog made Embodied Literacies stsiaeore aware of their
writing scene, of the medium-specific context thliienced their writing acts. The blog
itself and its position in the writing classroom seeltoedreate a motivation for reflective
writing, especially for reflection about what it igdito post on the blog. Christina Hass
in Writing Technology: Studies on the Materiality of Litergt996) suggests that
although most “[w]riters do not notice most of the tedbges they employ, simply
because those technologies are always there e writers move from one writing
technology to another that they are more likely taceotaterial writing contexts (xi).

As Haas explains, “The materiality of writing becompesfoundly obvious when
technologies change—when writers move from the heth@Mmanuscript and the feel of
a new Blackfeet pencil, to the bright, wired-up, whirrbax and clicking keyboard on
the desk” (24). Embodied Literacies writers, as Haas stgjgéid seem very aware of
writing technologies when in mid-semester they shiftedting in digital mediums;
however, the shift did more than simply alert studemtie physical differences of
writing online, which in itself was new to many of the®tudents’ language reveals that
they began to see social differences between writiogher domains and within the
digital blog scene.
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We know from surveys and examples presented in previ@aears that many
students had never practiced blog writing before theisiasn experience with the EL
project. Although these students obviously could relpmvious rhetorical knowledge
of blog writing to understand the medium and social cardgthat scene, quite often
they refer to experience with other online mediumsayg explain that they lack
familiarity with the blog. Students who admitted they&veew to blogging often
pointed out other digital fluencies, as Rachel does sdhiry:

I am new to this stuff they call "blogging." I've heard ahbbefore
through friends, and they are addicted to it, like I'm@ed to facebook.
It's confusing at first how to get things set-up and etiafbut like most
things, the more you do it the better you get at it. liksbodoing this
because it's something completely new to me, it's difféten being in a
classroom, and you get to say what you want and letohie know your
opinion.
Rachel, in this post, makes several noteworthy obsenstibout the blog scene, while
she shows that other digital discourses are second riathee. First, she ties blogging
as a medium to another online writing scene with whinehis more familiar: the social
networking software, Facebook, which she claims toeoelicted to.” Although Rachel
does say she is “completely new to” blogging, the newiod the blog scene seems to be
what invites her to make observations about what it istdikerite in the medium. She
contrasts it immediately to more standard academisrclam situations, remarking that
“it’s different than being in the classroom.” AlthouBlachel does not enumerate exactly
what makesvriting on the blog so different frotveingin the classroom, her final words
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evoke audience and the public nature of online writing inrtledium. She likes it that
she can “say what [she] want[s]” and let “the worldah.

When students like Rachel write about blogging, they revealstudents
themselves perceive the blog functioning within the classraadrthe course as a whole.
Some students’ perceived purposes and motive for using thenbdtags actually had
very little to do with reading or writing—and for sometbém the medium did not match
up to their expectations about what the role of digitedia should be in the classroom.
Their blog entries reflect their confusion about whdinenwriting should be for in the
the digital/academic scene. Andrew, for example,post entitled simply “Blackboard”
comments, “It might just be me, but | really dont lgegtting on this blog stuff to see
whats up with class...I liked the old way of getting ortklaoard and checking class
stuff instead of changing on us and using this confusing blog thalaont get it...." It
might not be completely surprising that Andrew “didn’t gjeif he expected to use the
blog only for “checking class stuff,” rather than for g his own ideas and reading
other students’ writing. Nonetheless, it is worth notimag Andrew writes his critique of
the blog as a posting on the blog; whether the onlinenfangets the needs that he thinks
it should, he sees it as a writing space where heafkct on the way he understands
limitations of the blog writing scene.

To say that students develop digital vernacular ligepaactices in past situations
writing with technology is not to say that students gmgofeel comfortable using every
digital medium, and it certainly does not mean thatyestident has advanced
experience on computers or enjoys using them. In her Hoglidl says, “I stay confused
on the blogging!! Im not good with computers nor bloggggs!!”"sSehstudents, even
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through their complaints, though, hint at the socialireabf students’ digital writing.
Natalie’s comment literally screams her frustratimch in the performative, embodied
fashioned that | described students’ chat exchangesrearas project. Further, when
she plays with the spelling of “bloggggs,” she changes howelaglers hear her writing,
which is infused with the tone she wants to expressrimvhing act.

Already, one thing that | hope these students’ wrisingws is that it was not just
one or two students—and not just the most experienced bleggdrs produced
interesting texts on the blog. Although a glance asecteom blog log files shows that
some students were high users and others visited the bdogfies, even the students
least familiar with the blog used it reflectively, amdny of their narratives give the most
insight into the blog as a scene for writing. When &l about the blog, “i have never
bloged before, but i think that bloging is helpful becausmgtone time you can see
anybodys answer or opinion to any thing that has been paisted.and this exchange of
ideas is very helpful,” he calls attention to the kdoigteractivity. Using “anybody” here
to stand in for the people in his class, the people agtwalling on the blog, Jake
references the social community of writers of whichshe part, and identifies
“exchange” between people—agents writing to each other—fesdwe of what it means
to be in this writing community.

Whether or not they realized it when they were wgitistudents like Natalie,
Andrew, Rachel and Jake demonstrate that the blog wasaiareflective space and a
social space for students that called their attentidhe technologies of writing, that
helped them publicly articulate relationships betweetimgscene and writing acts, and
that allowed them to do this while “talking to” other tvrgg community members using
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similar means for similar purposes. Just as writkesHiaas point to the often hidden
relationship between writing, technology, and mateyiatio also new blog writers notice
how the blog scene affected the kinds of writing they pradiudeen they wrote in it.
Room For the Self: Digital Rhetorical Situations and Social 8ent Selves

Burke suggests that just as “the agent is an author attiswhich are descended
from him,” so also “conversely, his acts can make himemake him in accordance with
their nature. They would be his product and/or he wouldhdiest (16). Students’ blog
postings, as writing acts within their situated digitsd@mic scene, could be described
as inventing students within the social blog space evegshituch as students as agents
invented the blog postings collected under their pseudonymsci&gpsince many of
the students kept their identities and their writing @nltlog separate from their real
world names and faces, their writing acts constructed identities for the class and for
whatever bigger public might access and read their sitesst&dents writing online in
this scene, using the first-person, or rhetorically groughen argument using “l,” meant
creating that “I” in words, it meant making a mere wonda screen into a living,
breathing, thinking body—a virtual body, and one construcaeefally and purposefully.

Although it might seem possible that students writinthia situation would want
to preserve online anonymity and would, thus, avoid writingiaiemselves, the
opposite is actually true. When we compared the frequeinstudents’ use of the word
“I” across the different assignments they were givetine Embodied Literacies study,

students were statistically more likely to use “I” ingplariting than in their academic
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essay assignmerfts.Of course, the fact that students refer to themsefees in blogs
than in academic essays—and that they do so in theesitgld most overt way by using
the first-person pronoun—is not particularly surprisingnteresting on a surface level.
Even though teachers were assigning prompts for the blogneesio push students
toward academic literacy, informal process writingllag up to academic writing is
typically more self-reflexive and accepting of persoqmahimg and commentary than is
academic essay writing, at least for undergraduate wriend doubtless many
academic writing teachers do all they can to removérigerson from students’
academic writing. However, in this digital scenedbendant “I” does more than just
carelessly opine or state uncontextualized beliefs. néé othe “I” creates identity and
ethos for students—nbuilds their very virtual presence—wtalpihg them resituate
tough class material in a way that puts them in sooiatiext with it.

For example, one specific type of reflective writihgttrequired students to
construct a self within the blog postings happened when ssudemnked through subject
matter by relating it to their own past personal exg®es and histories. Part of the
work of telling other people’s stories in the blog scer@ant inventing a virtual persona
that could identify with the stories students neededlto Although students almost
certainly did not think of their writing as crafting atuial self, students’ writing acts that
fall into this category seem to be as much about seibdesy and definition—about

inventing the “I” they use—as they are about putting newmétion in the context of

27 After entering frequency data into the statistical asialgoftware SPSS and

performing a number of parametric tests, researchers finan students used the work

“I” significantly more frequently in blog postings thansource-based essay paragraphs.
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their own backgrounds. In a post entitled “Something taéMbout,” Kayla invents
herself for her blog audience using a discussion obfédiPersepolis
Well being that i am a woman and my personal freedongaioth all the
other women around the globe mean SO MUCH to me, i thauki twill
address the issues of feminism that Satrapi display@drsepolis. | think
that her main purpose is to one uplift the woman becaisa fact that
we have come along way from where we used to be, antbtaleo make
it an ultimate awareness that women were treatedlgscts to the males.
Our job was to be obedient and subservient to the meanpin our
lives but also to the government. [...] It is not athi$ issue is non-
exsistant, becausee are still looked at as inferior to men in the eyes of
some, but i think this is just a general awareness of whatlly going
on. (italics mine)
Here Kayla starts out by identifying herself—or at ledestsifying herself—for her blog
audience. She identifies herself first as a womadh,then as someone concerned with
women’s rights on a global level, and finally as soneewho shares in the
discrimination Satrapi describes. She continues thraudier post to describe Satrapi’s
discussions of women’s rights as issues that affagtdven using “we” and “us” to
include herself in the same social situation as the warhé&ran described iRersepolis
She never overtly explains any relationship to the wodmssussed, but she expects her
readers to sense identification because of the wayichvghe has constructed herself.
Part of understanding the situation and part of tellieg #tory in this medium, it seems,
for this student means putting the situation in the comtieter own.
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Digital writers often called on themselves—evenrtheidentified selves—as
rhetorical strategies in the electronic texts | aredyand often this move was
accompanied by references to personal experience, whibdnss used to situate
themselves socially within the context of the newvargations they entered. Digital
writers used themselves to provide context for ideas tee¢ hard to understand and
even more difficult to write about. For example, wiiaige worked to understand the
“odd” beliefs of the Iranian writer Marjane Satrapigdhist situated those points of view
against her backgrounds and history. Paige, coming to teitma wet of beliefs very
different from her own, wrote in the blog:

When | first started reading Persepolis, | realizet alihough some of
Satrapi's "beliefs" were justified, they were somewddt. However, after
putting my own ethnocentrism aside and listening to Satiap's/iew, |
realized that when you view the occurences happening ragbat
environment from her own point of view, | realized maybe s right...in
her own sense. Satrapi mentions that what went ongitivenrevolution
was "not the choice of the people”. This alone somakes her odd
actions and beliefs justified. After growing up in a pladesre | have
complete "freedom" in my decisions, | can understan people can feel
cheated, betrayed and discriminated against by the govetjimen
In some ways, Paige’s post is more about herselfithaabout Satrapi and Satrapi's
“odd” ideas. The “I” in this text is an “I” beginning to derstand that multiple points of
view exist beyond her own and that opening herself up to theams leaving
“ethnocentrism aside.”
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Similar things happened when blog writers used the firsepeaind called on
their own experience to offer cultural analysis antlaism. Becca, in her post of nearly
700 words entitled “Underneath the Veil,” uses her past pafsxperience as well as
reflection on a class experience—visiting an exhibplaftographs entitle@irl Culture
by Lauren Greenfield—to launch a critique of the expeatatmlaced on young women
and girls:

As | walked through the Girl's Exhibit, | think that for tist time | truly
opened my eyes to the ridiculous expectations that Aaegives women.
| work in an hunting and fishing store with a bunch ofiydiold men, so |
know just how boarish that can be. However, nothintiyreruck home
about women and their self-image until | saw those image
Becca here uses her own personal experience on teis tevbegin writing, but she does
not stop there. Instead, she uses the experiendeefisty her credibility, and, building
on her opening strategies, she extends her personaiesqeemto a critique of
“Westerners” by suggesting that “Westerners need t@tefud on what priorities they
have when judging a person for what they really arelddk to Hollywood and models
and magazines and celebrities to determine what makes anmaautiful.” While the
prompt for this blog entry asked Becca to describe herreaation to the exhibit as well
as to make connection between @&id Culture exhibit andPersepolis Becca does more
than simply describe. She, like Paige, situates auliffio-understand scene from
Persepolisn the context of a problem she can understand frarowue personal

background. In the end of her long entry, after moving fhempersonal experience to a
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critique of Western ideals, finally Becca brings heailgsis toPersepolisand Marjane
Satrapi:

Her situation is different then our's in America, batinfluence from pop-

culture determining what is "cool" made her want theltga so bad that

she was condemned for it. And in her country, the MEfién

government were telling the women was and wasn't approforateem.

