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ABSTRACT

Current composition scholaréhip rejects the notion
that invention takes place only at the prewrifing stage,
recognizing connections inherent in‘language, writing, and
knowlédge construction; however, despite theoretical moveé
beyond writiﬁg—as—product, current first-year writing
courses and theirvassociated research texts seem to have
changed little. In this thesis, I argue'for a more open and .
active research process and approach toward the téaching of
researched writing. Specifically, I argue that the
hyperﬁext—based research environﬁent may enrich student
learning and writing by reinforcing recursivity throughout
the writing process, at the same time as it encourages
reflection on both cbgnitive and sociél processes of
knowledge constfuction. Further, I argue for a more
vigorous student engagement'in kndwledge—making activities
by encouragiﬁg active research furthér aléng in the’writing
process. | - |

According to certain contemporary hypertext and
learning theories, there is a cégnitive relationship
between learning and invention, indicating that thé
cognitive and sociél précesses affecting comﬁosition are

inseparable. Thus, blending writing and computer technology
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may enhance invention, through the_social aspects of
khowledge cdnstruction, and through offéring writers the
opportunity tb bécome aware of the mental processes in
.which they eﬁéage as they invent, research,:an& construct
knoﬁledge. Through nonlihearity,ta digital electronic form,
and highly sensory nature, hyéertext forces thé reader to
_“play" with the ordering of thoughts and “notice” how~£hat
affects cognition and meaning. Hypertext, then, may be a
facilitating-technology, bringing both different and

' Qfeéter possibilities for critical thinking and invention

in the researched writing process.
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- CHAPTER ONE

.COMPOSITION AND RESEARCHED WRITING

Introduction
As a ffeshman Cémppsitién gtgdentin 1970, I was
_requiréd to sﬁbmiﬁ researéh ésséys'in stages, with an
Voutline and first dréft,-énd there was liftlelpr no
feedback»pfior'to the final draft. The method for pfoducing
‘avfinished piéce of academic writing was linearvénd
priviieged narrowing and foéusingAa to?ic prior té
résea:ching( One simply did one’s reseafch, produced notes
: and aAdraft, then wrote up the resulting paper. I have_ﬁo
<recgllection‘of freéwriting, collaborative brainsto#ming,
_or‘O£her'such activitieé that‘emefged from what came to be
 kann aé,phe “process movement,” I remember no ?eer groups,
 . né feﬁisioﬁ, simplyAéditing t6 hone grammér'and form,
_fOllOWing the’then standard‘emphasis on correctness through
 a.neat and orderly‘formﬁlé. Tﬁe ideé that. research might
céﬁtinue throughouﬁ a projeét, to furthér develop
understanding or knowledge, was‘absent. My essays, judging
.ffom my grades, were sﬁccessfulw Inbthe end, howeve:, I did
no£ arrive at ﬁhe'place I would rathef.be, the result pf é

1gtoo ¢losely,‘too narrowly followed predetermined script.



: . That is to say, in the act of writing I discovered éther
»ideés'vaanted to explore, to feséarch,.which might:haveA
lead to furtﬁer and richer invention. I.waé, instead,‘v
required to .stay on task. As I, on my Brother typeWrife;,
pecked oﬁt the final‘draff, my sense of owneréhip;and‘

ﬁ;éleure was deniedf'

- Since my early collegé days?.the preferred paradigm in
\‘wfiting pedagogy ha§ shifted from writing—éstfoduqt to
writing—asfprocess; acknowledging thaflwri#érs produce
writing through the recursiVe;processes'of'invention,
writing, and rewritihg. Within this frameWork, the aét of
 jwriting guides the’writér to understanding_and triggers
r‘linsighﬁs while ordering.thoughté._In thiSIWayg-invention
mayiéccur throughéut;thé writing process..This-insight has’

‘fbeéﬁ.giVen»fdrﬁhér Qéigh£ by.théo;etiéal.modeis_offeredAby‘

j s¢ﬁ¢lar§ ﬁhé'cohéiﬁei &fiﬁihg'a social process. Récognizing‘

fﬁé{connébtiéhsfiﬂhéréﬁt:iﬁ.Ianguagé,.writing, and”knoﬁledge_
‘friéoﬁétrgcﬁiéﬁ:.gﬁcﬁ_schélérs'teach ﬁs,'émong éthe: thiﬁgs,
'i5ﬁ¢£ﬁ;t;W£itiﬁg;ié;@ éollabbrati&e act that requires writefé
':.ﬁd-éntér'gnéoiﬁg éonVefsations'and discourse communitiesg
A >ipvéhtion; then,<i5'ﬁhderstéod as an impdrtanf'aspéét of

'Tff éEﬁe‘pchés§of'entgrihg conversationsﬁ Thus, the

recursivity of thé»writing process and the naturé of
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‘ knbwledge construction suggest the necéssity foi writers to
revisit invention thréughout théir writing‘process.
Despite‘such‘theoretical devélopménts,lfhe'tréatment
of research in fifst yéar'compositién courses and in-
research writing textbooks seems to have changed very
little; in géneral, research assumes a position as the
first sﬁage of cémposing and is, b? and large, absent
.thereafter. In other words,,efficiendy'in the proceés may
be stressed at the expéhse of more meaﬁingful leérning. A
glimpse at some popular research writihg textbopks suggests
how little classroom approaches have changedi The Bedford
Researcher (2003),  for eXample, édvises‘students to move
from choosing and narrowing a topic, to deﬁeloping a.
research guestion -and plan, then to findiﬁg inférmatidn. On
compietion’of these.stages, Writers are to,engagé the
p;odesses of”organ;zing, outlining,.drafting, ;eviéing, and
editiné. Similar programs are éd&iéed byaniting Reéearbh_
Papers (2005). Thé textbobk Thé Réseérch'Péber: A Guiae to
»Library and internet Research (2003flsummarizes “the steps
you_need to follow” when writiné a researéhed paper (6).
The text éﬁcourages student writeré tosevalﬁate soﬁrbés,
"focus clearly on their-hypothesés,.and be ready to revise

their hypotheses and outlines. in light of what their



. research uncovers. With a revised_hypothesis and clear
ifhesis, students are torproduce an abstract,and outline.
Whiie writing.the rough draft “faifly rapidly,” writers are
reminded to éite sources correctly, and thenjﬁevise thé
draft for organization,~su§port;'language, and
documentation (7).,Additional.research during the writing
phase is recommended only if.édditional documentation is
necessary to support the student’s thesis. Excluding
diScussions'related.tovelectronic research methods énd
séurces, the current texts generally parallel‘first—Year
_compoéition research texts from the past. Thus,.current
sﬁudent‘research methods often remain médhanical, curb
recursivity_and, as suﬁh( they truncaté'the poséibilities.
of invention inherent in,the'research process.

My thesis respbnds,to this.typically abbfeQiated
‘function.of researbh in'thé writiﬁg érocessr;apd I argue
for é pew-aﬁtitude ahd approach toWaﬁd the_teaching of
. researched writing. Dfawing f;om scholarship.ih
,_éompdsiﬁioﬁ;-hypertext; andAlearning_theorieé, I.ekaminev
the inventi&e ﬁbssibilities of writing done-Céﬂcurxehtly
with ohliné researchzand iié poﬁénéiéljﬁo réinforce a. |
recprsiVe,‘rafher than linea;, wgiting_proce$s in-which-the‘

" writer moves.between research and writing. activities,



augmenting and’hpning the text over time..Attributes of
_h&pertegt based fesearch} such aé highly intuitive search
éngineéjénd hyperlinks, can duickly put férward new-
assbciaﬁioné'and oppor£unities for interdiscipiinary
thinking,~p£ovidiﬁg a ;icher environment for the active
.rea&er and.adéancing the proépécf for increased discoveries
A'and é.deepef,-richer_lea#ning and inventive writing |
éxperience. Iﬁsights of post-process theories in
. composition and the scholarly dialogue surroundihg learning
and invenﬁion theories often converge with hypertext
.théory, supporting-my argument thatAthe-iﬁclusioﬁ of a
recursive process of writing in conjunction with hypertéxt
-based resea;ch may promote a varied and more extensive
~iearﬁing and, in turn, a morebenfiched and meaningful
fexpérigncg.through writing. I-aléd suggest that'current
schOlarshiﬁ in hypertext and'learning'theéry may helb
scholafslin cbmpbsition reconnect social epistemic models
of writing with cognitive reséarch énd dogﬁitive models for
" learning. |

Composition’s history supports a richer understanding
of knowledge construction and writing thanAdo the textbdok
methods I have di3cuséed. As I examiné recent composition

'.'theory, I hope to show how, as language users acknowledging



social theories of language, we make meaning and construct
knowlédge in response to our changing situations and
interpretations, which should encourage us to welcome a new
approaCh to.reseafch and the possibilities of a riChef, if

chaotic, method of research and writing.

Post-process Concepts
The most re;ent move for composition.studj is in the

direction of post-process theory, thotgh the'exact
definition of the term “postjprpcess” is contested. In a
1994‘CCC review article, John Ttimbﬁr coiﬁed the terﬁA
i,Vpoét—procéss,”-referriﬁg to what had becomé known in

.compoSition studies as the “social turn;fAthat is, shifting

Agmpﬂésis_from‘the-writihg—as—a—p:océss cognitive issues of
.'tﬁeéry to léfgér sétial_issues.iTtim5Ur~explains”the
 “56Cia£ tﬁrn” as |

ff“ilii'é post-process, post—cognitivist theory
,1aﬁd pédagOgy that7repre$ent iiteraty as an

1ideoi§gipal aréna_ahd-compOSition.as a cultural
".éttiVity~b§ Whiéh writeis ppsitioh and'reposition
-_'themselteélin rélatidn:to theif owﬁ and éthers'

sﬁbjectiyities, discourses,vpractites,'and

institutions. (109)



" Trimbur set the divide between process'and sttQprocess
along'cognitive—social lines,.sefting the social outside.
the prbcess paradigm, thereby incfeasihg the diVidé.between
prgcess and éost—procesé'camps. |

Scholarly attention largely shifted from the formulaic
processes by which the writer'produces text toward'an
'emphasié on the lé:ger systems  of gocial construction
'affecting the Qriter,’such as culturé}'economics, poiitics,
and instiﬁutions (Kent; Paralogic 7). Pbst—proceSé
theorists focus on tﬁé benefit of theorizing rather than
theory building and understand the act of wrifing.as “é”
process rather than “the” process. Such.theorists assert
that “no codifiable or_generalized w:iting'process exists
or could exist,” in Thomas Ként's.words, and that phe‘.
activity owariting-cannot bé encapsulated within a
standardized process or “Big Theofy”'(Post~Pro?ess'l).

Most poéf—érocess theorists hold three aésumptions'
about the’éct'of,writing; acco;ding to Kent: (1) writing-is
public, that is,'thé act of writing is a form of
cpmmﬁnicative>interaction that includeé_thg writer and'
other langﬁage users “at specific historiCai moﬁenfs'énd

(4

‘with specific relations with others,” since these moments

" and relations change; (2)“writing is interpretive, that is,



_-we must come to.an‘understanding with other language users
‘tb “make seﬁse‘of” lahgﬁage'we'write orxfead,,that writing
involves intefpretatiéﬁ, and interprétation is not
vreducible toja process; (3) writing_is situatea, that is,
writers.héve a specific-Way of séeing things, Qarrying
_specific.intereéts, beliefs, and fears that situate them in
-.relation to other language usérs and influence theirAuée_of
language (Post-Process 1-2). Simply put, writing is a
public act that reqﬁires understandingAbetweén langﬁagé

' uSers. Furthermore, communication is contingent and
situational. Writing, for these réasons, is a'process that
cannot be generalizéd.

Still,'the‘label “stt—process"~remains unclear, a
result of questions and diéagreeménts amongst the scholars.
“‘Bruce McComiSkéy reéardsiKent’s notion of pOstEérocess as
“anti-process.” A mbre productive;gofion-of pbst—proceés,
according té McComiskéy, is post—piogess.aé an extension of
_the procéssdconcept rather than ifs rejeCtion 149—50); If
'discourée brbduction'aﬁdlaﬁalysis'defy.modelizatioﬁ, if
languagé.is unstable and'contradictory, it(foiiéWs( for
Kent, ﬁhat_it is imﬁOssiblé:ahd “béydhdIlogiE”jﬁo; a writer
or reader to predi@t'the path of understandingwfor:another.

Interpretation between writer and reader is a hermeneutic’



strategy-fhat WO;ks_only as a guessing gaﬁe (see Kent’s
Paralogic Rﬁetoric). McComiskey iooké beyond the issue of
langﬁégé.ihstability and its interferehce.in.universal
meaﬁiﬂg“production..Though Kent and McComiskey agree
langﬁage‘is'ﬁnstable and chtraaigtory'and, as such,
wriﬁing cannof}be.codified ihto.ﬁniversal practices of a
_mastér theory; McCQmiskey’s.interest in invention and
révision strategies focus on developing the writer’s use of
language, tréﬁsforming the instability bf language into
discourse that is enriched and purposeful. McComiskey
points to the act of writing.as a meanélfé accomplish this
:'unde:standing and pﬁrpose, explaining:
- [Ilnvention and revision strategies, as I
.understand and teach them, do notvassume.a stable
'and predictableflinguiétic system:for'generating
ﬁniﬁérsal meaning,'their function is, insteéd,,to
harness the polyphonic character of language in
vcommunities, fo develop réther than constrict a
writer’s.sense of:purpose. (39—40)
The act of writing holds the capacity to remedy the
-instability of language. According to McComiskey, “writing
well transforms this unstable languagé into discourée that

'Acan.accomplish real purposes” (50). McComiskey’s vision of



_post—prbcess offers “socialrprocess rhetorical inquiry” as
a pedagogical approach in composiﬁion to understand the
sociai realm‘in composition discourse, offefing rhetorical
heuristics that.hélpAwriters navigate through econémis,_
cultural, polificalL and»social confexts {20} .
| The very nature of post—pchess'theory defies a neatly
.packaged dsfinition. As writing sfudies academics move into
'the twenty—firstsceﬂtury-they continue wrestlihg with
thebries of knowledge—ﬁakisg and'reject the_éoncept of a
generalized writing process,'giyen the notions of
intefpretation and the fact fhat spécific historical
.‘moméﬁts with specifis rélations are ever—chahging° The
ishéllésge of diversity,.however; remains a'fosal point
witﬁin the.field..CQixent trendsp,which carried over from
.fths;1990's,;attsﬁdits‘issues of.diveQSity_:elated to
_'gsﬁderf;récé,'and.Class;.Additionally, disabilityistudiss
 snd_séxﬁsi idsﬁtify iessiVe greater'attenfion as.well as
"~Aths;nogisﬁs‘sf_snfinternatiohalist perspective and moving
' Esgéndthéimastsiylof English only (Bedford Bibiiograth).'
.CurfehﬁGSéhslsriyftréﬁds fefieéﬁ an interest toward
'énaiy;inginew mediagsﬁd‘téchnology, evidencing’divé;sity
'iégtepds.be?ond'studént.identity and into aress of

‘composition’s histories, theories, and curricula (Bedford

10



" Bibliography) . Genre studies and.activity theory (Vygotsky)
may also prbvide fertile grounds for post-process writing

theories (Bedford Bibliography) .

What Next?

Current post-process understandings of recursivity
offer ué the oppoﬁtunity to rethink the purposes and means
1of research writing. Students may discover a more frﬁitful
writing éxperience if given the opportunity to recurrently
research and revise while»writing, narfowing and refogusing
the topic further down the line. With the advent of
computers and the ease with which text is revised, even
hoved in large sections (an inconceivable function during
my freshman composition days), the abilityAto imblemehf a
recuréive ﬁrocess.of concurrent online researéh and writiﬁgl‘
is greatly simplifiéd.

Technolégy’s role.in writing and invéﬁtion, acpording
to certaih'coﬁpﬁfer scilence aﬁd-coﬁpbsitioﬁAscholars;
directly asséciates.tobhOW and what.the‘writer rhetorically
in&ents, evidenced in arguments that computer-mediated
communication contributes to fragmeﬁtation and posﬁmodérn
‘thought, affecting human cognition.(Harnad 1 par. 9);

further, computers more closely imitate the associative

11,



‘mental process and.speed of‘thinking (Harnad 2_par. 4) ; and
'é'“new kind of consciousness” stems erm.and works through |
fragments of-informatién the mind pltcks from electronic
-media, causiné us to think in a new way (Guyer.334). Such
bpiﬁts bring new and differént péssibilities tQ the student
ﬁriter, and sugéest compositién sfudies might take a closer
_look at technology’s link to coénition, as weil as the
- conversation surrounding.current learning theories related
to metacognition and learning strategiesw |

In the remainder of this theSis, I.explore these ideas
more fully, g:ounding them in the theories thét_give rise
td them.'In‘chapter two'I argue that metécogﬁition and
learning stfategies erktto enhance leéfning; i élso show
the.pOSSibie limitatiqns_of traditional léarning theory in
1light of potehtialiﬁies brought about through ﬁechqolog&.
The third chapter diécusseé«inVent;oﬁ theory.in relation to
_ Writiﬁg.aﬁd.cbméutér fechnology; the»coﬁnections betweeﬁ
~these zqnes.allow teaéhers andvléérners to tap.intq béth
_ﬁhe sbcial.aépeéts of kﬁowlédge constructionlandithe
writer’s men£aliproce$ses.‘Chapter fqurlexplOfeS how and
th coﬁcurrent‘writingVand_onliﬁé £eséar¢h,.gﬁppp;ted by
fhe_nature.and>dynamibs of hypertéxf,'that is}fité'

A.honlinearity, digitai.electronic form, and:highly sensory

12



nature, may significantly augment the experience of
,»dritical thinking and invention in the writing process. The
final chapter presents my conclusions and recommendations

to pfomote a hypertext research and writing pedagogy.

13



CHAPTER TWO

LEARNING THEORY

Composifion studiesf shift to éocial orﬁpost—process
épncepts, combiﬁed with ﬁhe.interdisciplinary prominence of
post-modern thought, generail? worked to tedirect attention
‘away from cognitive theories-in composition stﬁdies. Oid
1¢bgnitiVe theories did not successfully accouﬁt for how one
comes to the'content one writes, how the largef social and
' diséursive forces situate writers and help constitute what
they believe and what_they can‘say. The social process
4m§dels, in contrast, offered'accoqﬁts of>knqwledge—makingk-
as a communél, languagé—based activity and expioged how
larger'social and-discursive forcés‘sitﬁate writers and’

" help constituté wha£ they béliéve_and what theyiéan say..
While it:ﬁould'be ﬁﬁfeasonable'to'say'thét coghitivé wdfk
'4hésfbéénuébéndoned,invcomposition étgdiés,,my_expériences’
_and'reading.in»£he~field.suggest:that.we'héve pursqed;that
‘avehué Witﬁ'ieSS'&igor afterxthé,l98O$7- | |

>In éxamining hypertéxt‘as”a mean% to recﬁféiviﬁy in’
w;iting, h¢weVer, I:dispovéfed-stréndé:Of cuffent'learniﬁgg
o thleiés"that?helpiilluminate theEcogﬁitive'réasohsfwhy;a

social notion of invention as an ongoing process throughout.

14



writing would lead to greater learning. éﬁch theories
__iﬁdiCaté thafﬂthé cognitive and éocial aspects. of learning
can and'ShOuld be mutually inVestigated and ﬁnderstood, as
they_aré interﬁwined and inseparable,'leading té the more
holistic”individuai'experignce énd explanation_of learning.
w‘Thié line of féasdning pointé té tﬁe potential usefulness
-Afor'éomposition studies t§ further explore the
,,qonnectedness_bf learning theory and invention and their
rélationship'ﬁo-research, technology’s link to cognition,

and the composing -process.

Schools of Thought

Generally speaking; there are three dominant learning
theér&‘schools; behaviorism, COgnitivism, and
‘Cgﬁstrugtivism. To complicate thé matter, each theory has
nﬁmérous sﬁbéets (Jean Piaget’s social cognitivism, Lev
;.VYgotSky’s soCiai éonstructivism) and learning theories and
:ftheorist classificationé are éontradictory. For example,
;~Piaget and Vygétsky are sométimes classified as
cognitivists, along with Bruner‘and Gagne,.though Gagne'’s
-Conditions of Learnihg is grounded in behaViorism
(Kearsley)._Further, The TIP (Theory Ihto Practice)

' Database (Kearsley), frequently cited by professionals and

15



.scﬁolaré, labels Bruner a constructivist whose framework is
based on cognitiVism,.while psychélogy of learning scholéf
M.P. Driscoll (200) fabs Bruner a cognitivist. Then there .
is Bandura’s Social Learning Theory of modeling, iﬁflﬁenqed
- by Vygotéky, which drawsrén cognitivé and behavioral theory
(qtdl in Kearsley, “Social Leérning”). Specialization,
disciplinary boundaries, and the Volume of information
"situated within eachldiscipline has led to:multi—
disciplinary disconnecfs. Compositionists wQuld_thus be
wise to avoid the téngle of_iabels and,categories}.we can
and perhaps shogld actively‘discoVer and borrow any theory
, that.migHt‘help-us'understand the mechanisms of learning.
- ,There are two particular threads of'learning theory
théﬁ I,have found.esﬁecially promising: constructivist
 1¢§£ning thébry%'whiéh #einforcés.thé.conéept of writing_to.
'léarhrrand'é—léarﬁiné théoriesy a.growing force within the~
 disc;§li£e;6fﬁéduéatioﬁ;'Both cénstructivism and most forms

- of e~learning draw on cognitivism. Cognitivists focus on

" the learner’s mental processes, how the brain processes and . .

Astores'new information. Learners_are considered'proactive
"1égents, and learning is accomplished through mental
f prdceSseS that transform content into usable knowledge,

‘'similar to the information processing of a computers For
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" cognitivists, knowledge relates to organization, and
learning is a process of relating new information to

information previously learned.

Learning Theory and_Compbsition

Constructivism

'Constructivism draws on cognitive theory, adding a
socilal element into the mix. The constructivist theofy of
learning is student cehtered, acknowledging individuals as
active agents who purposefully engage in their own
knowledge construction and integrate new information by
associating and representing it in a way that is meaningful
fo them. Knowledge is not a fixed eptity; ?ather, iejis
cqnstfucted by individuais throqgh their own exper;enees in
the eburse of acﬁive participaﬁion within_socially(
culturally, historieally, and’politieally situeted'
contexfe, nofions complementary ﬁo pOst—pfecess_theory{ The
constrﬁCtiVist'epproach suggeets.edﬁeators eonsider the
khowledge'and ekperiences students bring with them to their
leerning tasks.- |

Educators and compositionists have lohg been in
‘conversation  over the connection between writipg and .

learning. In 1977 Janet Emig suggested the connection
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‘between writing and learning, arguing that learning
involves the active, pefsonal,‘and self¥£egulated
censtructionief-organized conceptualAassociations, with
Vassociations'further refined by feedback processes. She
'ﬁypothesized that these~eame features also cha;acterize
Qriting. In other words, the Qriting or symbolization of
one’s understandings makes them available for self-
- reflection and revision, which in turn allows further-
learning. | |
Emig’s work helped lead the field ef composition
etudiee to pedagogical approaches like “writihgfto—learn,”
aﬁd offered rationales for integreting writing across the
curriculum..In-the 19805/ Flower-and‘HaYes fufﬁﬁex helped
extend such cognitive_wofk in compositien; The. 1980 Hayes
-and Flower.ceghitive writing medel, for instanee; Viewea
the writer{S-mentaleprocesees (planning, tranelating(
_ reviewing)~as central,-overseen byvself—moﬁitoring
.comprehension, or, metacognition}(Bangertfbrowhs et al;,
“Effeets”'éd); The self-moﬂitored planning, translating,
and reviewiﬁg ef~Hayes and Flower drew_oﬁ the Wfitef’sA
.long—term~memery andiintereeted.Wifh'the_wriiing essignment

end deVeldping text. The Hayes/Flower notion of writing was
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similar tb.their.contemppraries’_information—processing
__médels,éf léarning (see Gagne).