What a crock!!!
Becca’s analysis is informal, and it is more ematland evaluative than that which we
could expect her to produce in an academic, source-based [ageat the same time,
the work she does in the post is pretty complex. Simikates a problem she sees in her
own culture, extends its reach beyond the borders af ishmost familiar to her, and
then produces a reading of a scenBemnsepolisbased on a causal relationship that she
sees—the idea that the same concern for what is “tlai’causes extreme and
dangerous behavior in American women motivated the ctear®arji to take risks to
acquire things valued by popular culture, a concept difffoultnost students to grasp.
Becca begins this whole reading based on her own aythowtexperience, and she
grounds it on her credibility and her virtual “.” The blag a scene for writing provided
Becca and others like her a way to put themselves ie clostact with the material they
wrote about.
Interactivity: A New Kind of Parlor?

As much as students made the blog a social space by usifigstiperson to

identify themselves with other people’s stories, everenotearly students showed their
social motives for writing when they quite literallyeasthe blog to talk to one another.
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At least in this set of classes, interactivity conadanultiple writing act and agents, as
students used writing acts to reflect on things that lead kaid before in the blog, to
pose direct questions and give pointed advice, and even to t@odiad business as
simple as finding friends to lunch with.

Students’ writing in the digital blog space made iticfeam the beginning that
they understood different audiences for their onlinéingi For example, in Dave’s
memorable first blog entry, he wrote, “I am going to haebeeseburger for lunch. If
you would like to have a cheeseburger with me, let me KnBlog postings like this one
made it clear that along with inserting themselveslitg entries, Embodied Literacies
students were inserting their audience directly in&ar thriting, pointing to, referencing,
and addressing the people they saw as readers—agentsoshoftan were their fellow
writers as well. These posts, among others, were onsal posts and, more than any
other posts, they show students calling on past digiiehg/practices and expectations
of how digital writing could connect them socially vibther students.

In the case of Dave’s call for friends to shareldnieh, the pronoun “you” marks
the moment of interactivity, the point when he acklaolges not only that someone is
reading his writing, but also that his audience is repdshe is writing and could
respond in time for lunch that day. Students in the b&sgl the pronoun “you” quite
frequently, with “you” occurring a total of 322 times a@dtise large sample of student
blog writing. Again, as with the pronoun “l,” “you” isvaord that most frequently
students have been taught to weed out of academic wrifing.generalized “you” that
academic writing teachers are so accustomed to heawithgnss fall back on when
making unclarified, uncontextualized, and unresearched ctaamsoubtless create real
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problems for beginning academic writers. Although the gdized “you” was rampant
in student blog writing as a way to generalize about atletperiences, the you of
interactivity is nonetheless a striking feature of stisledigital voices. To give another
concrete example of this, notice how Cameron expthissvery issue to another student
while giving feedback about an academic draft. While Camgnees his reader a mini-
lecture on why the pronoun “you” is too informal for thisdgnts’ academic writing, he
uses you effectively to speak directly to his reader:
Try to stay away from using “you” as much as possible. Sutestvords
like “one,” “oneself,” “readers,” even “the audience’nakeyour point.
The wordsyou use are correct and effective, but try not to use so many
say one thing...just say it in one word if possible: eXxampstead of “The
extremes that the people of the government went tarapysnot able to
be comprehended” say “are simply incomprehensiiMelsay a lot more
whenyousay less, and IT SOUNDS BETTER, TOOQO! (italics mine)
Cameron deploys the second person as a method fonatipla in this case, so that,
ironically, he can effectively explain why the secquatson is ineffective. Although this
is an extreme version of how students rhetoricallyaleq “you” to point to and address
their audiences, this often happened in digital studetingirthe “you” is transformed
from the overgeneralized displacing of one’s own exgmee onto one’s audience to the
direct acknowledging of audience and interactivity with pegrd classmates.
Burke’s oft-quoted parlor metaphor frobhe Philosophy of Literary Forif1974)
might be the first metaphor we would expect to reachodfalescribe the interaction
between students in the digital scene. Addressing hisrrdadetly, Burke writes:
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Imagine that you enter a parlor. You come late. Wjwenarrive, others
have long preceded you, and they are engaged in a heatessaisg a
discussion too heated for them to pauses and tell you\exdwt it is
about. In fact, the discussion had already begun lorgydoahy of them
got there, so that no one present is qualified to retragetoal the steps
that have gone before. You listen for a while urdil ylecide that you
have caught the tenor of the argument; then you puwiun gar. Someone
answers; you answer him; another comes to your defems#es aligns
himself against you, to either the embarrassment origeditin of your
opponent, dependent upon the quality of your ally’s asgistaHowever,
the discussion is interminable. The hour grows lada, pust depart.
And you do depart, with the discussion still vigorously ingoess. (110-

111)

Although Burke of course means the parlor to serve asaphmat for intertextuality and

textual interaction, students interacting in the digita&ne enact Burke’s metaphor in

concrete ways. First, Dave and his cheeseburger remwidthis immediacy, the

dynamic social nature of the writing that extendedatliyanany times from text to

embodied, face-to-face social activity. Writing litkés shows that the life of the virtual

bodies constructed in text on the blog and the physiaciébeitting at desks in a

computer lab or in the dorm or library in front of theersonal computers were always

overlapping, always crossing over. Especially when iotetty became synchronous

talk, students did not see themselves holding highbrow comticgrsaa parlor (how

many of our students really have conversations in padossvay?) but in closer
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guarters, where bodies were real and their hungete@re for companionship) could
motivate a writing act just as much as the desire togadeanic research in dialogue.
The scene of the blog is grittier, more real—more afidzb—for Embodied Literacies
students than how any of them could conceive of an agagamrior at that point in their
academic literacy development. In the interactiviting scene they created on the blog,
there was less personal space and more boundary grtssmin the parlor as they
might conceive it.

While the dynamic, synchronous nature of students’ wsigisls interactivity
and often meant that students were interacting in vaboédied ways, they did not
neglect careful negotiation of audience expectatidie interactivity of the blog was
more than just parlor talk because students understo@ayimeal ways that they had to
deal with values, strong feelings, and emotions in thgital writing—even if they
could not see their audience’s faces while they wertngri In other words, rather than
“flaming” or ignoring consequences for their words, studemtising on the blog often
displayed awareness of how their reading audience weatt to the things they said.
Again, even with pseudonyms giving students the possibilitypEraging their online
words from their “real world” identity, students wereefal to frame ideas that they felt
might be radical or different from the majority inres that would help ensure that they
did not offend classmates. Embodied Literacies reagpenrts characterized the word
“sorry” as a transition in the blog entries becausdents more than once started
sentences with phrases like: “I'm sorry but [...].” Studehiowever, did not seem to
deploy the word “sorry” most often in a way thatgesl establish movement from one
idea to the next. Rather, when students adopted an apoltayet in their texts, it
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seemed to do the work of acknowledging how one’s own @psnor ideas might differ
from those of the writer’s audience. The word “sbmas used seven times throughout
the larger sample blogs—not a high frequency, but congldience negotiation is
present even when the word that readers were looking ft. For example, Abby,
although she never uses the word “sorry” in this posts daeefully negotiate the
complex territory that comes when her beliefs mightbnsidered controversial or
outside the majority. She writes:

For the record, | would like to say that | am a Chrrstike George Bush

and that | consider myself to belong to the "independemty,daut I'd

have to agree with Satrapi. America is a secular coua you are

taking away people's right to have their own religigrenforcing

Christian ideals on them. As much as | wish thatyeves was a Christian,

it's simply not fair to force your beliefs on peogilat don't share the same

beliefs as you do.
Only after Abby has self-identified as “a Christian liReorge Bush” does she proceed to
suggest a Christian bias in the American government.b&ilas ethos and asserts
identity overtly as part of her argument-building stggteThis, of course, is not the same
kind of interactivity as the student who asked his clatssrta join him for a
cheeseburger, but it still shows a careful considerati@udience and of the social
ramifications and social consequences for writing ireitedemic blog scene.

Even as they showed signs of thinking hard about thetingraudience, in this

embodied space, students were rarely afraid to addrdse#ee directly and advise
each other pointedly on issues ranging from helping etd@r with academic writing to
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giving more general advice on widely varying topics. Interlalog posting Becca, who
had used her personal experience and her virtual “I” to comditaral analysis and
launch a critical reading of one scend’grsepolis also ended another journal entry by
offering her advice to those reading her posting:

| believe Satrapi is saying that if everyone just stepaying, takes a

deep breath, and sits back and rolls with the punchesetegyone will

be so much happier and alive. Live everyday to its fulldsy, if you

screw up, then dust yourself off and try again. Don't gebtmged down

with right and wrong, good and evil. The only way to leamd to

determine happiness is to live. Live like there is no toawerr
General and uncontextualized, it is difficult to underdtexactly what is the purpose for
the “life advice” Becca offers her readers here;reggengly, though, this tone of advice
giving comes alongside students making other more practieatatis to help one
another. When students saw others struggling with theumednany times they offered
their own suggestions for how to help navigate the blog masdy. Seth, for example,
says “The little bar on the left really helps...itjgck on the most recent ones that |
havent read and then re-read the post that the commergsnade under.” Giving
advice meant taking an authoritative tone and expectiaglaudience to take writing
acts seriously. Again, this tone is more pointed, nd@ext, more dynamic than a parlor
for these students at this point in their advancedlitedevelopment.