Mb#é fecent cognitive research. in the ldwer grades has
offered:further insights into the relationship between
writing and‘learning, the creation of fextlénd content. A
lmoré current éognitive analyéis-owariting“by Hayes in 2000
is_Consisteﬁtwith inforhation—processingrmodels of self-
;egulated iearhing described by Bangert-Drowns’ et al. in
1§9l (“Instrﬁétional”). In that study, Bangerﬁ—Drowns
depicts students as active égents who construct pérsonal
kndwledge, strategies, and text simultaﬁeéusly thfougﬁ the
~ use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies (gEffects”
:30), A 2004 étudy by Bangert-Drowns et al. focuses on
_Qriiihg—to—learn_programs in middle—school,-and indicates
'fhét “léa;ning models, more than writing models;-emphasize
éxplicit egternal féédbabk for shaping knowiedge, skiils,
and StfategieS” (“Effects” 30). Accordingly, “Writing can
.prompf and support the usé of‘cogniﬁive strategies”
'(éﬁffects” 32); In'addition; writing su?ports a high level
of organizational strategies and elaboration of thought by
.linking new understandings with prior knowiedge and
synthesiiing khowledgé. Writing, as weil, can be a “tqol éf

r”

::self—reflective monitoring of comprehension,” an ability
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. thét positively influences learning (Bangert-Drowns et al.,
“Effects” 32). The study suggests writing can be ex?ectedA
to enhance learning; that the learning stems from
ﬁmeta¢0gnitive'scéffolding” and “self-regulation of
learning.stratégiesﬁ (Bangert—browné et al., “Effects” 51).
Ih:other words, writing that.supports metacognition and
,léarning strategies hold the Capacity for'gfeater learning.

" E-learning

The pace of knowlédge.has quickeﬁed, énd the life of
knowledge itself haé decreéégd,_its validity, orrétate of
being,cutting edge, is soon.bbsoléte. Geofge‘Siemensrcalls
,Qur‘éurrentvpace of.knoWledge “the Achilles héel of
;eiistiﬁg théories[” (Knowing 33}.»Behaviqrismg cognitivism,
.andiéonstructivisﬁfall developedAin‘a‘timé before the

.:éfailégilit§‘of digiﬁal»ﬁedﬁnolégy. Viewed through the eYes 
'  §f“te¢hﬁoio§y,<“iiﬁiﬁaéioﬁé” can. be seen in established
:‘learpinéztﬁebéy:(S*emené}'“Connéctivism”). Late in‘2004,
‘{QSiemené;fé#ﬁﬁigﬁéd'and pfesénted an_alternati&e:theory of
f~1§érﬁing%"an e%}§a;ning,uwhich incbrporates technology and:.
g ¢§nnécﬁi6h; Théiemeréing.iearning.theoryp‘connectivism?_is
‘7ég;é3§5nse to learniﬁgvthatisjstored and manipuiatéd by

"fteChhblogyL.aﬁd it bundles multiple theories, including
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“connectionism, chaos theory, and complexity and. self-
organization theories. |

Connectionism is an information processihg théory that
hypothesizes how computérsflearh to'“think,” and ‘it resides
within the multi-disciplinary field of cognitive science, 
drawing on theories of artificial intelligence, cognitive
psychology, neurcscience, and psychology of the mind.?
Connectionists base their models of how computers wofk on
the neurophysiology of.the brain and prbperties bélieved to
be required for human‘cognition, including conngctivity,
activation fqnctions, pattern'learning modified by
experience, and‘interpreting semantics kGarson). Téday
éonnectionism is Characterized_by powerful networks that
can be fully trained to sufficientlylglearh”.(Medler)..The
modellis useful té éiemens’ cénnectivism as.it.rélates to
chnections between-entities,'inciuding computer netwofksl
power grids,.énd social‘networks; Changes Within any
network have a‘gfipple effect” on ﬁhé whole, and the-
ébility'to see Connections between'and'amohg fields, ideas,
and.conceptS‘isla core skill (Sieméns, “Connectivism”) .

Conneétivism steps away from cbnst:uctivism, in'éo far
‘as it considers constructivism’”s definition “tpo vague” to

be useful (Siemens, “Constructivism vs Connectivism”) .
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" Connectivists view constructivism as a philosophical

eanersatioﬁ: If knowledge is not a represeﬁtation of
reality but censtruction, how does one account for the
.existenCe of blural realities? Rather than constructing
knowledge, we:“link” to eur existing understanding and, in
that way, much.of our learning is a connection-forming
process, where we “augment out capacity to know more”
(Siemens, “Connectivism”). This view thus borrows from
other sources of understanding the meaning—making process.
‘ Aecerding to chaos theory, for inetance( meaning exists,
end even through the breakdown of-predictability, science
_recognizes that everything is conﬁected'to eﬁetything. The -
notion of cennectedness euggests-that it becomesithe
learner’s ehalienge'not to “construct” ﬁeaning, bﬁt to
identify patterhs and find meaning within that whieh seems
to defy order (Siemens, “CennectiVism”). Wheﬁ a decisieﬁ is’
made endiaﬁ uhderlying~cohdition ueedlte méke the'decisiQn'
.changes,'the.deCision.itself‘may:ho lenget be correct. A
Adecision.reqﬁiresinew evaluatiOns~to be made, and berhape}
a new direction*takenf The‘capacity to_recoghize”aﬁd adjust
tevpatternAehifts_is.a keyftask:(siemens, “Cenheetivism”i.
Complexity and selfforganiZatienAtheoties-acknowledge

the significance of eelfforganization in_the leérning‘
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process,-building and coordinating connections between
_éourCestof information'while creéting information patterns.
Self—organization promotes learning.in that it requires the
learnersto continually shift and reorder thought. The
indi?idual’é ability_to.make connections and form nseful
"patterns is reQuited to learn. Léarning is situated in
_actiond . |

The core of connectivism rests on multiple
.foundations:.new information is continually being acquired
and foundations are ever shifting; learning (defined asA
knoWledge) can reside outside us, tnat is; within-an
organization or datébase; and the ability to distinguisn'
>between important and unimportant information is vital.
‘éonttnnal‘learning is essential, thus, the oapacity to  know
o hore is-more important than'what-is already known, since a

Mright” answer”today may be ‘supplanted by another “right”

. answer toﬁorrow,Abésed,on shifting information that éffects

.>decisions. Connectiﬁism’skfoundational basis of an ever-

" shifting reality of knowledge carriesla.premise and need
for theory to remain open to change, including connectivist
.theory (Siemens, “Connectivism”).

Connectivism'promotes the benefit-of the Internet

4ﬁlearning environment through connectivity, both
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.teéhnological and‘sobial. Further, the théory’s inclusion
of chaos fits neatly into post,modern concepts and éuppofﬁs
ﬁheAbelief that comﬁlexity offers greater opportunity for .
seeing relationships .and making meaning. The notion of
continuai léafﬁing affeéting change in knowledge direction
pafallels my thesis call to encouragé réCursivity aﬁd
,invention,VConnectivism embodies fhe connéétedness of
’léarﬁing and inveptién.

However, while connectivistAprinciples_are_concérned.
with diversity of opinion, ﬁﬁrturing and maintaining
connéctions with infbrmation'sources, eithér human oﬁ_noh—
 huméﬁ apbliances, decision—making as a learning process,
 and thé importance of accurate and up—to—date knowledge,
cOgﬁitiVé,issues ﬁla? no role in>its.theory..The number of’

:fééﬁéréuthaf impéct.iearning is;overWﬁeLmipg,Aand Sieﬁené’

;b#and §f é—iearniﬁg'épéﬂdsiits time;goncerngd‘Withflearning

-as‘iplréiétééutpebnﬁegf,'need,:and learnerfs.inﬁenty
:f;yQonﬁecﬁiyiﬁm; pﬁe;éforeftofférs a viewvof~leérning related}_

vi£§it§bﬁhologi¢é¥3aﬁd soéial‘cénnecﬁivity, raﬁher than"

,chSidéfiﬁg'thé;indiViduaifs.meahingfgl activities of

- _Learn ing. |
 For me, intereét»remains in the qognitiﬁe and

‘constructivist learning theories as well as. conhectivist
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"theories as they relate to hypeftext”aﬁd learning. In this
regard, I find the,wofk of Eing éhen, profeésor.of computer_
science and information technologf,_instructi&e. Chen
aréues the behefits of éomputer4baséd learning syétems,
_fbcusing on a learner centered constructivist approach and
the e—learniﬁg design. The learner centered approach,
learning through éxperience, or meaningful activities (John
ADewey), has long been applied in education and contihues in
the hyperﬁext environmént. Leérning poténtial lies in the
ability to facilitate meaningful activity in the hypertext
setting,'and( for that reason, the development of computer-
based learning environmehts “should stréss the impdrtance
of techniques to enable learne;s to exploré, experimgnt,
and construct understanding through their»experiénces;'
rather than have iearners expérience rote learning of
ngmerous facts”'(Chen par. 2). Wiﬁhve—learning{vboth
constructiviét and connéctivist,Ait is probable‘peoéle are
able to ‘enhance learning.and develép;new ways of thinﬁing,
kﬁowing, and solving_p;oblems (Chen) . However, to recognize
thé'potential e;learning'carries, One_should understand

just how hypertext may help the reader learn.
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Hypertext_and‘Learning
How we‘learn from hypertext is more coﬁplicated than.
héw.we.learnifrom traditional tekt. The nonlinear struéture
rof hypertextvmay alte: the learne:’é mental,pefceptions‘and:
ébility‘to use the new khowiedge'(Shapiro and
Niederhauser) . According to Aﬁy Shapiro and Niederhauser,
"features unique to hypertext‘édd complexity td.the staﬁdard
- character decoding, word recognition, and senfence
comprehensioh of printed text, affecting thefcégnitive
' prcesses that underlie hypertextbassisted learning'(HAL),
» Erimary in nonlinearity is a “fleXibility of informétion
_aécess” (Shapiro and Niederhauser-23.l par. 25. Traditional
text assumeé‘new information follows méterialAbréyiously 
encountered and understood'by a'reader..HYperteXt,-howeVer,
"is retrievable in ainonsﬁecificrorder Specifiea Ey.eacﬂ
user. Such,honlineéfity redpirés’the'learner:tb’maintain a
o highef degrée:of““iearner Control,é tolmoré lesely monitor
_how~wéll he.orrshe undeistandsAwﬁat has beén réad‘and:if
Athere‘aré-informafion gaps to bé filled (Shaéirovéhd
ANiederhauéer23;l par. 2). In other words?_hY?éffext'plaCes
g;éatef metécdgnitiﬁevdemands 5ﬁ}the feader,n
4‘bTherefaré-cénsidéréble:diffeieﬁcés beﬁWeéh»reading

hypertext and réading:traditiohal'text, sinéé“the hypertext .



environment intrqduces new issues into thé reading mix.
,_Readersf interests and prior knoWledge influence their
Selectién df links. Hypertext readers may foéus on
navigating the system rather than developing meéning at the
word, sehtehce, or paragraph le&el (Trumbell, Gay, and
»Mazﬁr}. Additibnaily, hypértéxt:carries physical attributes
1différent ffoﬁ traditional text. Hypertexf is presented oﬂ
a computer screen. The limited size of the screen generally
_néCessitates écrolling, and text is presented in frames,
characteristics that increase the reader’s memory load and
afféct the natural reading eye‘movement.péttern. When

: reading, the eyes move forward and baékward; allowing tﬁe
~reader to'coﬁsider What'was read, predict what comes next,
énd'aetermine meaning (Nuttall). Breaking text into frames
"'hinders.the reading process;,sinéé what is read in one
séréen musf be”recailed and integrated thfough multiple
Ascreené. bther distractions'of the hypertext environment
.incluae unusual color séhemes; varied fonts, type sizes,
‘gfaphics, sound, aﬁd drop-down boxes that cover portions of
~the text.

Further, well-defined structurés, hiefarchies,_are

1 heipful ih achieving éimple, factual khowledge for thg

1;beginning learner butvmay lead the learner to become °
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paéSive. Ill-structured systems challenge the learner to
seekACoherence, promoting deep_leé:ning for advanced
students. Individual knowledge directly relates to the
readers engagement with hypertext, and low prior kﬁowiedge'
readers ﬁend to benefitAmést from hiéh structured_program
56ntrolled hypertext, while highAprior khowledge readers
work- well with learner-controlled. systems (Shapiro and
‘Niedérhauser 23.474 bar,«Z).

By offering envirénmenfs where students may engage in
specific cognitive activitieé_that encouragé learning, that
is, éctive, metacognitive préCessing aimed at‘integrating'

‘_knoWiedge and increasing under;tanding, hypeftéxt has the
Aability to enhance learning (Shépiro and Niederhauser) .
HypéiteXt cannot éuaranﬁee learning; rather, it sets up an
 eh§iroﬁmentftb bfoméfe Iearningjthrough-student_engagement,
 §fférin§ a place fé'éxﬁlbfe, reflect, problgm—soive,
 devel6p:ﬁhdéféténdith.and integrate info?matidnl(Shapiro
- Aénd}Ni‘éd.e‘::r_ha.L‘lse_# 2:3;8)'.

.-foDéQelépménﬁ?ofe—learning theory is in its infancy, as -
Little ré$earéh5hés béen’?ublishédvon technology that
 ¥£éi$teg directly to éducation,ghd learning. Méreove;; HAL
';feéea;chers,currently-employ a “kaleidosdope of

perspectives,” with no unifying standards and methodology



(Shapiro and Niederhauser 23.8 par. 5). As I will discuss
in chapter four, hypeftext carries conflicting definitions
and cdncepts.'As a result of this.lack'of cqhérence.in the
field of e-learning, there are no-wéll developed,
univérsélly accepted models for hypertext based learning‘
per se (Shapiro and Niederhauser 23.2)‘ To_explain the -
cogniti&e foundations of learning in a hypertext
envirbnment,-however;'we can look to two reading and
learning ﬁheory models (Shapiro and Niéderhauser'23.2).

The Constructioﬁ—Integration Model, (CIM),»of text
processing states students must integrate pribr knowledge
with new information forvmeaningful undérstanding of new
ﬁaterial to take place. Actiﬁe learning is necessary for
meaningful'learhihg; thus, hypertéxt ﬁsers musthbg meﬁtally
active for>learﬁing.to take piace (Shapiro.and NiedefhauserA
23.2.1), Furthermore, students in a,self—generated goél
situation tend to exhibit a more.effecﬁiVe use of
‘metacdgnitive"sﬁrategies (ShapifoIand.Niede£hauser).

Cognitive FleXibility Theory, (CFT), focuses‘ﬁn the
nafufe of learning in compléx and ill-structured domains,
stressingvthe importance of constrﬁcted knowledge.’Léa£ners
‘must be given freedom to explore and consider new |

infbrmation from their own different perspectives (Spiro).
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-According to CFT, learners mustvbe active and approach new .
t¢ontent froﬁ a number of different pers?ectives in order té
attain deep ﬁﬁderstanding; Spiro explains:
By.cognitive fleﬁibility,_we mean the ability to-
spontaneously ieétrucfﬁre one's knowledge, in
many ways, in adaptiverresponse to radically
changing situationai demands . . . fhis is a
function of both the way knowledge is represented
(e.g., along multiple rather single conceptual
dimensions) and the prdcesses that operate on
those mental-represehtations (e.g.[ processes of
schema assembly rather ﬁhan ihtact'séhema
retrieval). k165) |
TheAlinked organization of hypertext ailoWs the learner to
"approach conteﬁt fram different‘paths, introdﬁging‘the'
.learner:ﬁo.opportuhities.for knoWledge-integration unlikely
to_take pléée ih the traditional séquenﬁigi presentation of
__printed text. Céntral‘to CFT‘andfbther cognitive models of
_iearning-ié.the'ability of the reader[learnef to:seif
direct énd ﬁonitor-theirrcognitive process, or,;execﬁtiVe
cqntroi. Rééeé;chApbints £§ enhéﬁcéd.learniﬁg thrpugh
.executiVefconfrol when the:learners'have a.high lével of

prior knowledge, a‘high interest invlearning, éhd‘are'self—
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regulated rather‘than cue—based in their navigational
_ apprOacﬁ tollinks (Shapiro and Niedeihausef 23.5) .
ThéAcbncept of learner’s executive contfol supports
domposition’sAstudent centered approach to learning, and
within the Halls df'academia, it seemé wise to pursue
_'aveﬁues that lead to student benéfit. Tumbling within the
.floodwaters-of dominéﬁt ﬁheory and the powers that be,
savvy collégé'students labor to salvage agency and defy
simple repliéétion and indoctrination. To that end, active
learhing and invention, for the student, is vital; For the
student writer, invention may open the dobr, not only to

‘enhanced learning, but to agency and empowerment.
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CHAPTER THREE

1 ; INVENTION THEORY

" Invention, as a term, evokes the notion of créativity,
something yet unknown or-éomething vet unfound. It
éhnounces something new.. Moreover, ihvenéion is essential
.to learning, and learning may lead to further invention? In
'this-chapter, I shoﬁ the complementary, peﬁhaps even
critical, relationship that exists beﬁween:invention and
learning theory, in an effoft_tq_encourageAincreased
attehtion to the insights thatAcognitive process theories
 migh£ offer scholars in'composition studiesf My take on
,inVention draws on rhetor@cal tradition, Kareﬂ Burke
QeFe&re’s view of.in§ention as a social adt, and Scott -
 Li§§dzDeWitt’S ﬁﬁdéfétapding and model of invention.
’f In§entioh iﬁ'fhé c&mﬁosition-arena, in_the classical
 rhethi¢ai system;:is_thé"first.stage of composing, where
._ration§l %fgﬁﬁenté}Ebasea on logOé,flogiC; afe formulated
: fdﬁchefpdﬁposa19f‘orgahizing and presenting evidence to
.persuédé. AriStbtle Iinks.invention and disCovery, his
 Rh¢£or$c»devoting Books I and I to the,idea of»inventing
a;guments,'that is, developing: ideas to be used in a text

(Bizzell and Herzberg 175). Rhetorical tradition, which is
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dréwn from classical'antiquity/'modéls’invention as an
individual act produced by an inaividual writer.
This view, as Karen Burke LeFevre points.out in
- Invention as a»SOcial Act (1987), presents an “inéomplete
piéture” of the writer’s process and development ().
Rather than considéring rhetorical inyention as a privéte
act aloﬁe, LeFevré suggests we view it as a'sociél act in a
.broad sense; that the writer, as an ihdividual[ intefacts
with society and culture to create theifrown distinctive
work (1). A comprehenéive understandihg of rhetorical
invention considers invention, in general, as.“the creation
of ‘what is new in any diéciplinerr endéavor,” an act
involving a proceSs_of‘inquiry and creativity (LeFevre
273). Rhetorical invention is best understboa asia‘sQCial
act ih whiéhlan iﬁdividual yef “social being interacts in a
distinctive way with~society and dulture'to greate
something,” aﬁ éct accomplished predOminantly‘through the

.use of‘language and other'symbol systems (LeFevre 1-2).

LeFevre: Tnvention as a Social Act
Invention builds on a foundation of knowledge laid by
‘generations that have come before. New,idéas begin where

others have left off. That is, knowledge is borrowed from
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" others and'added tbL extending the knowledge to future
'génerationsvwho will, in>turh,'borrow again; Invention,
theh,_becomes $o¢ial éven when its agent is one individual
-(LeFevre 34);

Further, 'in LeFevre's Words; “Invention may first of
all be>seen as social in that.the.self that invents is,
AHaccordingrto many modern theofists, not mereli socially

~influenced but even socially constituted” (2). The self
that invents, then,.is socially constructed, a sociél
’ bfoéess we use to create and maintain our beliefs in
Qrdinafy concépts, focusing on what happens in
rélatioﬁships between people rather than what some have
considered innate_knowledge that is hidden in_fhé,human
mind. Morebver; social exbéctatiohs both promoté and
prohibit our‘ihﬁention. For thé student writer; forces, ..
requiremeﬁts, and attitudeé‘of'society in -general and
‘,acadeﬁia specifically, feéd,‘encoufage; and support certain
-ildeas, while effecting control'o£ exc1usioﬁ ovér»othefé.
-'Whaﬁ éf'langﬁage énd ité relationship'to'rheﬁbrical.
inveﬁtioh? ‘As Qriters, LeFévré asserts, it iévimpgrtant
fo us'to;ﬁndé;stand,that aé we_éoﬂéiderland namg an object
or idea,‘wé are beginhing to in&ent the,subject,maﬁter-for

. our discourse (112). This is significant because thinking
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is related to language and language is critical in telling
us to what Qe should pay attention. Language, according to -
LeFevré{ plays a role in how we conceive new thoughts and
is,associated with scientific thinking and discévery, a
concépt she links tQ_German phiiosopher Ernst Cassirer.
Caséirer incorporétes symbolizafion and the rolé of culture
»as_ihfluencé on hoﬁ we-cohstitute reality, which ties
language to. the view of invention as a social act.
Language, fof‘Cassirer and LeFevre, is not “a passive copy
of the ‘real thing,”” but an active force in the way we‘
constitute ;eality that relates to how we‘think,
unders£and, and invent (LeFevre 95). Language is.a spark’
-forvdiscovery. Let me say that again. Language is a -spark
_for”&iscovery. Language is developed and used between
iﬁdivid#als and social spheres. ft is what we inherited,
'léarn; and.share wiﬁﬁ others. In other wofds, languagé is
socialiy &evelopéd.in an ongoing process and communiéates a
 commoﬁ pérception of meéning.'With this ongoing process,
language is ever becoming new.

How does language relate tb héw we think, understand,
and invent? LeFevre references an assumption of current
thought on language in the words of Poiish born philosophér

Chaim Perelman:
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Contemporaiy philosophies [. .ol recognizéd the‘
. role of language as an,indispensable instfument

of philbsophical communication. [. . .] The
reasons that induce us to prefer one conéeption
of éﬁperience; éne analcgy, to another,tare a
function of our‘vision‘of the world. The form is
ﬁot separablé from the content; language is not a
veil whichlone~need only'discard.or‘rendér
transparent in order to perceive the real as
such; it is inextripably bound up with a point of
view,cwith’the taking~of a position; (qtd..in
LeFevre 106)

AIn“Perelman’s-view, then, language becomes'moré than

;héﬁériéal —-= lanéuaéelbecomes epistemic, a way.of knowing

‘J(LeFeVre 106) .