Interaction in the blogs and chat writing was certanagnplex, and students

wrote to more audiences than they realized. The awaltbiat students most often
acknowledged through blog writing was the audience they wereacting with most
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clearly on a social level: their classmates. Alifjlo we do our best to teach students that
even academic writing is interactive, most incomimgtfyear students have not
developed the confidence and authority yet to see acadeitiigvas interactive in a
way that is related to agency and control. When temunderstands the academic
situation, he or she always has the ability to beciegeabout what to listen and respond
to, choosing, in effect, whom to interact with. On sdevel, the blogs operated in the
same way. Students were able to decide which things wirittiése blogs were worth
responses and which ones could just be ignored. At the 8me, though, the nature of
the interactivity was not unlike synchronous talk, whidlectly addressd its audience
when needed. All the while, students show that theyrstmted the social context of the
blog in such a way that they were able to mediate cobatekmake rhetorical decisions
based on their audience. This leads me to wonder hderstanding how the
interactivity created through the blog could help studentsibgtasp the academic
“parlor” to which we would like to introduce them.
Understanding “Punctuation Pyrotechnics”: Visual Markers and Digil Writing

Just as students intuitively brought with them an undwisig of the blog as a
social medium, they also brought along what they kngswutthe word-level stylistic
conventions appropriate to it and to other online digitadons. As might be expected
in a study where digital writing was being used primanlyacilitate writing in academic
discourses, some teachers sometimes tried to keep ahegk on the style that students
used to write online. For example, one teacher addedtagthe class blog that said:

In our blog, we're trying to keep the emoticons (like :g af) off the
site. Also watch what we might call the use of exahepunctuation, like
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multiple exclamation points. In a blog like this, th@icke of words and

phrasing should be the way you add emphasis. Save thad!?#? for

Ims, chat rooms, facebook, and text messages.
This teacher asked students to model their discourse oughiful personal blogs that
don't use punctuation pyrotechnics to develop ideas.” Evédrisiposting, this teacher
acknowledges a place for digital stylistics in “IMsathooms, facebook, and text
messages,” and essentially asks students to practicevgtaeng in order to make the
blog a more academic space. Students did codeswitch, wpetimepted by teachers or
not—~but they still used visual markers to reinforce style @ne in their digital
academic writing. The blog as scene, and as socialigted space for interaction with
attached conventions and expectations meant that manytstieught with them
knowledge about conventional stylistics in these medjiand the ones who did not
bring that literacy history with them looked around andrled conventions as they
participated in the community.

What visual stylistic features might we expect that ginesup of students used
brought with them from previous digital vernacular ex@eces? Emoticons were used
fairly infrequently in this sample of student writing.elsimple smiley face emoticon
was used only four times throughout all the blog entriesofpled students. Although,
of course, some teachers publicly advised against usingocem&tothers left this subject
untouched, so, if students rely heavily on emoticons in dhgital vernacular literacy
practices, they sensed a reason not to let them &edhia digital academic scene. When
students did choose to use emoticons, often they wéne ahd of the most interactive,
social, self-sponsored posts, in which students addressea#er directly or responded
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straightforwardly to something that had been said. kamele, consider this post by
Hunter, which responds to an ongoing conversation abou¢ah&vorld identity of one
student who called herself “volgirl.” Volgirl announcedhier first blog posting that she
was about to get engaged to her real world boyfriend, andnstuideher class were
determined to find out her real world identity:
ok, whoever volgirl is just needs to come out ASARKe rest of us girls
do not have to worry about Jacob's accusations--oh ankdefoetord,
Jacob, this is Hunter, so as you can tell, Volgirl ISMy s/n! try again...
told you it wasn't me! shoot, I'm not getting married fwGNG LONG
time!!'! Too much fun to be had before that :)
This blog posting could have come from any digital comnmyunibt just an academic
one. Hunter is actually using the blog scene to make arjakés post. He starts by
grouping himself with the women in the class as “us’goégore revealing his real-world
name and unmasking himself. The vernacular is relateddraction, to Hunter’s
positioning of himself within the classroom community arelltlbog scene—in short, it
reinforces the social nature of the blog interactiash “‘@peaks” to his audience.
Later, in a post less stylistically vernacularcgriwho calls herself a “visual
learner” uses an emoticon to add tone to her posting aldlgushe likedPersepolis
| really liked the book. | felt like the pictures onlgided to Satrapi's
content and allowed the reader to actually enter inetdekt. They also
gave the reader a sort of visual narrative into her ndedause most of
the book was pictures, with very little actual writitigey played an
important role to allow the reader to understand whatirgggen and how
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she feels. | am a visual learner so | guess the picteiadlg stood out to

me, and that's why | am writing so much about them drat tihey portray

).
Erica’s visual marker in this posting does little to adtheocontent of what she has to
say, except to reinforce the visual nature of her argument

Although students kept their writing mostly free from eigmts, one of the most

striking uses of punctuation in this group of students’ wyitame when they used
ellipses. Inthe larger sample of blog writing, thes¥enninety-seven total uses of
ellipses. Ellipses, it seems clear, are part of éneacular of digital language and seem
to serve a couple of purposes and advance more thanpeneftshetorical move. In
part, students use ellipses in their posts to do the thatlellipses are traditionally
supposed to do in standard, formal academic writing. i$httey use ellipses to replace
something they have left out, often a more formal wamnghector. In this way, students
writing digitally use the ellipsis often to introduceist,land it stands in for colons or
language like “such as” or “for example.” Students alstasionally deploy the ellipsis
as a place filler when they are confused or are netlsanv to respond, but know they
have to tentatively throw themselves in anyway. Wingng to offer advice about
another student’s academic writing, Abby says hesitaiflgybe you could use
"openly" or something like that in the conclusion...l ‘td&now. | told you it was kind of
stupid.” To me, this use of the ellipsis is fascinatingabse it shows another way that
students use the digital vernacular to negotiate triaktyng situations. Instead of

forming unreadable discursive syntax, as students oftem horie formal academic
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genres, students call on their past knowledge of thesisllip move past problem areas in
their writing, which enables them to mark those areasvane on.

Often the ellipsis, though, functions more as a spetibator, as a place where a
reader should pause in the text and emphasize theida¢toove that is made directly
before or after it. In this case, the ellipsis standser punctuation that does not seem
strong enough, or acts as a marker of time. For exafgige uses an ellipses this way
when she says, “I'll admit, when | was young...| cotildait to be a woman and |
couldn't wait to be grown up. Now, I'd give anything to la tittle 16 year old girl
again.” Paige uses the ellipses to visually mark a shidbatrast: “It's good to show the
"dark" side of people...but most of the time people havether side, too.” Becca’s
ellipses here seems to indicate a moment of delibertiche right word or the right
idea:

Her government dictated every right that her faniiignds, and fellow
citizens possessed. Therefore, she does not understand Mmerica
where we do get the choice and liberty... people take tigsts for
granted or judge others for demonstrating and excersising tiggs.
Ellipses, like these, were the most frequently usedavisiarkers in Embodied Literacies
student papers, and worrisome “punctuation pyrotechnicsiatideem to pervade the

blog sites, even those that contained no teacher warnings.

About Digital Conversationals?
Along with the visual stylistics of punctuation, thad#nts writing in the blog
brought with them certain types of words that do not shpwas often in formal academic
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writing. Moreover, the readers for the Embodied laitées project reading noticed
something about student blog writing right away: students emegkersational language
for rhetorical purpose. The blog word list formed fromder responses, for example, for
transitions lists words like “sorry,” “well,” and “olwow” as words that signal students’
attempts to move from one idea to the next. Lookingestettbits of language closely,
however, | am not convinced that the rhetorical wodytto is related to transitioning
readers from one idea to the next. Instead, these westailish tone and act as throat-
clearing oral pauses before students state something theptinaps will listen to.
Conversational markers in the text announce studentsdaiytto say something and
they mark reactions within the text. Becca sayseiample:

Wow!! Marijane Satrapi's interview is such an eye opaherewing just

how different countries are from one another. Amesoget so caught up

in our way of life and society that often times amotbountry's culture

and society seems so wild to us.
Here Becca uses “Wow,” a word that would not be exgectenore formal writing, to
indicate her surprise or her realization that thingsvarg different in other cultures than
they are in hers. “Wow,” of course is not a word patéic only to digital writing, but it
sets a particular tone and situates the writing acakgci
From Rehearsal to Play: Multivocal Writing and Spaces for Expegntation

Even though the blogs showed many signs of digital velaagstudents did a

lot of serious work and serious writing in them: theysfiomed their own belief
systems, critically analyzed cultural assumptions,qrestioned and advised one
another. Yet, it is also clear that the academikwgtudents did did not happen in
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isolation from the embodiment and dis(play) of npidtivoices, voices that students have
heard in digital domains, but also at worship servicetheat jobs, on the TV, in advice
columns, and in conversations with friends. The langoégfee blog was multivocal in
ways that no one involved with the Embodied Literapiegect predicted. Even as the
blog scene was socially-situated, it also was fluid alagbtable, allowing students to
experiment with different means of making digital acamearguments.

When students played with voice and tone in their blogng, many times they
synthesized the things they knew about conventiongaébwriting with what they
knew, or were learning, about academic writing. For edamesponding to a prompt
that asked him to write about something he “felt strongbug,” instead of writing about
political or faith issues like many of his fellow studedid, Stuart chose a topic a bit
more universal—a topic that let him play with his arguragwe skills, but that, at the
same time, he knew would be socially entertainingisdlog audience. In his post
entitled, “Choose your leggings!,” a detailed encomiunyés, pants, Stuart begins,
“You know, I've always been fascinated by pants. Theedew things so universal. |
don't just mean pants as in jeans or breeches or thhagjsaver the whole leg. | mean
anything that covers your unmentionable unmentionables(imgugiur whitey tidies!).”
In this opening to his posting, Stuart starts with a direfetrence to a reading audience.
If his “you” in the first line of his post is not an in&etive “you” that points to a specific
class member reading the blog, still neither is it aargeneralized “you” that mislabels
or misidentifies his audience. Rather, Stuart seerkadw exactly to whom his “you”
refers; his choice to deploy it is one of deliberatea@siscontrol. In the same lines,
Stuart explains why his topic is so striking—because“g&asuniversal.” This phrase
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comes almost as an afterthought in Stuart’s postjrbtact, his logic makes incredibly
good sense. His topic is humorous and interesting pngediseluse he has his audience
in mind and chooses a topic with which they all could tifign

Stuart continues to use humor in his extended list ofeidint types of pants:
jeans, dockers, chinos, jodhpurs, boxer shorts, bastars{@lantknown as Capries),
bloomers, lingerie.” He remarks, “Now think of all thébsategories within each of
those, and you have a frigin’ army on your hands.” Blithe while, underneath the
funny tone and the references to audience he uses to keepdeaisnperesting and
conversational, Stuart sneaks in subtle referencebab we might think of as more
traditionally academic issues of consumerism and fasissymbol. For example, he
writes “Now, we’ve all heard the saying that the clefe[make the man. The statement
really holds true, and for now we’re even ignoring ¢heporate mask that most clothing
retailers employ. Everybody’s pants are making a Isizié.”

His language is informal—and purposefully so. After makijmka about the
precious things pants hide, Stuart returns to his subjectawény self-conscious
rhetorical question that gets him back on track. Aneyastingly, here he shows again
that the purpose of the blog entry is both to enteltisimeaders and to showcase his
analytical and argumentative skills:

Anywho, where was |I? Ah, yes. The guy with the huge isgggans is
saying, “Yeah, buddy, I'm someone’s ass-bitch.” The ladi#s the tight
leather pants is showing off her ass, and the gentlémtée loincloth

lives has lived in an isolated jungle environment for higre life and he
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doesn’'t know any better. Our pants might not be thetfirag that people

see, but they are an underl[y]ing force that cannaghered.
In another post earlier in the semester that wa® meertly academic in tone than this
one, Stuart had described in great detail and had givenpdes of the ways in which
human beings form stereotypes based on appearance. rigldtaesl blog posting, Stuart
experiments with a tone that is at once conversdtlmrizalso notably different—less
self-consciously funny—than that of his “pants” postthat earlier posting entitled “In
Stereo” Stuart describes stereotypes as “in their foase a quick and dirty way to get
information about someone,” and then he uses veryaimiamples to the ones he uses
in his pants post to describe and give examples of consteoeotypes. He writes in that
earlier blog posting, “The girl with the skirt line atrlieps is promiscuous, the guy with
the earring and the baggy pants is a thug, the men tnutiewith a giant Confederate
flag on the hood are ignorant red-necks.” The examm@es dould almost be
interchangeable with those in the “pants” posting, amauld argue, their purposes were
the same in the blog entry.

Although his “pants” post outlines the same ideas asdrlger post about
stereotypes, the means—the packaging, the audience awarendssstically different
and nicely situated within the digital medium. Comparingtéyee posts shows Stuart
clearly taking a risk with his tone and voice, his mdthfor establishing ethos, and his
strategies for connecting with his audience. Stuart Bisdsncomium to pants by
inventing several anecdotal reasons for why his genexdérship should appreciate
them. He writes, “And think of the name of the garmeants! A plural noun for one
item. It is a two in one; a symbol of balance and puNty wonder ancient cultures
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referred to the leader of the household as the onghgtpants.” After this, once more

he invokes his audience by using “you”: “So remember, éwgu don't realize it pants
are one of the most powerful forces on the planetp&& them! Farewell, and my the

jockstrap be with you!”

How do we describe a blog posting like this one? Abowvhialys, | suggest, this
blog posting by Stuart is a rhetorically effective pieteiating. This writing act is the
product of an agent who knows how to make arguments oiptadévels. While on a
surface level, he humorously works to show why pants@iportant, he is actually
showing off his wit and inventing himself for his audien@lng through his voice.

At the same time, though, the posting is filled with subtiumentative strategies that
force his audience to think about what they really valug how important clothes really
become to the opinions or stereotypes people form. Iti@udihere is a tongue-in-
cheek element to this blog posting that perhaps even Staamat aware of as he crafted
his argument. And therein lies the challenge: how donalee students rhetorically

aware of the moves they make, so that they might teépean purposefully?
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CHAPTER FIVE:
SELF-REFLEXIVE STUDENT BODIES: HELPING STUDENTS “SEE
AVAILABLE MEANS”

Blog postings like Stuart’s humorous, argumentatively sa@ipose Your
Leggings” beg the questions: How can we more effectivagh students to call on their
digital vernacular knowledge to produce arguments? Fuitber,can writing teachers
help students build bridges between digital literaciesaaademic writing, which
remains a mystery to many of them?

First, rhetoric and composition teachers can help stedenerstand how they
already make some of the same rhetorical movegitatiwriting that are valued in
academic writing: rhetorical strategies like building chuslationships, exploring
hypothetical situations, building ethos by constructing tltegiersonas, and tailoring
arguments to the audiences to which they are direé&ethe same time, teachers could
tap students’ conscious knowledge of digital domains tolbether introduce and explain
concepts as diverse as academic interactivity and codbsvgt However, for any of
these theories to become visible and useful, they nmasb® grounded in teaching
students to be self-reflexive rhetors who reuvisit, réftec and critically review their own
digital literacy practices: writers who think aboutsbgractices in the context of both
particular rhetorical situations and how they might rearsedapt rhetorical strategies to
fit other situations.

In particular, | want to explore how digital vern&auiteracies can be compatible
with the first-year composition classroom, which Ka#nl Blake Yancey describes as a
“nearly universal experience at colleges and universitessa the country” (322). With
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digital writing histories and experiences becoming justragersal, FYC teachers not
only have much to gain from understanding the pedagogicalisitsah which digital
vernaculars can play a role but also, as students rwmwriting classes more and more
affected by digital writing, teachers cannot afford wotimderstand and contemplate how
these literacies might be used to help teach studentstéinvother domains. When
Yancey addresses teachers of writing in her 2004 CCCC agdhesasks, “Don’t you
wish that the energy and motivation that studentgglidrsome of these other genres they
would bring to our assignments?” (298). While Yancey ist+ighie should wish that
students would bring the same rigor and purpose to our classhabeomes from their
digital writing—we should also look to their rhetoric dmelp them find ways to transfer
effective rhetorical moves from situation to situation

Rhetorical Moves: How Are Digital Arguments Compatible WithaBtlard Academic
Ones?

Embodied Literacies student writing suggests, first, shadents often use the
same rhetorical strategies in digital spaces thatalteed in other discoursés.As
examples from previous chapters have indicated, corigrabwriting and writing that
relies on knowledge of digital vernacular literaciéem show elements of academic

rhetorical moves. Take, for example, the strategig iwavhich Olivia explains how she

8 \When the sample of blog writing statistically anatyz the language level for the
three original academic rubric terms in the blog writingarsitions, causals, and
hypotheticals—students were no less likely to use theses tiertheir blog writing than
they were in the source-based academic essays thgyetedhlater, after writing online
in digital domains. That is, according to initial par#meeesting, when we analyze first,
middle, and last blog posting alongside the first, middid, last paragraphs of students’
source-based essays, there is no significant differtiecieequency of transitional,
causal, or hypothetical words that signal rhetoric-bogdn student papers.
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makes decisions about what to post and what not to pesiaiel networking spaces like
Facebook. Olivia says, “if my mother would be disapfemnn me, my grandmother
would roll over in her grave or i wouldn’t want it to héiad the news, then i probably
shouldn’t be involved in it.” This statement looks vemmple and the lowercase “i"
immediately marks the passage as informal vernaculgrirbfact, in this sentence Olivia
sets up a complicated hypothetical relationship betwees ided does it much more
gracefully than many Embodied Literacies students doein #tademic writing. By
taking advantage of how often digital forums serverae as 1) scenes where students
naturally practice rhetorical strategies that crossodisses and domains and 2) as ways
to capture large amounts of student writing, teachers eseldnline writing spaces for a
range of puposes: to capture student writing, to help stsidevisit and assess their own
rhetorical strategies, and to find ways to implementlaimstrategies in discourses in
which they have less previous experience.
Classroom Community as Social Community

If the rhetorical moves present in digital writingiqido opportunities for teachers
to talk with students about transferring rhetorical motreshighly social and socially-
situated nature of digital rhetorical situations offéifferent implications for the
classroom. Students’ digital texts show us that stedéw to engage one another in
digital spaces, and that, even when unprompted, thexaatite ways that cross social
boundaries and complicate hard and fast lines betweeonad¢iend interactive classroom
communication. Their digital habits remind us that tinging classroom is a social
community for students, even as it remains a personaéspaombining this notion of
blogs with theories of genre, Carolyn R. Miller and D&epard in “Blogging as Social
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Action: A Genre Analysis of the Weblog” seek to undergténekairosthat makes the
blog a repeated strategy for responding to reocurring rhataituations. Miller and
Shepard suggest that “two themes” describe writing on weltlgis concern with both
“self expression” and “community development” (np). lléfiand Shepard write:
Because the personal form of the blog is what seemsthontotivate and
satisfy the readers and writers of blogs and thus to perteular
evolutionary survival value, we suspect that the genergeexe that
motivates bloggers is related less to the need for irdom that to the
self and the relations between selves. (np)
Although Miller and Shepard’s work was not intended to exapatagogical uses of
blogs, but rather to determine the exigencies to which bé&ggsond, their theories both
help explain the social and personal writing Embodigdracies students produced in
their class blogs, and point to implications for why blagparticular might be useful
tools for helping students reflect on personal pasattgexperiences while producing
public, social writing for different audiences.

Although the classroom blogs used in the six Embodiedddies classes seemed
to invite genuine interactivity and social exchange, notyetesrching experiment using
blogs has garnered such results. Steven Krause in “WbggiBg Goes Bad: A
Cautionary Tale About Blogs, Email Lists, Discussiang &nteraction” (2004) describes
his disappointment with the level of interactivity hisdwate students displayed in blog
writing. While he attributes partial blame to the opedesimess of his assignment, he

primarily blames the blog itself, concluding:

107



Blogs do not work well as a facilitator of dynamic dission and
interaction between between members of a specifoodise community
(a writing class, for example), and [...] in terms ofting pedagogy, they
do not have the truly interactive or ‘collaborative’itimg potential of an
electronic mailing list. (np)
There are several differences between Krause’srdasi blog use and that of the
Embodied Literacies students, who were given specifimpte about which to write. In
addition, first-year college students arguably enter ogl@gsroom contexts with
different past digital literacy experiences than oktadents taking graduate classes.
Importantly, younger students are likely to see digitadimas as social and interactive
in more widespread ways than students entering collegefewear five years ago.
From Krause’s failed experiment, however, therealsable advice to be taken.
Teachers should not assume all digital mediums aglisimthe same goals in the
classroom. When EL students interacted socially ih folnems particularly, for
example, they found productive and respectful ways odtreggng conflict and
disagreement, which writing teachers may find usefutterFYC classroom. For
example, one classroom chat moved from a discussivhich students all agreed that
gays and lesbians are discriminated against today to a dstussvhich students’
disagreed about related topics:
Stuart: Back in the day(talking ancient times) homosexual
behavior(technically bisexual) was not an uncommon thimgyas it

looked down on.
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Lucas: i just think alot of ppl who say they are chaissi fear
homosexuality because they are told it's wrong in ¢hbut they dont
understand why,so they sit back and hate

Stuart: Most people don't think about their religion, thesy pccept.
Jasmine: well it really was not accepted in acient days

Lucas: i know i think about my religion, thats the ordgson i do accept
Teacher: Well, | think most religious people come et where they
guestion and then make choices.

Jasmine: it was more like a punishment

Teacher: question the dogmas of their faith

Teacher: hmmm??? [to Jasmine]

Lucas: not accept, but love anyways

Stuart:_History and Homosexualitylinked to website]

Jasmine: why did you put the link up?

Stuart: It contains links to and information on homosetyuald ancient
times.

Lucas: yeah

Jasmine: oh ok

The first two statements of this exchange by Stuart andd_begin threads for

discussion that weave through this chat. Stuart statisga historical claim quite

simply: “Back in the day(talking ancient times) homasa behavior(technically

bisexual) was not an uncommon thing,nor was it looked dowhThe specific historical

discussion Stuart tries to initiate becomes woventmtaliscussion that Lucas begins
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about religion and homosexuality. In the discusslouareligion and homosexuality,
Lucas opens by suggesting that many religious people “sitdrvatkate” gays and
lesbians because they do not understand how to rectmeiewith the things they hear
in church. Almost simultaneously after these openiagrd, two counterclaims—two
blatant disagreements—are made to the original statemeéatihe first historical
discussion of homosexuality, Jasmine replies by disaggeclearly with what Stuart has
just said about homosexuality in ancient cultures, andlgladter Lucas begins the
discussion on religion, he makes a counterclaim ansg&tuart’s suggestion that “most
people don't think” about their religion by suggesting that just that—thinking very
hard about his religion—that makes him more toleranithiwthis short overlapping,
sometimes fragmented, exchange, the disagreement rengansod the discussion.
Stuart even makes the move to use another source, his tin& History and
Homosexuality website, to support his claim and persuadgrtup, especially Jasmine,
that they should pay attention to his claim.

Disagreement and the clashing of beliefs and value systeimevitably a part of
any social situation, but not always a positive or pradegiart of the classroom
situation. Many EL students saw disagreement as a hptutaf the social classroom
situation, and making claims that countered others’ argtsaem posited new
possibilities was a very real part of their writing exgece. In this particular chat
meeting, the students who displayed strong disagreemert ghadeconversation just
moments later with as much ease as if they wexeniga formal parlor, with Jasmine
even using a common chat room abbreviation (“ttyl”) totlbe group that she would talk
to them later:
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Stuart: But it seems to be 8:50, gents and ladies.

Jasmine: ttyl

Teacher: Thanks, guys.