4  DéWi£tfiAh Alternative Model of‘InventiQn
%'f“QWhiiebéémpqsitibn étudies'séholars-wére primariiy
‘ifééuSéafoﬁ st£;pr§cesS theory, Scbtﬁ Lloyd DeWitt,
profés$§r Qf'éombﬁterand.composition‘studiés,,was doing -
"Wprk'ofteﬁlparalLel‘td-;earning'theory studieé'by Baﬁgert—
' bpcwﬁ$,'$hapifo and Niederhauser, and Siéméné; all of which

reinforce DeWitt's processes'conclnsions, DeWitt’s effort
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reéulted‘in a pedagog§ that utilizes technology toward his
instructional goals of dichvery»and rhetorical .invention.
Representing a larger body}bf'composition scholars,
DeWitt rejects the idea that,invention takes place only at
thé prewriting stage and is not a part of “the writing
process.” DeWitt offers an alternative model recognizing
that, for the wriﬁer, invention océurs when a coﬁnection is
ﬁade between two or more initial diséoveries. One or more
of these discoveries ié external, what the writer
encounters, and one or more is internal, what the writer
recalls from‘within. As the writer composes, the act of
writing guides the writer to undérstanding and triggers
insights while ordering thoughts. Thus, invention occurs
thxoughout the writing process. Déwitt uses the term
invention to.meén‘“é rich collection of proceéses) both
systematic and chaotic; that leadé to discoveries of what
is not.§et’kﬁown” (4) . Further, DeWitt asSérts,»“Writer’s
connections can only be as riéhfas ﬁhe opportunities that
make them poésiblég The more.complicated the approach
[. . ;], the'greater the opportunities for seeing
relationships and making meaning” (35)} For DeWitt; thén,
the pedagogical goal is “to teach students to seek out

multiple and diverse moments of invention in order to see
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gpeructive connections that will result in rich, elaborate,
'aﬁd plentiful written inventions that are real in purpbse& |
(24) .

As 'a writing teacher, beWitt fﬁses composition and
Cpmpute; technology to reduce thé dull, slow, Brother
typewriter concept of composition‘while providing access to
new forms of research that were previously nonexistent. His
'lfbcus on invention relates to how computer teéhnology‘and
certain instructional goals can be connected} his_aim, to
' eﬁcéurage students’ development as “active” writers, while
promoting the_interconnectedness of reading, Writing,
exploration, discovery, and reseaﬁch, Acbordihgly, the acﬁ
of writing itself is diréctly tied tc invention,Aand the_
current préctice in composition'ahd rhetoric studies
reflect that nofion; (Thé notion of hypertext hased
learning‘and instructional goals/ as well as.active readers
and wfiters, aré furthér addressed”later in.my teét.)

DeWitt’s theory of inventioﬁ'draws mainly from
-instructioﬁai/cognitivé.psyChology and»collabﬁrative
learning theory} and relateé'to the mentai pré¢éssés of
what wfiteﬁs do. The.repursive proéesées; specifigally, ére
What he cails noticing,vvital to fhe‘process of diécovery/

- forming and shaping, which connects iﬁterhal and external
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discoveriés,Aand‘reflecting on the»disorder and invention
__created ffom the fragmentation ahd chaos of. the writer’s
researéh (DeWitt 15) .

DeWitt defines.noticing as “alloWing‘one’s eye to
wandér” (33). Wheﬁ the writer nétices,_fragmented
_inférmation beginé to shift and-reérder, allowing new
_assbciations.~1nvention ih writing takes ﬁlace, says
DeWitt, when aAwriter connects two or more discoveries, at
léast one diééovery external, somethin§ encountered, and at
least'one internal, something the writer recalls from
within (23) . The writer then .forms the coﬁnection into
Something new, invented discovery, which belongs'to_the
-W:iter, DeWitt sees invention as “a layering of episodes,”
caliihg each episode a “moment of invention.” Such moments
Qcéur wﬁen students notice somethihg, see relationships;
and then méke'CoﬁnedfionS'(24). The writer makes even>
_richer-“moments of invention” when they connect two or more
'“momeﬁts of invention,”—pulling togéther their fragmented
experience into a ﬁental te#t. DeWitt compares this
layering to the image of water drops merging — small ones
combining and.recombining, becoming larger and larger, and
finaily becomiﬂg a pool. Both externaivand internal

invention continues as the writer hands over their mental
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.discovery to writing; at.which time they feform intd
written:invention with rhetorical consideration of role,-
purpose, audience, and language (23). From the mix of
internal and external invention within computer mediafed»
chaos, tﬁe wrifer diSCoVefs, intentibnally as well as
ﬁﬁintentionally, that seemingiy.unrelated topics may be
-woven togeﬁher to achieve order though discdvery, gaining'
'réconciliation in_thé process of writing.

Noticing, for the-writér, is a continqal process,
which leads the writer to ask_questions and make
connections, to_fo;m and resﬁape. Réflectihg allows fhe
,Writéf to pause»and.cﬁnsider, to hypothesize and question,
;lehding to an opportunity to discover the best solution for
a_p?éblem ;ather £haﬁ the first sQlution pbssible.
fPféficienﬁ»feadéfs and Writérs foqtihély,apply the stfategyA
‘_bf refiéctién‘to.fhéir fhihking process, whilegless
:prof;¢ié£t'reéderé and Qriters ﬁend to seek closure, to

‘ Vgﬁinish,ipioduciﬁg‘a'more simple text than the reflective

. reader/writer (DeWitt 140-41).

'CoﬁpUter’téchnology allows access to information
'ﬁhrdugh‘hyperlinks that one will not stumble upon in the
‘_traditional,hafd bound text approach to research. While Web

‘'searches are intended to be associatively linked, . they may
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“also provide giftable fragmentation, for searches also
splinter topics in such a way as to present seemingly
unassociated subject matter to enfer the conversation.

~ DeWitt sees hypertext links as the key to recognizing
connections and associations that seem unlikely, linking
one text to another on a path they may otherwise'not have
seeﬁ. Tﬁe hyperlink opens wide the door to randomly
.“discovering” informational possibilities. Proficienf
writers ére willing to.tolerate chaos, ambiguity, and
uncertainty to invent and solve problems of writing (DeWitt
37). Proficient writers place themselves in disordered
situations where, through the act of writing, they can form
and shape ideas; they bring order, creating knowledge newly
discovered.

A decentering, Ya letting go of what was and
readjusting to what‘is,” occurS'eéch'time-a regder'clicks
on a lihk and leaves the site (DeWitt 142).-Decentefing
allows.the readei to refocus and-réorganize, preseﬁtiﬁg a
botentially fich environment for inventiqn; For thé non-
reflective reader, DeWitt stresses) decentering may leave
“holes in our students’ cognitive fabric” (144). Iﬁ other
‘words, for students whé are not aware of and aqtively

practiéing metacognition, knowledge construction and
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" -invention are seriously compromised, leaving them, as
writers, to create simple texts.

The procéss'of research, according to DeWitt, is the
.best bridge 5etween gaps ih'readingland writiné. He calls
'reséarch “generation and créatioﬁ. Exploration and
_discovery. Invention” (40).

Important K to invention, énd related to noticing, is
:“allowing,” since when-the writer closes their mind, they

:arée unable torengagé in active, critical thinking; ﬁheir
'-minds block, or limit, invention. Connected to alloWing is
the importance of students’ awareness of their own learning
'pﬁocesses (DeWitt 176). For studeﬁts to become‘most
effective at constructing knowledge, théy must Bévaware of
and.activeiy control the méntal‘processés’involVed in the
act of learning, thét is;'engage in metacognition.“
.Hypertext‘may well be touted as a‘learning oppo;tunity, but
_ it,is impor£ant to understand clearly just.how hypertext

‘may be situated in the learning process.
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CHAPTER FOUR

HYPERTEXT: THEORY AND RESEARCH
In so many different places, we’re
finding that the old lineéar, more
mechanistic, single-perspective
approaches don’t work. You need
interconnected knowledge and knowledge
in context. You need to be able to
apply multiple perspegctives, multiple
knowledge sources, multiple points of
view, and that’s what we’ve tried to
do. Luckily, we have this new medium,
which is a flexible medium.

Rand Spiro
New FEducator

My interest in hypertext research lies ih the belief
that, compafed to traditional text, hypertext,-through_its
nature'and.form, creates'aﬁ envirénmentAthat introduces
different and, ?erhéps, greatér possibilities for the
student writer to both learn,and invént. In this chapter I~
, track the development of hypertext toward ﬁnderstanding'its
basis and role in academia and e#émine hypértext with the
.pﬁrpose of Showing’how‘hypertextual resea;ch-encouragés
vrecursiﬁify, iﬁvention, and critigal'thiﬁking;ih the
Writing proéess. I_épggeSt thatAhyéerﬁeXt aliows_qs to

better attend to cognitive development .in writing,'When
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working in conjunction with the social nature of language

4ahd meaﬁing—making, which is consistent with other veins of

~composition studies as outlined in chapter one.

A Brief History

The term “hypertext” carries a rich history, though

* its structure and purpose, either envisioned or achieved by

Lwthe_earliest‘pioneers, may be at odds with the current

=
3

application éndAdireétion. Farly conceptions were éf‘a
persohal use machine with which to manage information and
conhect scholars, while maintaining permanent links and
trackable changes, an effort to preserve a viable system

for copyright. Hypeftext retains four early points of

significance: first, the notion of enhancing “memory,”:due

£o limited human cognitive capacity, by way of a receptacle

or system in which to store, link, and retrieve knowledge,

-second, linking by association, third, the concept and

#premises of nonlinearity, and fourth, access.

Hypertext, as a concept, was a response to the
rapidly increasing pool of scientific information prior to

WWI. Vannevar Bush, the designer of room-sized computers,

~is generally credited with the first description of

'_hypertext—like ability. A rapid growth of knowledge brought
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.spécialization within the sciences, and information access
‘becamé,limited to each field’s experté. Bush criticized
this practice éf each scientifiC'diécipline hoarding in-
depfh knowledge within their hierarchies, which he"beiieved
thwarted aisciblinapy connections and céntributed‘to social
énd political strife. Bush soﬁght a nonlinear text-based
.system devoted specifically to the developmént of
'interdisciplinary'cohnectiOnsvamong speciaiiZed‘scientific
fields. In 1945, Dr. Bush’s-theoretical “mémex” system
allowed the user to'both stoigvand retrieve documents,
linkéd by association, on miéro-fiim.2 |
In.the 196Os,Ac§m§uter pioneer Douglas Engelbart
‘iméginéd people sitting in front.of-cathbde ray tube
sqrééns; “flying éroﬁnd” in an ihformation'spéce where they
fcoﬁid'invénﬁ‘and.iliust;ate'éonéepts fhat wouidrbettef
céﬁheg£;senéofy;.ﬁéréeﬁfﬁal, and .cognitive Qapabilities; to
 ¢ommgﬁicgtefa5d_cbllabéfatively organize information with
.; gréét;fl§%ibiliﬁyiand at'a high rafé of speed .
; Q.fé;dtéﬁrap;orgf;{Iﬁflueﬁced by Vannevar Bush} Engelbart‘r
piohééréd;what.isfnowAknOWn as qbllaborative hypermediaf
1.éh§i316ﬁihg the computer as an‘éXtension of'humah

_dommunication'capabilities and a resource tQ augment a
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Bootstrap.org

‘collective “human intellect.”’ Eﬁgelbart's vision echoes in
Siemens’-curreht notion of conneétivism.