Stuart: Shalom!
These students’ language is, of course, very informalaadasmine illustrates, they call
on the stylistic writing practices they are famileith from their past digital reading and
writing experiences. But even when the writing actsk Idifferent and when students
show agency differently from how we expect them tmost formal, academic writing
situations, their writing does rhetorical work, eventdmiilds identity and situates them
as part of the classroom community.
Codeswitching, Rhetorical Situation, and Play

Albert Rouzie inAt Play in the Field of Writing: A Serio-Ludic Rheto(R005)

describes what he identifies as a forced binary betwdears of work and play, especially
as they manifest themselves in rhetoric and compositionr current institutional
context. According to Rouzie, “a hormative ideologyvwofk, reality, seriousness,
practicality, and adult behavior continues to rule pastséary institutions, blinding
most educators to the significance of the play alr@mdyrring in their classrooms,
preventing them from addressing it as an interesting pherama its own right” (27).
Rouzie’s sentiment in itself is playful: of course,are hand writing teachers want
students to practice “adult behavior,” yet on the olfzard, we also want to encourage
experimentation, risk-taking, even conflict and disagre®n#es evidenced by writers
like Stuart, students in Embodied Literacies classegiémetly used digital writing as an
opportunity to play with language, to experiment with hbey might use it to build
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identities, to question assumptions, to persuade one and®berie says that as a
writing teacher he has noticed “playful discourse in IG wat merely playful or silly or
irrelevant. Rather, it seemed to play a more importaatin the inevitable conflicts of
this discoursing, sometime spurring conflict, sometime appgéo resolve it” (5).
Signs of students playing with shifting discourses in Endabditeracies student
writing were often more subtle than Stuart’s “pant£aanium or mediated conflicts in
chat forums. Within individual blog postings, studentygdawith codeswitching and
shifting discourses. Take, for example, this blog fromiséar, which she writes in
response to a prompt that asks her to explore blogs nvbigtéranians:
After reading about blogging in Iran, it makes you appregiatir
freedom of speech. In Iran, one can be arrested and sdjedorture
chambers just for simply expressing themselves. If a blogges to
criticize any government officals or laws, they wouldnediately be
arrested and bail could be more than $200,000. In one bloprédsat, a
young girl expresses how happy she is that an Iramatyfwon a Nobel
Peace Prize (October 2003). She later talks about aatraniman rights
activist that was detained. She states, “Behzad Zarrinpanian poet
and journalist had been detained in an unknown place [...].
Codeswitching is evident here, as Marissa moves fronmergkzed, informal “you” in
the first sentence to much more formal “one” in theanid sentence, which she follows
soon after by positing a hypothetical about what could hajgpanti-government
Iranian bloggers. The more academic-sounding discourdalstgeup in the second
sentence is the dominant one in this posting; Marissaia motive for the post in the
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end is an academic, critical one. Neverthelessshitiefrom the first sentence to the rest
of the posting is noteworthy.

In their blog entries, student writers experimented wahithnging voices—even
assuming fictional ones and playing with different roessonas, and identities. In an
assignment near the end of the semester, some teacbearpted students to take
advantage of how the blog invited codeswitching and multipleegdy asking students
to write in the voice of one character frdine Laramie Project In a way, this kind of
assignment complicates the way we understand the agersise writing on the blog, by
calling attention to the fact that online personas anstcocted personas, and that
rhetoric always means creating the “I” on which aevrltuilds an argument. Paul, for
example, voices an | that is not his own when héesas a middle-aged gay character
from the play. In this scenario Paul actually quotkatvinis character Jonas Sloaker said
in the play and then he elaborates:

My name is Jonas Slonaker and | am a forty five y&htaramie
resident. When those play people came through asking the sd
guestions about Matthew, | really didn’t know what mgatéon would be.
You see, there are two different sides of Laramieofmnside are the
“normal’ citizens; those who “live and let live.” Andhahe other side you
find a somewhat smaller group. This group makes up Laramie’s gay
residents. It is not easy to be a homosexual in Lataang; contrary to
popular belief, the best way to deal with it is to kes¢p your mouth shut.
When they asked me about what had changed since Matttaségs| told
them, “You know, its been a year since Matthew Shepiad dnd they

113



still haven't passed shit in Wyoming...at a state level,tawn, nobody
anywhere, has passed hate crime legislation, nobodyasasd anything
here.” | think that is a true representation of Laramiéown with an
increasing number of homosexual[s]; a town with a brataider; but
mostly, a town where nothing has changed. Don't bekaegything you
see in this play. It has been edited, and the townngagine as Laramie is
far different from the ideas portrayed by its “normadipulation.
Much like Stuart did in his “pants” encomium, Paul writirgSlonaker uses
conversational rhetorical techniques, gesturing to hisngritsing the pronoun “you”
especially in phrases like “you know” and “Don’t beliewe®g/thing you see.” He uses
this conversational tone clearly to argue in the vofcgl@naker that despite all evidence
to the contrary, Laramie, Wyoming, is a town that matsyet taken Matthew Shepard’s
death seriously enough to do anything about it.

Paul’s blog posting is pedagogically interesting if onlyaose of the extent to
which it complicates notions about the expressive natubéog writing and shows how
far student online identity construction can go if pushelde Glog entry also helps
demonstrate students’ codeswiching abilities when viewed attntj®e academic
writing that followed it. In his formal, source-basest@y entitled “Eye For An Eye:
(Except for Minorities),” Paul helps us see in a ctatgly different form many of the
same ideas he works through as Jonas Slonaker on theTagpen his paper, Paul
writes, “Is it realistic for all of human kind to ox®me impulses infused within us from
the beginning of time?” and goes on to give a dictionafinitien of prejudice and to
offer the idea of prejudice as “a mere source for uéxable, unacceptable and
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sometimes unimaginable crimes.” In this introduction sopaiper, Paul seemingly
begins quite far from his blog entry. However, in aengeneral sense, the ideas of
prejudice and hate with which he begins are intensedya@to what Jonas Slonaker
experienced in the play and those feelings that Paul Imaws considered as he grappled
with how to write from Slonaker’s perspective in thegofmsting.

As Paul draws in nearer to the subject matter his papéy deals with, we can
hear echoses of the blog writing . Describing detaildatthew Shepard’s death, Paul
explains that “this single event would spark a storm afiemeoverage, religious
discussions and bias crime legislation that still ca@stoday.” From this point onward,
though Paul’s paper circles around the issue of bias lawatedcrimes and their
definitions, he also considers issues very closelyaelt the ones that he discussed as
Jonas Slonaker. Although his own voice is more tenspétaul still wants to discuss
why “they haven't passed shit in Wyoming”:

Wyoming first attempted to institute bias crime laws in 19&4, years
after Congress established the classification of adrate, and it has
been unsuccessful in passing any such bill since. WhéthéhaShepard
was brutally beaten, many bias crime law support[er]sesaritical
moment to push for the passing of such laws, but thaantatfforts have
failed each time any bill has come up for vote. In 199%rséVHouse
Bills were moving closer to being passed, but yet againyakers had
problems voting for a bill to guard homosexuals.
Here, Paul betrays his feelings about bias crime legislathen he describes the failed
efforts of bias law legislation supporters as “valiabyjt—and far more academic—than
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the voice describing and analyzing Wyoming’s legislativitldo@s one far different from
the one Paul used to voice Jonas Slonaker.

Whereas in his short blog posting Paul charged his argumgemeating a
credible, sympathetic, emotion-filled voice, to makeargument in his extended, source-
based essay, he becomes more analytical, developiegabesasons for the lack of
action taken in Wyoming to legislate bias crimes. &@mple, first he attributes the lack
of legislation to an isolationist stance and quotes Wygis then governor to help him
prove his point:

After Shepard’s death in 1999, Governor Geringer assdradyoming,
“can and will deal with this properly on our own” (59). eTaggression
for bias crime legislation from outside sources hagqa a large role in
both the failure and success of any bills brought beégisiature, but the
fact of the matter is that Wyoming clearly wants tddfealone.
And Paul also points to a large religious base thatéls has both much control over
state legislaton and much disdain for gays and lesbRasl says, “the churches of
Wyoming have controlled the whole situation from theitneigg. They fear that
including sexual orientation in a [bias crime legislaltioii is promoting the interests
and well-being of homosexuals.”

Paul’'s formal, academic paper shows a number ofoaktips between the
digital writing that he did in the voice of a charadtem The Laramie Projecgarly in
the writing process and the academic research he laterrped and source-based
writing he produced. Whether or not writing in charact@vedd Paul to enter into his
chosen issue to assume an insider perspective, hemeds the same argument in the
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blog that he eventually makes in his academic writingthétsame time, he shows that
he does not confuse the style and socially-situatedfiegsting done in the digital
domain with that of the academic domain: there is @ dédference in the voice, tone,
and even many of the rhetorical strategies he uses toddeie claim. Although we see
hints of strong feelings about his writing topic creep mtanalysis, Paul enters the
parlor at least trying to be relatively polite and obyect In short, Paul's general
argument and rhetorical purpose transferred from the bldgqmgde the academic essay,
even as he switched codes, means, and agencies for ntaking
Rhetoric and Self-Conscious Language Use

How do we facilitate the kind of rhetorical transfieat Paul accomplishes for
students less rhetorically astute than Paul? And, how doswee that when students do
codeswitch that they do so consciously, using rhetori¢ a®opriate to the situation?
The shifting social voices logged in the blog postings androloah transcripts show an
incredibly diverse cross section of writing that digglanyriad rhetorical moves, but
teaching students to recognize these moves as rhetdratalyges or understandings that
they might deploy in different mediums is a task mondre difficult. Rhetorical theory,
of course, already has a longstanding tradition forudsiog the awareness and
consciousness with which individuals approach situatiomghioh they use language.
Drawing from the classical western rhetorical triagit Aristotle’s famous definition of
rhetoric as the ability to “see the available means dyasion in each case” still remains
pertinent to understanding the role that self-consai@liberation plays in employing
language rhetorically (Kennedy 35). Even today, AristotleBnition helps us
understand the role of making calculated language choisesl loa a thorough
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understanding of the “means” of persuasion availableah parpose-bound “case” a
rhetor approaches.