The tefm, hypertext, was Coined'byfhypértext‘pioneer
Theodor H. Nelson and first used,publibly at Vassar Co}lege
in 1965. Nelson’s vision of hypertext grew out of his
interest in a ncnseqgquential structure pf thought’that dould
be presented direétly to function aé a struétureparallel
-to the mind. Nelson’s‘original hyperﬁéxt project, Préject
Xanadu, Was never intended to be a World Wide Web. Rather,
it proposed a model of literature where links do not break
when versions change (Nelson referS'to them as “deepr
links”), and documents cduld be éompare& and annotated side
by side.?

However, in71989 the direction of a'hyperﬁext syétém
turnea toward whafAbecame.TimﬂBerners—Lee’s'Wérld Wide Web
(WWW or the Web), a'hypermedia internet-based systém
designéd for élobal information éharing. Having no ﬁeans by
- which to recognize»change or prbte§t intelléctual prOpérty
rights, the diséuSsiQn surroundiﬁg'cqpyright.continues to>

vex_wéb users and theorists today;'
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.Hypertext: WhetAIs It?

Hypertext developmect, like most of‘computer science
and‘engineering, has been.driven'by competing theories of
»mind, shaped by thinking in cognitive science,.literary
theory,‘utopian social thought, Qritten and visual arts,- as
well as knowledge structures,.artificial intelligence,
‘datebase management, and infofmation retrieval (Joyce, Two
:21). For this reason, definitions of hypertext have changed
along with its histcry, promoting new and'sometimes.

' contradictory definitions. Defining “hypertext” is hot,

~ then, e simplevtask. The term,maylextend beyohd_what it is
tc'its qualities,'flexible and interactiﬁe, oi what it
facilitates, a system. |

Nelson explains his_ccncept cf'hypertext in his 1982
book Literaty'Machices. He writes: -

[E]ye"hypertext" irmean:pon—sequential writihc —-=
Vtext thet branches and ailcws choices to'the
reader, beet read at_ac'interactive ecreen.‘As
-ccpulariy COcceiﬁed,'thie is a series of text
ichcnke connected by links,which‘offervtheieader
-different pathwa?s. (éf;ii |
. George P;4Landow‘agreesand“egtends'this deficiticn;

explaining that hypertext “denotes text ccmpOSed of blocks
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of text - what quand Barthes terms lexia‘—— and the
_electroﬁic linksbthat'joiﬁ them” (Hypertext: Convergence
4y . This “ihformation medium” links verbal aﬁd nonverbal:
informétion(Landow, Hypertext: Convergence 4),.Hypermedia
is aﬁ eléctronically’rendered egtensioﬁ toAﬁypertext that
'Supéorts lihkiﬁg Qisual iﬁformation (graphics),.sound,
_animation, énd vidéobeleménts in addition to text elements.
1h his 1992.bobk, Hypertext: The Convergence of
:Contemporary éritical Theory and Technology, Landow
emphaéiieé his non4distinction between hypertext and
hYpérmedia, since hypermedia is an extension of hypertext,
1 and hé uses the terms interchangeably throughcut the text.
Michael Joyce similérly emphasizes the visual nature of the
mediuﬁ; offering'a bold and sweeping perception of
"‘hypértextf The firét chapter. in HiS Of Two Minds: Hypeftext
L Pédagogy aﬁd Poetigs begins_with this commentary:

| Hypertext- is, before anything else, a visual
form. Hyperte%t embodies information and
commdnicétiéns, artistic and Affective
constructs, and conceptual abstractions alike
Ainto symbolic structures made visible on ‘a

computer-controlled display. (19)

48



"‘Other hypertext theorists, like Jay David Bolter,
émphaéize'the spatial and dynamic-nature of the medium.
According to BQlter, “the Web is*hypertext for us today”
(author’s emphasié; xi). This Web, Bolter eXplains[>is a
“textual.spaceﬁ that extends throughbut the Internet, where
beds or phrases in the text Can be “hot;” that is,
.clicking oﬁ them will take the reader to a hew'page, Which
‘méy also contain-hotllinks that, ih tuzrn, iead fhe reader
to further pages (27)..The_individual Web éages,become a
network of interconnectedbw?itings, a network Bolter calls
hypertext. |

.'ﬁypértext is élassified as eithe: explofatory or
‘cohstructive,'“Exploratory hypeftext” is‘a>res£rictive
hypéftext,;usedlté cénvéy informétion‘(Joybe,'“Siren”).%The
fréédé? na&iéates'hiéfor>her'own:path; thereby détermiﬁing'
'tﬁe“tgxf tbAbé rééd;:“éohsfructive hypertext,”ZSuch as the-
'Site:Wikiﬁedié/_aiiows ﬁhe‘readér freedom to alter‘existing
A. gﬁe§tsﬁby ;dd£ﬁg?t§xtsto fhe_hetwork} créating‘ﬁew links, o#
ijé%éhging'fbnté‘éy colors and in this way becomes a co-
aﬁfh§r §thﬁe*té$ﬁ-(Joyce, “Sirgn”). There are various
:Zféiﬁs éhdlgenresjof ele;tfonic1writing,and'hbw_elebtronic
' ﬁﬁiting'&é§elOps (or is read) depends:on the'gdal of the

‘user.
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For the purpose of this thesis, my discussion of
hypertext relates to éxploratory.hypertext, sincé it most
pertains to‘student research as aﬁ informatiohal tool or
medium, rather than hypértext as coﬁstructive or as a
literary form. I also borrow Bolter’s equation of hypertext
with the Web. When I refer to the Web or World Wide Web,
then, I mean to siénal the “textual space” of
electronically networked links and writings, which include

linked graphics, sound, animation, and video.

Hypertext and Critical Theory

Critical theory, pafticularly the poststructural
orientation toward de-centering, discontinﬁity, and
intertextuality, helps ué understand how electrdhic writing
“redefines” both the text and the act of reading itself
(Bolter‘l62). The rélationship between hypertext and
criticai literary theory has increasingly “converged,” as
theory'lays out-hypertext’s role and influence on the
reader (Landow, Hypertext: Convergenqe; Hypertext'Z.O)..
Critical theofy'provideS'the reader lenses through which to
‘view and interpret a text. Because digital writing
'téchnology is so “malleable,” it can be uhderstood

according to a number of critical theories (Bolter 161).
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‘Academics working in hypertext and hypermedia, however,
associate electronic writing firstly with
poststructuralists published during the 1960s through the
1980s, whose.primary concern was with the making or
'unmaking of meaning in literary and other discourse and
included theories on reader-response, semiotics (Barthes),
and deconstruction. Poststructuralists aimed, above all
else, to subvert traditional views of literature and end
the perceived authority of authorship.®® Barthes and
.Dérrida, in their concern over power and authority, argue
against notions of center, hierardhy, and linearity, early
on referring to an ideal of textual openhess/ while
employing térms such as link, web, and network in their
discussions of traditional text, language that
“contradicted the assumptions of print” (Bolter 181).
Hypertext is considered by many theorists to.be the
manifestatién of poststructural theory (Landow, .
Hyper/Text/Theory), the material embodiment of textual
openness that changes the dynamics of the engagement

between the reader and the text.
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.liﬁking), which may work to maintain,-strengthen, of weaken
Atextualvcoherencé (Engebretsen 5 par. 2).

Since coherency in hypertext is tied to connectivity.
rather‘than lineafity, it is up to the’réader to make'and
find conﬁectioﬁs in both hyperspaceiand the mind. .Coherency
in.the reading of hypertexts, then, is a-result of mental
_wbrk tied ﬁo the reading process rather than the text
‘(Engebretsen). This &iew40f coherency 1is kéy’in that the
reader actively makes connéctions and, in éo doing, assigns
coherence to the text (Engebxetsen 4 par. 3). Thrée—levels’
of céhérence in hYpertext cqrrelate with the linguisfic
. levéis of hypertext:'infranodal, internodal( ana
 hypers£ructural (Engebretsen 4.3 par. 1).

‘iIntrapodal_cohé£enée relates,tolgohefencé.at the node
'leﬁéifdf thé hy?értéit.:It ﬁést:likeiy follows the
_‘ﬁiaditibnal.téxtiiﬁgﬁisfié‘ﬁiew of coherence .and: .

iéo:rgspbﬁdé’ta‘ﬁhé:expectations of a printed-ﬁext‘
‘;‘KEnéebréFééﬁj4,3 par.'2).
| i‘,Tntefnodai ¢oherence»defines cqherence-between two’
ftéxt-ﬁéaég readfiﬁ-seéuenée. Hypertexts are_genérally ndn—
Zfiiﬁéaruin:structure}howeverh,éachseparate réading‘will
 éiways»bé iinear. The reader expects traditional

textlinguistic local coherence between linked'nodes-that
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'thé structure allows tofbe'read in'séquence. Links signal
relevénce (Engebretsen 4.3 par. 3)¢

Hyperstructural,cohefence coﬁcerns coherénce in the
~structure thaf governs the full system of links and nodes.
Hyperstfuctural coherence relates to the textliﬁguistic
notion of global coherence (Engebretsen 4.3 par._4).

“Whét does thié mean for reseafched.writing?.As
.Engebretsen nofes, “cognitive cohereﬁce is of greatef
importance than textuai coherence [in réading and
researching in hypertéxt]” (5 par. 2), since whether the
reader finds.the,text coherent or not depends on his or her
understanding of the tasks involVed in ﬁhe reading process.
In hypertextual cohtexts, the taSks become “a combined
interpretive'and éxplorativé reading process” (aﬁthor'é
emphasis; Engebre£sen_l par. 2).

Hypertext représents a preseﬁtational form that
expliciflyliﬁﬁiteé acti&e explorétioﬁ (Engébretsen); while
- offering the stﬁdent the means‘tb ééinl“quiék and easy
éécess to a far'wider range of béck@;ound and contextual
maﬁerials'than has ever been poésible(with conventional
educational technology” (Landow, Hypertext: ConvergenceA
126). Yet, simply having a wealth of informatiqn onlihe_is

~useless if students are unWilling and/or unable to use
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-information effectively. Studentslshould'know how to
formulate qﬁestions and«make'connections between and among
a&ailable inférmation in order to use library resources
.efficiently, to use what théy have in hand4and4on screen.
fo.achieve the most extensive leérning and most meaningful
writing experience, students shouid work to thinking
_Critically.-The nonlinearity énd nonsequentiality of

~ hypertext models the text characteristic oﬁ scholarly
writing, such as footnotes, statistics, and the liké, which
.réqﬁire the reader to leave the main text. Hypertext |
“teaches the student to read in this advanced manner”
(iandow, Hypertext: Convergence 127), Léhdow views
hypertext as a means of freconfiguring ﬁhe stﬁdent" in the
direction of scholarly reéding skills, th;e préssing the
student to gaiﬁ-criﬁical'thinking skills (Hypertext:
Convergence 126) .

Hypertext exploration, moving f;om.liﬁk to link,
_fOrceé the researcher to continually “play” with the
_ordering:of thOughts ahd “notice” (DeWitt) héw that affects
cognitidn and meaningi Entering new text somewhere other
£hén its bégihping breaks the liﬁeér feading‘of that texf,
Which,contfibutes to fragmentatioh énd_chaos for the

researcher. Each site of disorder presses the researcher to.