Aristotle’s goal to schematize and simplify rhetoricd@scribing the particular
cases in which a rhetor might need particular movestsigem impossible given the
current contexts in which students find themselves. Thed, home, work, and digital,
“cases” that demand students’ self-conscious languagares®mplex situations in
which social, political, and cultural exigencies meet @verlap in ways that neither
teachers nor students can always fully understand, iNsttidents are to become self-
reflexive practitioners, then it is crucial that theydide to identify the exigencies and
contexts surrounding and inviting their rhetorical a¢isllowing this logic, then, the
first step in teaching students to consider their languag#iqea more critically should
come in having them connect often in writing classes thitlories of the rhetorical
situation. Lloyd Bitzer in “The Rhetorical Situatio(t'968) famously first outlines the
concept of the rhetorical situation, which he elaksyatefines as:

a complex of persons, events, objects, and relationenineg an actual or
potential exigence which can be completely or parti@iyoved if
discourse, introduced into the situation, can so constkanan decision
or action as to bring about the significant modificatof the exigence.
(304)
Bitzer’'s focus upon the factors external to the rhigtoody that evoke an utterance and
his insistence that the utterance must hav@otentialto effect change in those external
factors can help students pin down what it means to h#feeetht “cases” in which
rhetoric can be active and perform.
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Next, urging students to critique Bitzer's—and even Atlsts—Ilimited notions
of what “cases” or “situations” might invite rhetobg having students critically analyze
their own or their classmates’ digital rhetorics amdhacular practices can help open
students’ eyes to the rich, varied, playful rhetoritdtegies they already deploy in their
digital writing. Bitzer, of course, qualifies his notiofsituation—and, in turn, of
rhetoric—time and time again by qualifying what sorts of sibuatcan actually be
rhetorical and by referring most often to very formedasions like political speeches.
The Embodied Literacies students’ digital writing shalat the “cases” or “situations”
in which we might see rhetoric in use are varied, #reycomplex, and they demand that
rhetoric and composition scholars look more closelytsre rhetoric can be found and
what work it can do. Teaching students to realize this@mentify their own situation-
specific rhetorics is a crucial step toward self-refleyiv

Now, in the IM world, however, it is much harder tadk students to see “cases”
or “situations” for rhetoric as predictable, unchangimgeasy to identify. Situations
where we can see rhetoric in use are simply muchdbraand much less stable than the
courts of law that Aristotle refers to The Rhetori@r the high political speeches that
Bitzer uses to reference situations for rhetoric. elmsf Embodied Literacies students
show that situations for rhetoric are fluid, and thegume widely-ranging voices or
personas when acting rhetorically, even when their sace not “their own.” The IM
world refocuses attention on the constantly shiftingggaoccasions, and moves
associated with rhetoric. To follow, in a world in wthithe occasions for rhetoric are
multiple and shifting, we need to teach students tha@édbheated rhetor does not and
cannot simply obey a strict set of rules constrainemgliage use, but instead must move

119



through countless opportunities for rhetoric that are eephedictable nor always
rehearsable. A rhetorical education that sees onlgntdst formal and the most academic
situations as opportunities for rhetoric ignores marpefvays rhetoric is already
applied in situations daily. Instead of teaching studergsvadécognizable language
rules, a rhetorical education must train students toaatic move across a multitude of
situations as self-reflexive, deliberate, and self-cansccommunicators poised to see
moments okairosand to use all available means to persuade across theessuntl
shifting rhetorical situations they face as readers anenar

In the chapter entitled “What writing teachers shoulovkiabout rhetoric” irA
Rhetoric For Writing Teacher&rika Lindeman remarks that the “the brief exchanges
between people engaged in informal conversation usuallptoave a rhetorical
purpose” (42). This statement illustrates just somees$taggles at work in teaching
student self-reflexive rhetoric. Our challenge as rheteacher-scholars is to help
students understand that any exchange can be a rhetaobahge, that even digital
writing is rhetoric-based and works through concepts likegtvoice, and persona. The
fact that students so intuitively play with these cabgén digital writing situations can
only work to our benefit as teachers if we take the tonirst teach students about
rhetorical theory and the rhetorical situation. Studsiidenefit by realizing the
amount of writing that they as cyborg writers with uni¢jteracy backgrounds already
do on a daily basis and the extent to which they alreadgrstand how to conform to the

conventions of different genres that respond to differestiorical situations.
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Acknowledging Rhetorical Histories: Implications for Digital Veactulars

If first-year writing needs new pedagogies that teastiesits to be self-reflexive
and self-conscious about all reading and writing expergenrexen those that that take
place in online spaces—then there are several practitads yet to be fully addressed by
the field. How does this affect the pattern of settingupYC class? How does it affect
how we define and assess good writing in the college yrlmssroom? How can
looking at Embodied Literacies student writing help us dorestssumptions that
currently ground the way we conceive of student writing@céy argues that in the way
the first-year composition classroom is currentlyaowved “the classroom writer is not a
member of a collaborative group with a common projeéeld to the world at large and
delivered in multiple genres and media but a singular pessiting over and over
again—to the teacher” (310). Embodied Literacies studdats quite clearly that
students use digital mediums to create writing publickerclassroom. As Yancey
challenges rhetoric and composition to find new waytweive of classroom purposes
and dynamics, Embodied Literacies students challenge ethiolk what we value in
FYC, how we create sites for active engagement, andshadents’ past digital literacy
histories should influence both of those endeavors.

Although this project is not of scope to suggest all poggasiifor developing
specific assignment sequences based on students’ deyitalculars, | want to conclude
by stressing the importance of having students read, rereddeflect on their own
digital writing—Dboth of the self-sponsored and classraamety—in order to begin to
treat it and their writing in other discourses reflelveWriting teachers might highlight
many different rhetorical strategies and practices comwhen students call on digital
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vernacular knowledge, and have students read their own-eiocthssmates'—writing

to trace these rhetorical concepts. For examplehéesenight ask students to revisit
their persona and identity construction in online writing they might then follow this
activity by explaining how ethos-building strategies dneags necessary in order to
develop a credible voice that identifies with its audeeinmcany type of writing. To teach
an even more practical concept, teachers might hadersts revisit something as simple
as their use of the word “you,” in order to study a wvegchanical problem with which
many incoming college writers struggle. Scrutinizing theaisgou” in digital domains
could help students better understand the difference betivegeneral,
uncontextualized “you” that does not often help studentttiigavith their audience and
the conversational, interactive uses of “you” th@tially can be very effective ways of
reaching out to an audience, as several Embodied Litenaciers demonstrated. Or,
teachers might have students look at how their degmgpof online mediums show their
socially situated and interactive nature, which could Ietda discussion of how
advanced writers see academic writing as interactivayswery comparable to online
domains. | think the possibilities are endless, andhbaéenge is for rhetoric teacher-
scholars to identify new ways of building bridges betweigital vernaculars and other
discourses.

Doubtless more study is still needed about what happessuidents as the
concepts of digital, vernacular, and academic ovanldpe IM world. We need
additional studies of digital writing in classroom spaoekelp us understand whether
working to make students more aware of their own digitéalng practices and focusing
on the role of shifting rhetorical situations can actuldive any concrete effects on their
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ability to write across situations and for differentgmses. And, finally, we need to
continue to interrogate power struggles and assumptionsahaccur when digital
discourses enter the academy, and we should contingk tome this affects students

entering first-year writing classrooms.
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IXA:

STUDENT SURVEY QUESTION #53

| do my best writing in (pick one)

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid other 5 25 2.6 2.6
summary 23 11.7 11.7 14.3
description 12 6.1 6.1 204
book report 8 4.1 4.1 24.5
Lab report 2 1.0 1.0 25.5
letter 9 4.6 4.6 30.1
business letter 1 5 5 30.6
personal narrative 9 4.6 4.6 35.2
email 7 3.6 3.6 38.8
blog or online journal > 10 1.0 398
entry
chat 2 1.0 1.0 40.8
analytical essay 12 6.1 6.1 46.9
research paper (with
information/sources 4 2.0 2.0 49.0
give to you)
research paper (with
information/sources 32 16.2 16.3 65.3
you had to find)
wep design (including 1 5 5 65.8
coding)
PowerPoint slide 5 o5 26 68.4
shows
restme or cv 2 1.0 1.0 69.4
(curriculum vitae)
journalism 7 3.6 3.6 73.0
creative writing 20 10.2 10.2 83.2
poetry 13 6.6 6.6 89.8
spoken word 4 2.0 2.0 91.8
short stories 7 3.6 3.6 95.4
long fiction 1 5 5 95.9
song lyrics 8 4.1 4.1 100.0
Total 196 99.5 100.0

Missing System 1 5

Total 197 100.0
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APPENDIX B:
INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENTS

INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT
Embodying Literacy: Examining Teaching and Learning
with Multiple Mediums in First-Year Composition

INTRODUCTION

You are invited to participate in a study that involves hunegearch. This study will
examine how composing in different mediums, including anal digital mediums,
affects the writing students do for academic audienceasstayear composition. The
purpose of the study is to provide teachers and scholdrdagtiis and data that will
improve their understanding of college writing and wdlghthem teach writing and
teacher training more effectively in the future.

INFORMATION ABOUT PARTICIPANTS' INVOLVEMENT IN THE  STUDY

Should you choose to participate, you will be involvechandtudy from 24 August 2005
through the end of the fall semester on 19 December 2008 afidlysis phase of the
project will continue until 1 August 2007.) If you participateuywill not be asked to
spend any extra time on the study above the regular rewgnts for your English 101
class, but you will give Embodying Literacy researclpensnission to use your audio-
taped interview, your survey responses, and your writtersework for purposes of the
research project.

RISKS

There are no significant risks involved in this studytiBigation in this study is not in
any way related to your grade in English 101, and your instrwatl not know whether
you have decided to participate in the study until aftexl tourse grades have been
assigned. In addition, to preserve your confidentiaditydata that you provide to the
study will be identified with a pseudonym, and your nameatitio time be directly
associated with data you submit.

BENEFITS

Since the goal of the study is to increase knowledgetataating and to determine best
methods for teaching first-year composition, your pgréton in this research project
will give you an opportunity to help improve both schdlarglerstanding of writing and
the quality of first-year writing instruction. Should yokoose to participate, you will not
only contribute helpful examples of writing, but youlailso contribute your ideas and
opinions about how writing is taught, and that informatian have a direct impact on
future writing instruction at the University of Tennessed beyond.
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CONFIDENTIALITY

All information in the study records will be kept coninti@al. During the course of the
study, which concludes formally in August 2007, data will loeest securely in 408
McClung Tower and will be made available only to projesearchers unless
participants specifically give permission in writingdo otherwise. No reference will be
made in oral or written reports that could link particigao the study.

Participant's initials

CONTACT INFORMATION

If you have questions at any time about the study or procedunesnay contact the
project's principal researchers: Dr. Jenn Fishman (408 WicCIower/
jfishman@utk.edu/ 865.974.6958) and Stacey Pigg (311 McClung Tower/
spigg2@utk.edu/ 865.974.5401). You can also talk with your couttsedtts, [TBA], at
[office TBA] ([phone number TBA] or [email TBA]), angbu can contact the Director of
First-Year Writing, Dr. Mary Jo Reiff, at 310 McClungWer (mreiff@utk.edu or
865.974.6936).

If you have questions at any time about the study or proce(hurgsu experience
adverse effects as a result of participating in thisygtydu may contact co-principal
investigator and researcher Dr. Jenn Fishman (408 McCluweIT gishman@utk.edu/
865.974.6958). If you have questions about your rights as a pamticgoatact the Office
of Research Compliance Officer at 865.974.3466.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may ldexto participate without
penalty. If you decide to participate, you may withdrawribe study at any time
without penalty and without loss of benefits to which yoei@therwise entitled. If you
withdraw from the study before data collection is caetgd your data will be returned to
you or destroyed.

CONSENT

| have read and understood the above information, and Irbaga/ed a copy of this
form. | agree to participate in this study.

Participant's signature Date

Participant's printed name
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Researcher's signature Date

Researcher's name
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INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT
Embodying Literacy: Examining Teaching and Learning
with Multiple Mediums in First-Year Composition
Text Archive

INTRODUCTION

You are invited to contribute to a research archive thatweg human research. This
archive will contain electronic and written texts proalibg participants in the
Embodying Literacy study. The purpose of the archive gaoide scholars in
composition and related fields with a historical reseuhat can aid them in the ongoing
study of college writing.

INFORMATION ABOUT PARTICIPANTS' INVOLVEMENT IN THE  STUDY

Should you choose to participate, writing that you congeobntribute to the
Embodying Literacy study will be placed in the studyhare after 1 August 2007, when
the Embodying Literacy research project formally cotoesn end. If you decide to
contribute, none of your time and no extra effort oarygart will be required, but you
will give the Embodying Literacy researchers permissmretain your written
coursework for purposes of future research.

RISKS

Contributing to the Embodying Literacy archive is notry avay related to your grade in
English 101, and your instructor will not know whether yawe decided to contribute.
In addition, to preserve your confidentiality, all datattyou provide to the archive will
be identified with a pseudonym, and your name will not kectly associated with any
data you submit.