55



seek coghitive'cqherénce by actively moniﬁoring their
__uhderstandiﬁg and filling their information gaps, as they
work tb‘integrate prior knowledge with new iﬁformation.
Sﬁchlfragmeﬁtation need not be chactic; rather,.it
functionS-aSﬂ“a pefpetual state’of reorganiéatioh” (Bolfer
12); Metacognitivé strategies, bewitt’s forming, shaping,
.and'feflecting, heip the:researcher estabiish_and maintain
bbth'meaning and direction. For the writer who remains an
active reseaféhef further in to the composing process; the
opportunity for learning continues as “reorganization"
takés place, all the while encouraging reéursivity,
_Unlike traditional text, hypertext’s form presents
'épatially; rather than physically, which affoxrds
_inféfmational flexibility and connectability through
‘lihking; Such form.promotes acti?e reader-centered
ehcbuhters.with the text. Linked documénté_require thé
.réader:tovnavigafe.through an ever changing environmént and
'functions as fan.ehabliﬁg tecﬁnology rather than a
directive one( offérihg high levels of ﬁser control.
Learners can construct their own knowledge [. . .]
according to the associations: in théir own-cognitive
stfuctufes (author’s émphasis; Marchibhini 356) . Moreover;

~linking connects not only information, but ideas; links
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validate association‘and, in that way, coﬁtribute to
estabiishing both textual and cogﬁitive organization. Thié
process is further enabled by the highly intuitive search.
engines available on the web, which assist the user in
finding éonnecﬁions, suggésting assobiations that might
éﬁherwise have gone unnoticed.
The process of making associations is further enabled
"by hypertext’s highly sensory presentation} its capacity
for sound, motion, colér, images/ and.fonté_are‘all in play
to catch the reader’s eye (énq ear) differently than print.
WhiLé_hypertextfs drOp—down'boxes and multimedia capécity
couid work to distract,.competing for the reader’s
attention, image, color, sound,‘and motion mosﬁ probably
wdrkitofattract, éffécting what the reader’may.“notice,"-
:andf“ih turh, iﬁflﬁeﬁcing their‘d%recfion and choice.
v4Diqital;eiecttoni¢ rénaéring of info:mafion'de:centers and-
vreba;énces ﬁhé'ﬁofibn.of text (ﬁanham). Words now compete
>:,'fo£'at£eﬁti§ﬁ With'images, motion, and sound.
lf FihaIly5:tﬁ§ éignificance of-thé-spatial nature of
¢onhecﬁiﬁity.infh§per£ext'also exténds tO'issueS'of access.
 A digi£al1electronic_informatibh'SYStem,allOWS‘for7learning
' énd reseérqhihg from a distance, that is, the researcher

has availability of the virtual presence of. authors and
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sources without requiring the student’s physical presence
at a specific geograpﬁical or spétial site.>Students,
therefore, héve access to sources.minus the cbnstraints of
~time and location, which makes avaiiable an individualistic
opportunity to read and research, to research and write at

home or e€lsewhere.

Hypertext and Culture

The Social Connection

Technology is changing the way we. obtain and share
information and the very nature of what we need to know in
order to effectively interact within both social and
academic culture. Hypertext assoCiates with a larger
cultural phenoménOn that holds a fascination with
hyperﬁedia and feéhﬁology in general. Technology is an
e}ement of any culture;'and the relationship’betweén
technoibgyvand culture is reciprocal; technologies §shape_
and are shaped'by social and cultufai‘forceé,” (Bolter
xiii).”

Writing is also a part of éulture, and in the broad
sense, writing is a technology (Bolter). Téchnology, in

light of its Greek root, techne, is an art or- craft, a

skill - the application of a method. All writing employs a
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method, as well as materials; the paper and pen are a
‘method of wfiting (and materials), as aré the printing
preésland the computer (Bolter). The supplanting of one
technology bylthe next brings about a change in both method-
and material, thereby effecting é revolutionary change in
What.is produced and how it ié disseminated (See Stevan
Harnad’s discussion of the foﬁr revoluticons in human
cbgnition.)8 This chahge brings to light the material aspect
of all writing techﬁologies, which ultimately carry.social
'éﬁd political sway. “The technical and the cultural
dimensions of writing are so intimately related that it is
nét useful to try to separate them: togefher they
constitute Writing as a technology” (Bolter 195..Eor
cOmpositioh, the compqter'replaced my Brother typewriter
both as a printing_ﬁethod‘andvas a writing méthod that
resituates.culture’s-social and‘poli£ical rhetoric; “If
persohal‘coﬁpﬁtérs [. . .] are part-of éur,ﬁontemporary
technblogy of writing, éo.are»thé'uses to.ﬁhich'we puﬁ this
Aharawareé'(Bblter 19).4I_discuss the tQpiC'Of social Change
as- it relétes specifically to composition studiéé in
chaptef five." |

The'cbmpﬁter’s reciprocal relafionship:with culture

seems evident in what appears to be sbciety’s shifting
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interest -- frOm.print tQ electronic media. Computer use
‘vahd 0wn¢rship is now common and, in turn, aéts as a
culturél‘force tﬁat iﬁforms the social nature of language
and meaning—making—within society. For example, it seems
that computers havé'“foregroundéd the relationship of word
and image” and'led to “anvincreééed emphasis on visual
commﬁnicationé (Boiter xii—xiii). Joyce’s description of
hypertext as “pefore anything else, a visual form”
pérallels an.increasing prominence of visual communication
in cuituré as a whole (Two 19). This growing status is
fueied by culture’s interest .in and increésing reiiance on
‘ inforﬁation transmitted via television, cinema, cell phdne
andAcomputer screen, technologies that literally feed
imagery to the brain.

| Fo# a culture‘that inCreasingly gravitates from bons
- to movies, briht to.electronic media, “a picture is wbrth a
‘thousaﬁd words.” Fdr many, visuals have the capacityrto
help fhink through and conCeptualizé problems, to
iliustrate solutions. The vélues we place on images spill
into the social arena, and the contrast between word and
image is essential (Guyer) . Words most often transmit
~verbal information. Pictures solicit reaction to a story

being told; they have the potential to evoke emotion, which
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affords them social and polifical power. Images, like
languége, “are never unmediated [;.. .] a brain must be
involved” (Guyer 325). Visuals are open to interpretat;on,
alterable, and our reality is sensitive fo time and space -
to conte#t.'

Visual communication chailenges the power and
dominance of prose. Printed>text, through its fixity, has
"historically been aséociated‘with power and authority;
imagery was held subordinate by way of ratio and design.
Hypertext, however, renegotiépes that relationship between
the visual and the printed text. The point is, thé |
reléfionship between imége and word is increasingly
‘unétabie, and ‘“a whole set of cultural questiohs is
cohﬁécted with thé_cﬁanging status of the word” (Bolter 7).

‘A Shifting-Cognitionf'

_ f1Whét aépears4toubé é cultural and ﬁechnolggical shift-
 ermipriﬁt-£o éieéﬁronic'media is accompgnied.by
' ﬁc§htr§ve£§j'ané qbntention” regafding, for one thing{ “the
Hfﬁéﬁhfé-Of.the.mipdé (Joyce, Two 25) . That is; the move to
eléctféhie_infofhétioQ bring;,-perhaps, a corresponding
“‘Shift ih fhe way ?eopie think -- a cognitive Shift (21—22).
_Thg:tQQiS-we uée both define and shape-our thinking;

technology is “rewiring” our brains (Siemens,
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“Connectivism”). As early as 1993, Lanham pointéd to the
implications of electfonic information for'technology,
scholarship, and the humanities. While Lanhaﬁlcalléd the
acédemy to consider how electronic information would affect
the organization of knowledge as well as the social basis
of‘knowledge production and dissemination, he alSO'stafed
the digitalization of the humanities enacts a fundamental
difference in the operating system that:
affects the neural pathways of thé brain,

and they are being irreversibly laid down; thus

it_affects whether students will be able to

pursue any intellectual work thch reguires the

higher processes of symbolic thought. (congl.

par. 2)
Lanham’s poiﬁt is significant, as it speaks_té.téchnologyfs.
fgrce on both whatrand'how we,notice.and perceive, which,
in turn; affects knowledge constfuction and meaningé

The CUmulative effect ofvelecﬁronic media, ranging

fﬁom fraémentéd print layouts and narratives to web surfing
through seemingly unrelated content, may contribute to a
changing consciousness, which stems from and wofks‘thfough
fragments of information. Hypertext allows the reader to

mové qﬁickly between passages and links - like high-speed
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~number crunching - changing the way we read and write by
teking in aﬁd responding te such fragments. The discussien
ie not a matter;of technical determinism; rather, it speaks
‘to adaptatioﬁs of a culture drawn to the teChnelogy of
Video games and texting,va 1anguege of‘brevity. A short
attention span.has come to cheracterize our youth and,
_frequently, the population at large (Guyer). While manf may
'lament this perceived short-coming, a sustained attention
span in an age of mﬁltiplicity may be of less ﬁse_tﬁan a

. cegnition that leaps from here to there and back at'arquick
pace (Guyer)._This so called “new kind of conéciousness,"
Vbﬁought on by electronic technology, offers fhe hypertext
researcher en opportunity to explore in an en?ifonment

where “perspective is everything” (Guyer 334).
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

'-The traditional purpose of researched writing in the
collége composition'classroom ié to demonstrate academic
Wriﬁing and reseafch skills, as weil as the ability to
iasgertain the credibilitj of sources; theée efforts are
directed toward the goal of integrating scholarly facts and
opinions with.the writer’s insights generated.through
critical thinking. Generally speaking, however, teachers
all too often narrow the possibilities fof the development
_'of.c;itical thinking by offering a narrow window of
~Opportunity for invention in the research experience. The
_étudént writer may be better served if teachers broaden the
‘purposes and means of researched writing to enable students
'té engage in the knleedge making activities of reseafch in
an exténded fashionu
it seems useful, then, to shift the bomputer’s
significance, fromvstrictly_cqmmunication and print
technology newer than my Brother typewritef, to a possible
learning facilitator, further expanding the visions of
| Buéh, Nelson, énd Engélbart. The time has'come to develop.

' ‘courses and endorse student texts that promote a more
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. genuinely recursive Writing and research experience.
Compoéitionists mightvfind it valﬁable to explore
élternative research methods that allow for invention
throughout the'writing process. Melding hypertext researgh
with the act of writing, and encoura@ing active research
1 fﬁrther along into the writing process, 1is, perhaps, such a
method. A followed link beckons the student toward . |
"invention and learniﬁg, and hypertext affofds access to a
pool of information toé gréét‘and varied tq_go untapped.
The greater the'opportunitieé_to “play” with the ordering
of thoughts while followingAlinks, the greater the |
potéﬁtial for discovery and invention. Critiéal thinking
relies on the ability to relate many things td-one another.
,fMeaning ofteﬁ dévelops within nbntraditibnal Internet
fsoﬁfcéé.thaf érévcéiiabqratiQe:énd mﬁltifauthored.
.VﬁrdfeSSbr.Michaél ﬁay béiﬁté to the changing informational
. feng£ceé:hélé'iﬂ'thé.hipértext_en&ironment, as more and
':tmoré-schéiafé‘sha;eéand’aevélop ideas via»SChoia:ly blogs,
wéfgaéllexéhanges7 and discussion groups. Such scholarly' |
orientédeites é§g~be-usefulland relevant to student
'~féé§aréh,‘as they allbw_a glimpsé into scholafshipfé

. conversation, method, and meaning-making process, while
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"gaining access to the most current discussions and
inforﬁation within the given field.