BENEFITS

Since the goal of the archive is to provide a resourcecimincrease knowledge about
writing, your participation will give you an opportunity tolphémprove disciplinary
knowledge of writing and first-year writing instruction,tbat the University of
Tennessee and beyond.

CONFIDENTIALITY

All information in the Embodying Literacy archive wile kept confidential. Materials in
the archive will be made available only to original profesearchers and to qualified
researchers in rhetoric and composition and relatetkfi®@esearchers wishing to consult
the archive will apply for permission by offering proofidéntity and legitimate

scholarly interests. Permission to work with the arclnlebe granted by Dr. Jenn
Fishman, co-principal investigator and researcher, orutrertt Director of First-Year
Writing, and will require a signhed statement promisingdoor participant
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confidentiality. No reference will be made in orahaitten reports that could link
participants to the study. Data will be stored securetié Writing Program Office.

Participant's initials

CONTACT INFORMATION

If you have questions at any time about the study or procedunesnay contact the
project's principal researchers: Dr. Jenn Fishman (408 iicClower/
jfishman@utk.edu/ 865.974.6958) and Stacey Pigg (311 McClung Tower/
spigg2@utk.edu/ 865.974.5401). You can also talk with your couttsedtts, [TBA], at
[office TBA] ([phone number TBA] or [email TBA]), angbu can contact the Director of
First-Year Writing, Dr. Mary Jo Reiff, at 310 McClungWer (mreiff@utk.edu or
865.974.6936).

If you have questions at any time about the study or proce(urgsu experience
adverse effects as a result of participating in thisygtydu may contact co-principal
investigator and researcher Dr. Jenn Fishman (408 McCluweIT gishman@utk.edu/
865.974.6958). If you have questions about your rights as a pamticgoatact the Office
of Research Compliance Officer at 865.974.3466.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation in this study and your contributionlte archive is voluntary; you
may decline to contribute without penalty. If you decidpddicipate, you may withdraw
from the study and you may request your materials beweanipom the archive at any
time without penalty and without loss of benefits to wWhyou are otherwise entitled. If
you choose not to submit your materials or if you chd@osemove them at any time,
your data will be returned to you or destroyed.

CONSENT

| have read and understood the above information, and Irbaga/ed a copy of this
form. | agree to participate in this study.

Participant's signature Date

Participant's printed name

Researcher's signature Date

Researcher's name
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APPENDIX C:
SAMPLE EXPERIMENTAL SYLLABUS

English 101: Embodying Self, Community, and Culture
University of Tennessee

Fall 2005

MWEF 8:00-8:50

HSS 70

Instructor: Stacey Pigg

Office: South Stadium Hall 323

Office Hours: Monday and Thursday 10:00 am-12:00 noon and by appointent
Email: spigg2@utk.edu (always the best way to contact me)

Welcomel!

Welcome to English 101! Generally, this course is dedigméntroduce you to the
rhetorical reading, critical thinking, and analytical wigtiskills you will need in the
college academic community and beyond, and this specificdildke is designed as part
of a research project that will work to evaluate différteaching and learning methods
for first-year college writing. We will focus on disgering, evaluating, and analyzing the
ways in which different writers work to persuade tlaidiences—or present
arguments—in a variety of texts. In addition to aasihg the arguments of other writers,
we’ll work to implement those rhetorical strategieattwe identify in our own writing.

By the end of the course everyone should be able thedfmiowing:

» Critically read texts and analyze the situations thativate writers, the choices
that writers make, and the effects of those choicesaders

* Analyze how writing employs content, structure, styd&e, and conventions
appropriate to the demands of a particular audience, mjrgesre, or context

» Develop and articulate a position clearly, thoughtfidiyd persuasively

» Write persuasive arguments, developing and deploying supporvigiethee
appropriate to audience and purpose, and considering couintsralad multiple
perspectives.

* Respond constructively to drafts-in-progress, applying rleaticconcepts to
revisions of their own and peers’ writing

* Analyze multiple modes of communication and the wayshich a wide range of
rhetorical elements (visual and verbal) operate in thefgmersuasion

» Evaluate sources and integrate the ideas of otherthigitocown writing (through
paraphrase, summary, analysis, and evaluation)
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But What's All This About Self, Community, and Culture?

In addition to focusing on the rhetorical reading andimgiskills detailed above, our
class will dedicate itself to reading and analyzinggéat give us a glimpse of life from
points of view that may be radically different frohose we encounter on a day-to-day
basis here at UT. A key to success in this class wpole ability to step into the shoes
of a young autistic boy, a teenage girl from Iran, amthale community recovering from
a hate crime that occurred within its city limits. &e realize that the texts we read and
subjects we discuss will often be controversial antreguire maturity, an open mind,
and the willingness to engage with material and with gquesthat may be difficult in
more ways than one.

What Will Be Expected of Me During Class Time?

Trust me, hardly anyone enters an English or compaositiass feeling absolutely
confident with his or her writing. That's why we withstantly work collaboratively as

a class to share ideas, invent paper topics, and revisgldvdork together, putting all of
our individual strengths together to produce better wotks @lass is NOT a lecture
class, but instead will operate as a workshop in whichwnjthlbe expected to enter into
conversation with your fellow classmates and meassHiscussion, online forums, peer
review sessions, and in your writing. All writing, aftdl, can be described as a
conversation of sorts, so the more you are willing fodad interact, the more you will
see your writing improve this semester.

Required Texts:

Haddon, MarkThe Curious Incident of the Dog in the Night-time.

Satrapi, MarjanePersepolis

Kaufman, Moises, and The Tectonic Theater Projguoe. Laramie Project

Glenn, Miller, Webb, and Grayhe Wrer's Harbrace Handbook Brief

Fishman, Jenn, Stacey Pigg, & Devon Asdell with Miya Abldgill Doyle, Amanda
Watkins.Self, Community, and Culture: Readings in Multiple Literacies.

Grading Scale and Breakdown

A 90-100 Participation: 30%
B+ 87-89 Take-home Essay 5%
B 80-86 Unit #1: 15%
c+  77-79 Unit #2: 20%
C 70-76 Unit #3: 25%
NC  Below 70 Final Portfolio: 5%

Your participation grade is separated into 3 parts: listeratigedy in class and
participating in class discussion (10%), completing edeyywriting and homework
(10%), and giving in-class presentations (10%). Please keemahthat you must
complete every assignment to pass this course, anddlzssignment will be complete
(read: you will not receive credit for it) until you have conpleted the questionnaire
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that corresponds to it | will consider giving incompletes only in extreme caaeg only
if all assignments for Units 1 and 2 have been compleatéd..

Revision

You will have the chance to revise/rewrite your fingdga for Units 1 and 2, and | will
average your new revision grade with your original gr&#isions for Unit 1’s final
paper will be due on or before the end of Unit 2, and resions for Unit 2’s final
paper will be due on or before the end of Unit 3You should note, however, that
revising does not just mean editing! If you turn in arign or revised paper, you
should first meet with me to discuss your paper and thake significant changes to its
argumentation and organization before | will considersiajg your grade.

Attendance

Because this course is a workshop class with a strongasmpin collaboration, your
attendance is absolutely crucial to everyone’s succeaswil be given 3 absences to
use at your own discretion with no questions askéter 3 absences, however, | will
lower your final grade by one half letter for every absence, ganing that 8 total
absences for the class is an automatic N@.for any reason (sports, institutionally-
affiliated extracurricular activity, etc.) you know thatu will need to miss more than 3
class periods, please see me immediately to discusptions.Please also know that
2 late arrivals to class equals one absence.

Blackboard or Online@UT

You can access your Blackboard site by visiting online.utk.aduleen logging in using
your UT Net ID and password. This class will use Blackth@xtensively to record all
assignments and for various elements of class discuast peer review. We will discuss
the details of how to use Blackboard later, and youecaal me with questions anytime
you have a problem with or question about the site.

Late Papers

Late papers should not be an issue for our class beclasseime will focus on the
process of writing them. Yowill upload all assignments to our Blackboard site
before class, complete the online questionnaire that cosponds to the assignment,
and submit hard copies of the assignment to me at the beging of class on the date
the paper or project is due Unless | have granted you an extension in advartee, la
submission of papers or projects will result in a 10-pd@duction per class day.

Academic Dishonesty and Plagiarism
Hilltopics gives the following guidelines regarding academic honesty

Students shall not plagiarize. Plagiarism is usingritedlectual property or
product of someone else without giving proper credit. The undented use of
someone else’s words or ideas in any medium of commtionc(unless such
information is recognized as common knowledge) is assmffense, subject to
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disciplinary action that may include failure in a couasd/or dismissal from the
University. (10)

Just so that we are completely clear on this, hersecific examples of plagiarism
taken from UT’s website:

e copying without proper documentation (quotation marks anthfiari) written or
spoken words, phrases, or sentences from any source;

* summarizing without proper documentation (usually a omatideas from
another source (unless such information is recognizedmasion knowledge);

* borrowing facts, statistics, graphs, pictorial repnéstgons, or phrases without
acknowledging the source (unless such information is recegdjaig common
knowledge);

» collaborating on a graded assignment without the instrscpproval,

» submitting work, either in whole or in part, created lprafessional service and
used without attribution (e.g., paper, speech, bibliographghotograph).

Basically, use your common sense, and if you have quesiiang citations or receiving
outside help, just ask me ahead of time. | do not t@exdagiarism, and if you are found
guilty of plagiarism, your penalty could be an F fo flaper or a grade of NC for the
course.

Conferences

At least twice during the semester we will meet byieflitside of class in my office to
discuss your workThese conferences are mandatory and will count as two class
absences should you choose to skip one that you've scheduled

Disability Services

If you need course adaptations or accommodations becaas#cumented disability or
if you have emergency information to share, please cotita Office of Disability
Services at 191 Hoskins Library at 974-6087. This will ensureythatire properly
registered for services.

A Few Tips

* Always, always ask for help at any point in your papengadings. Email me
your questions and take advantage of office hours to tatkmat in person about
your reading and writing.

» Definitely visit theWriting Center in Room 211 of the Humanities and Social
Sciences Buildingfor help with your papers. The Writing Center is a vese
that can help you with all aspects of your writing, esgdicif you visit them at
the earliest stages of forming ideas for your papers. Trasthese guys are
really good, and even the most confident writers witlddg from talking with
them.

* If you want some extra attention with your writing,feel especially less than
confident, you should consider signing up for English 103, ¢lhgpanion course

140



to 101. See me for more information. English 103 will &istp a lot if you have
trouble with putting off papers until the last minute!

Reading in college is not like reading in high schoolin high school most often
you were expected to read just to get the basic factkeraway information
from a text. Now it is your responsibility to do mote:read “against the grain”
and question texts, to think about why the author makethiees he or she
does, and to create your own knowledge and ideas basedabiyou read. | will
expect that you have approached a text this way everyerdiscuss something
you've read.

Embodying Self, Community, and Culture Course Guide

Week 1 Unit 1: Reading Curiously, Reading Rhetorically

W 8/24 Course Overview

Read “The New Theory of Learning” in class

F 8/26 Assignment: Take-home essay
(due electronically by 8:00 am Saturday, 8/27)
Week 2 20-minute conferences from 8/26 to 9/1
M 8/29 Work with take-home essay in class

Text: Curious Incident of the Dog in the Night-time

W 8/31 Reading rhetorically
Text: Curious Incident of the Dog in the Night-time
F 9/2 Reading rhetorically
Text: Curiousand a reader selection
Week 3
M 9/5 Holiday—No Classes
W 9/7 Reading rhetorically/identifying rhetorical stances
Text: Reader selection(s)
F 9/9 Identifying rhetorical stances
Text: Curiousand reader selection(s)
Week 4
M 9/12 Identifying rhetorical stances
Small group presentations
W 9/14 Identifying rhetorical stances
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Small group presentations

F 9/16 Identifying rhetorical stances
Small group presentations
Week 5
M 9/19 First drafts due electronically
In class: Discuss revising rhetorically
Text: Persepolisind reader selection(s) frdaveryday Use
W 9/21 Revising rhetorically
ContinuePersepoligntro
F 9/23 Final Paper 1 due
ContinuePersepoligntro
Week 6 Unit 2: Self, Context, and Community
M 9/26 Discuss/embodfPersepoliswvith reader selection(s)
W 9/28 Discuss/embodfPersepoliswvith reader selection(s)
F 9/30 Blog workshop in computer room—HSS 202
Week 7
M 10/3 Continue work witiPersepolisand blogs
W 10/5 Continue work witiPersepolisand blogs
F 10/7 Workshop: synthesizing perspectives
Week 8
M 10/10 Continue blogging abowRersepolisand reader texts
W 10/12 Continue blogging abowRersepolisand reader texts
F 10/14 Fall Break—No classes
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Week 9

M 10/17 Draft due
Workshop activity + start blog peer review
W 10/19 In class grammar day + blog peer review due
IntroduceLaramieand blog assignment
F 10/21 Final drafts of Paper 2 due, last day to turn in revisadri®aper
1
More Laramieintroduction
Week 10 Unit 3: rhetorical analysis, contextual analysis, working wih
sources
M 10/24 DiscussThe Laramie Projeatinit
W 10/26 DiscussLaramieand contextualizing identity
F 10/28 Workshop on Studio software and audio presentation
Week 11 Group conferences on opinion essays this week
M 10/31 Working with sources/contextualizing identity
Opinion piece drafts due
W 11/2 Working with sources/contextualizing identity
F11/4 Working with sources/contextualizing identity
Week 12
M 11/7 Workshop connecting opinion essay and final essay
Introduce rhetorical problem concept
W 11/9 More on rhetorical problem concept
F11/11 Rhetorical problems andaramie
Week 13
M 11/14 Rhetorical problems aridaramie

Audio essay should be recorded by today
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W 11/16 Rhetorical problems aridaramie
F11/18 1% drafts of Paper 3 due
Week 14
M 11/21 Workshop ' drafts
W 11/23 Workshop continued
F 11/25 Thanksgiving Break—No Classes
Week 15
M 11/28 2" draft of Paper 3 due
W 11/30 Revision workshop
Final drafts of Paper 3 due, last day to turn in revisairi®aper
F12/2 5
Week 16
* LAST DAY OF CLASSES *
M 12/5 * MANDATORY ATTENDANCE *
Portfolios, final surveys due
Week 17 Final Exams!
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APPENDIX D:

TYPED INTRODUCTORY SURVEY QUESTIONS

Name:

English 101 course section:
Gender:

DOB:

Major/intended major:
Minor/intended minor:
Post-college plans:

1. In addition to going to school, | also:

* work or intend to work ____ hours a week;

* volunteer or intend to volunteer ___ hours a week;

» participate or intend to participate in extracurriculgaernsored by UT (clubs,
frats, arts groups, sports) __ hours a week;

» participate or intend to participate in extracurriculgaensored by groups outside
the university (community, religious, etc.) __ hours akwee

For questions 2-10, use the following scale to make your answers: Sxgéryd= high;
3=average; 2= low; 1=very low.

My confidence overall as a writer is: 5 4 3 1
My confidence as a reader is: 5 4 312
My confidence as a researcher is: 5 4231
My confidence speaking spontaneously in class diseussio5 4 3 2 1
My confidence in giving prepared oral reports & presemsiis: 5 4 3 2 1
My confidence in my ability to understand verbal argusie

thatlreadis: 5 4 3 2 1
My confidence in my ability to understand verbal argument

that | listen to is: 5 4 3 2 1
9. My confidence in my ability to understand argumentsubat

combinations of words, images, movement, and/orsoudd it 3 2 1

10. My confidence in my ability to understand nonverbal arguisne
that use only images, movement, and/or soundis: 5342 1

Nooabkwh

o

11. In high school, | did the following kinds of writing fechool assignments:

Summary
Description
Book report
Lab report
Letter
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Business letter
Personal narrative
Research paper (with information/sources given to me lohéen
Research paper (with information/sources | had to finceif)ys
Email
Listserv
Online discussion board
Instant Messaging
Blog or online journal entry
Blog or online journal response
Chat
Web page text or hypertext
Web design (including coding)
PowerPoint slide shows
Journalism
Creative writing

Poetry

Spoken word

Short stories

Long fiction

Creative nonfiction

Song lyrics

Other (please specify)

12. In high school, | did the following types of writing sidie of class (including on my
own and/or at work):

Letter
Business letter
Email
Listserv
Online discussion board
Instant Messaging
Blog or online journal entry
Blog or online journal response
Chat
Web page text or hypertext
Web design (including coding)
PowerPoint slide shows
Resume or CV (curriculum vitae)
Journalism
Creative writing

Poetry

Spoken word

Short stories
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Long fiction
Creative nonfiction
Song lyrics

Other (please specify):

13. In high school when was given writing assignmentsteagher(s) required me to
start by writing some ideas and thoughts about my topic

most of the time
often
sometimes
occasionally
never

14. In high school when was given writing assignmentstaagher(s) required me to
make an outline of my paper

most of the time
often
sometimes
occasionally
never

15. In high school, my teacher(s) required me to revigeng assignments

most of the time
often
sometimes
occasionally
never

16. In high school, my teacher(s) gave me feedback onrntigg when | was required to

revise

most of the time
often
sometimes
occasionally
never

17. In high school, | was required to read and commenthar students’ writing, and
other students read and commented on my writing beforemved in final drafts of our
assignments

most of the time
often
sometimes
occasionally
never
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18. In high school, friends read and commented on myngriutside of class and class
assignments before | turned in final drafts of my asserm

most of the time

often

sometimes

occasionally

never

19. In high school, family members read and commentedyonriting before | turned in
final drafts of my assignments

most of the time

often

sometimes

occasionally

never

20. In high school, a tutor read and commented on myngridgefore | turned in final
drafts of my assignments

most of the time

often

sometimes

occasionally

never

For the following question (#21), please answer using theafmlgp scale 5=extremely
helpful; 4=somewhat helpful; 3=made little difference; 2=unhelpful; ltrexely
unhelpful; n/a=not applicable.

21. In high school following activities were helpful t@ s a writer:

writing thoughts and ideas 5 4 3 2 1an
writing an outline 5 4 3 2 1 nla
revising 5 4 3 2 1 nla
receiving teacher feedback on my drafts 5 4231 nla
receiving comments from peers in class on my drafts 453 2 1 nla
receiving comments from peers out of classonmydrais 4 3 2 1 nl/a
receiving comments from family on my drafts 5 4 3 1 nla
receiving comments from a tutor on my drafts 5 4 231 nla

22. 1 own my own computer:
Yes
No

23. My family owns a computer or computers:
Yes
No
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24. My high school had computers that | used:
Yes
No

25. In high school, when | had a writing assignment | ussahgouter to do the
following (check all that apply):

To find topics to write about

To develop ideas for papers

To look up information assigned by my teacher

For typing papers

For revising papers

Other (please specify)

Not at all

26. In high school, I did the following kinds of writing épilse check all that apply):

Blog postings for school outside of school not at all
Chat for school outside of school not at all
Instant Messaging for school outside of school hatla

Email for school outside of school not at all
Listserv for school outside of school not at all
Gaming for school outside of school not at all

Online Discussion Board for school outside of school t ahall
Web page text or hypertext for school outside of sthoo not at all
Web design (including coding) for school outside of school not at all
PowerPoint slide shows for school outside of schoolnot at all

27. During high school, | had opportunities to participatdaescdiscussions
most of the time
often
sometimes
occasionally
never

28. During high school, I had opportunities to give prepared ogakptations (including
PowerPoint slide shows) in my classes

most of the time

often

sometimes

occasionally

never

29. During high school, I performed writing one or moressnn the following ways:
| acted in a school drama (play or musical): yes no
| participated on a debate team: yes no
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| recorded something | wrote for radio broadcast: yes no
| recorded something someone else wrote for radiobroadcas yes  no
| talked live from notes for radio broadcast(s): yeso n
| participated in another performance activity/ othévaes: yes no
If yes, please specify:

30. When | write school assignments, | think about thegreor people who will read
my writing (check all that apply):
--when | am coming up with my ideas for writing
--when | am first starting to write
--when | am looking for information and things to writeoat
--while | am writing
--when | go back to revise what | have written
--when | am proofreading my writing and correcting for aksts
--when | read my own finished writing
--other (please specify)
--not at all

31. When | write outside of school, | think about thesparor people who will read my
writing (check all that apply):
--when | am coming up with my ideas for writing
--when | am first starting to write
--when | am looking for information and things to writeoat
--while | am writing
--when | go back to revise what | have written
--when | am proofreading my writing and correcting for aksts
--when | read my own finished writing
--other (please specify)
--not at all

For questions 32-39, use the following scale to make your answers: Smpogtant;
4=somewhat important; 3=important; 2=not very important; 1=not important &t al

32. In school, the ability to write effectively is: 5
33. In school, the ability to read effectively is:

34. At work, the ability to write effectively is: 5
35. In work, the ability to read effectively is:

36. In personal life, the ability to write effectivas;

37. In personal life, the ability to read effectively is
38. In my experience, the ability to write effectivedy i
39. In my experience, the ability to read effectively is:

LN

oowooooW&’woo
NN NN

1
1
1
1

1

1

1

1

Ol o1 01 O
-l>.|>-l>-l>g

40. | do my best writing in (pick one):
Summary
Description
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Book report
Lab report
Letter
Business letter
Personal narrative
Email
listserv
Blog or online journal entry
Blog or online journal response
Chat
Analytical essay
Research paper (with information/sources given to you)
Research paper (with information/sources you had to findsgdfur
Web page text or hypertext
Web design (including coding)
PowerPoint slide shows
Resume or CV (curriculum vitae)
Journalism
Creative writing
Poetry
Spoken word
Short stories
Long fiction
Creative nonfiction
Song lyrics
Other (please specify):

Descriptive questions:

41. What do you like most about your writing and why?

42. What would you like to change about your writing and why?

43. Good writing is writing that (finish the sentence)

44. A good writer is someone who (finish the sentence)

45. A good reader is someone who (finish the sentence)
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APPENDIX E:

THINK WORD LISTS

In fact, In short, As such, When, Then, Further, Femrtiore
Whenever, Moreover

If...then, Hope, Imagine, Think, Wish, Speculate, Picture|
Assuming

I/1

D

When, Whenever, Then, Before, After, Throughout, Whilg¢
Overall, In (this paper), During, Here, There, Findlty,
general, In particular, So far, Up to now

I/r

According to, says, As, Such as

I/caus

Yet, Because, Therefore, Since, As a result, Thus,t@uss
long as

I/comp

Similarly, The same as, Whereas, Equally, Greater, thast
as, In comparison, Whether, Like

Different than, Between, In opposition to, Rathemth
Never, Not, Nevertheless, On the contrary, In cehtia
Instead of, Unlike, Neither/nor, On the one hand/okizd

***these wordsmay help signal a kicker: Clearly,
Essentially, Obviously, Must, Is, In conclusion
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