Researched writing has the potential toAbetter~prepare
_stadents for iife beyond the academ?.'Composition‘scholar
and pfofessor Johndan Johnson-Eilola argues for compositisn
pedagogy that teaches hypertext as a forumAfor social and
political activity; asking students to critique, cross,.and
restructure bofders typically separating disciplinesrand~
discourses, both functional (instructional databases) and

A\

literary, from political perspectives.»Hypertext is “a
social technqlogy” that allows acts:of reading and writing
to be “transformed and appropriated” by widely diverse
communities (author’s emphasis; Johnson-Eilocla 7). As such,
hypertext might work to redefine compositibn'by broadéﬁing
the'psrcepfion (bsrder) of compeosition to include‘online
dscumentation, databases, and electronic messages sent back
and fofth in bulletin bsards and.on the Internet. Sach B
sources are actaally texts and(“ﬁaés-that‘suggest and
validate ways of'thinking and actihéf (Johnson—Eilsla 6) .
In cher words, "blurring lines between what has been deemed
high and low culture makes it possible to consider‘a'ﬁext

in terms of its social significance rather than its

‘ candnized literary or philosophical value.®
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Students néedrprojects thatrenable them to work toward
'§tangible gdal[s]” that are “cognitively ma?ped to large
social arenasﬁ and havé the Capadity:to “expose” the way in
thich studenﬁé are “articulated by the ideologies of bobks,i
ﬁechnolggical'society, late"capitalism, and so forth,”
while providing ways to voicevthe need for change within
that ideology (JohnsonEilolé.l82). My call fof a
- reconsideration of invention and process, focﬁsing on
research, writing, and computer technology, is suchva
"bfoject.

- Within this project, the hypertext environment is
uﬁderstood as a postmodern space,:challehging the notions
of order and_stability. Since postmodefnism cénstantly
gquestions authority, both>textual'and sbcial, the issues of
borders and informational legitimacyvsurface férAthe
student wri.fer.10 In this régafd;ihypértext réSearchr.
pedagbgy.may be understbod as consistenﬁ wifh and‘
‘participating in currentApostmodérn‘viewS éf composition
_sﬁuaies.;'

Bordérs suggest restribtion,.limitation;,and':.
separation; Thg tag}ffbprdér créésiﬁg;7'has been.and
éontinueS-to be a rhetorical'and éff-ﬁsed éatéh phrase,‘in

university English departments and outsidé‘the.discipline;
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.Students[:as‘they research to write, must.navigate through
,_ahd betWeen both>visible and invisible borders. “Writing
_has alWays'been about borders, about the proéesses of
mapping.and remapping the lines of separation between
thinés” KJohnson—EilQla_B)f The‘key torthinking about
bor&ers is in Conéidering‘bordefé gboth real ana
_contingent,; ackno@ledging the border currently exists and,
at ﬁﬁe_same»time, considering reasons it should not be
tﬁere (Johnsoﬁ—Eilola 16) . Students would be wise to
approéch fhe information system‘séeking legitimate
infbrmation during the quest for inventioﬁ. Yet,
: Considering postmodern notions, if the “classic author”
-thds‘no.autﬁority (truth) over textual meaning and -
_intéfp;etation, how can a student-writer or reader believe
fhéir oﬁnrwriting and interpretaﬁion can hold any validity
'fér‘mappihg, and how'can'students move confidently frbm one
place'ﬁo énother oﬁ-a map. (Johnson—Eilola 15)? If there is,
. in faét, no authority, novground with which to measure
véiidity, how_can étudents éssume one'mép is good and
. another bad? Given.no authority, should students find one
map more truthful than another?
'AReSearchiﬂg via hypertext puts students squarely in

 ‘circumstances that ask them to recognize and grapple with
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.thé consequences of being a éubjecf of diécourse. Sﬁch
issues are complex, but offer theiopp0rtunity to discuss:
and strategize whét kinds of authority a writer may achieve
and how'to confidently and ethically estéblish it.'GivenA
the poliﬁical ﬁature'of writing, one way to begin .
addréssing such issues might involve looking at the ways in
.which a project is defined when déaling with textual truth.
"As Johnson—Eilola_points~outﬁ with the posﬁmbdéfniét lens,
questioning authority is sqmehow>erroﬂeousiy viewed as
denying the existence of any,guthority“(author’s émphasis;
15). HQwever, he warns, authority cannot simply be
.dismissed. Rather, we mﬁst “use common sense;” we must read
and interpret perspicaciously, since maps recognize,
parficipate in(Asuggéstjand “authoriz[e] wéys”of living”
:(Jphhson—ﬁiiolajiSf:f
E.._Boidéré work #o:rétéin.focus-and disciplinary identity
 (chposi£ioﬁ ;tﬁdiéS;spent decades:definihg'aﬁd-validating
">Athéldiséiéliﬂe‘Within'thé uﬁiversity system);'hOWever{
 ,£§%d¢ts'méy.inHipiﬁ the potential for change. And rhetorié
,sﬁéakéfioﬁdin‘éoﬁpoSition theérisﬁs, teachers, and
- ’éﬁuaén£s.may remain'“trapped.in (or rebuffed by)” thé
'nﬁéétmpdefn'thédreticalldiscourses.(Jéhnsdn—Eildla'2l).”

'While_the humanities continue dialpgue overpcrOSSing
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" borders and boundaries, business has put invto practice a
different rhetoric. John Chambefs, Chairman and.CEO of
Cisco Systems, speaks of the importance of understanding
technology’s‘role in education, as it'relates to-preparing-
students for the workforce and competing in “a borderlesé
digital world” (my emphasis; Forbes.cqm).

'Yeé, the rhétorical goals of Eusiness cause many in
the huménities to cringe. Yet,,busiﬁéss and science .
successfully developed postmodernism iﬁto a philésophy of
networking, flexibility, structures, and practices. It
seems wise tQ borrow from any discipline that'offers
increased possibilities for student agency and critical
thinking. Electronic media hasfmade possible so many
conneétions and cbntacté between mindé and stored
infofmatioﬁ-that-“either,the definition of.reéearch will
changef or we'll have to come up With a new word for Qhat
electréniclreéearch will have beéomeﬁ (Day; abst. pér.'l)a
Ccall it what yoﬁ like. Hypertéxt feééarch, héwever; méy
?fovide research'more than a new word; it may prove, for

many; to enhance critical thinking.
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The Down Side

While hypertext may present richerdenvironments'for
ekpioretion and-disco§ery, it also poses risk. The volume
iof information available on the Web is astounding, and
‘eifting through, to make meaning‘and relevance, can be
tedious. The potential for information overload expands
with each click, and the reseercher may become bogged down,
- tangled in his or her own Web of knowiedge.

For that reasoh, students and teachers_Should be
.miodful of learning concerns relating to cognitive.load, a
_term fhat refers to the working memory, or short term
.memory. Short term memory is limited to “chuﬁks? of
informatioﬁ (Miller, qtdg in Kearsley, dInformaeion").
Based on Cognitive Load Theory,'(CLT), working toward
‘coherence indhfpertext’slnonlinear presentation of new
_informatioo may reeult io‘ineffeceive cOgnitiﬁe load that
wiiljultimetely hinder learning (SWeiler, cited in
Kearsley, “Cognitive”);A“Iﬁ the hental work required fo
estabiioh,necessary reievaoce between iocal end global'
'unitsbof.ﬁeening is too demanding compared to_thé cognitive
benefif of:theAreading,‘only thefmoee motiveted.reader Qill

-ohoose to-devote time to the text.” (Engebretsen 4.3.4.3).
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Morebver, research must, at some poiht, come to an .
vénd. Thé writer ﬁust Stop researéhing, in order to achieve
a Compléﬁed work. The writer’s task, therefofe, involves
both Workiné within an assignment’s particular time frame
and maintaining fodus on the géals and scope Qf the
Aproﬁéct.

While I belieye theiuniversity may be better served by
inqlﬁding and[ perhaps, promoting hypertextual reseérch,
sﬁudents musticontinue to insure reliability of their
sources. Reference links within scholarly journals are
beéoming increasingly unreliable, accoraiﬁg to aistudy of
‘artiCles in three major medical publications by.researchers
'at the_University of Colorado and published fall of 2003 in
_thé'iogrnal Sciénce. According to a 2004 article in
uAcademe;'g journal published by'American university
pidfessors; interneflpages'cited in scholarly joUrnais tend
to be ﬁnavailable bver.time} and after two years, links
that.lead to error messages wére»foﬁnd in up to 13 percent
of the refereﬁces, thus, suppiemental‘iﬁformation was
inaccessible. The article Suggésted a need for new policies
. for dchmentihg and'archiving,lnternet infbrmatioh‘used for

scientific research. Nelson’s early rebuff of the Web’s

- “short-sightedness” has proved relevant, and his concern
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. ovér broken links rémains in the conversafion.'Albeit the
case that the Web’s nature raises questions of textﬁél
stability, an expanding technology-based society feeds this
trend toward the use of digital information, given a
cultural'interést in immediacy; visﬁalization, and
ihtéraction; culture, then, will most likely fuel
.correction;

Simple econqmiés may work to suppres§ futﬁre print
publication, given‘lowbreadérship and the ﬁigh,cost of
production. Funding for libfaries is in danger with the
move'toward “eﬁficiehcy.” Word-processing, databases, .e-
maii} the Web, and computer graphics are often supplanting
;printéd communication, ahd we afe'living in what Bolter
,calié “the lategage‘bf print;” meaning not the. death of .

 pﬁiﬁt; rathér,‘pfiﬁffas_a Cﬁangéd“system (2—3)._Interﬁet 
'teéhpoiogy is coﬁméni§ ﬁnaérstood-and used. . Online
'.£eso@rcéé dWé;q-ﬁew aﬁa.additioﬁal-choice to the
4'-_;eSearcﬁéi;.éﬁd;digital‘EOOks,.journals,'newspapers,
fié£tér§, videoé}:efméiiAdiséuésioné'and online chats may

. provide a richér environment overall.
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. Final Thoughts

Most of today’s university étudents, and even most of
ﬁheir parents, were not yet born ﬁhen Vannevar Bush,
- knowing the Qalue of research, begaﬁ pressing for'greater
connections.among disciplinary fields, understanding that
specializatién and the lack of connectedness stymied the
growth of knowledéé and contributed to both cultural and
political strife. In light of post-process understandings
of language, and recent studies in hypeftext and iearning
theory, it seems beneficial to examine different
possibilities for researched writing that technology now
makes available. Developing new pedagogies, as DeWitt
accomplished, and learning to use technology in a new way,
pqrticularly given its répid rate of change, is
chalienging, But‘for instructors who work at.institutions.-
where computer resoﬁrces and labs'are available, aAmoré in
depth_inveStiéation'andvuse of hyperﬁext—based research and
pedagogy méy be.a powerful means.té encourage students to.
ﬁdre reflectiﬁely engage in the processes of critical
thinking and knowledge construction. Moreover, composition
scholars and researchers can promote such pedagogical
approaches by continued theorizing and researcbing into

somé of the connections I have outlined. The cognitive
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-aspects of invention that hypertext and learning theory
'éhgage adds‘another diménsidn to our understanding of
knowledge and writing-as social procésses, and helps us
.locéte the cégnitive positibn of an individual learner

within the communal nature of learning.
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NOTES'
?'The scienée of cognition is an interdisciplinary study éf
the mind, drawing from philosophy, psychology, linguisfics,
neuroscience; mathematics, computing science, and
‘értificial intelligence. Traced back to an information
theory symposium at M.I.T. in'l956, researchers from
various disciplines began forming a perception that human
' psychology, theoretical linguistics, and computer
simulations of cognitive processes were all»pafts of a
llérger whole. In other words, understanding human éognition
’required the éfforts of several disciplines. The
cénnecting premise within disciplines undersfand the mind
as an infofmation procesSor, of sorts, that receives,
stores, rétrieves, transforms, and transmits information.
" (Thagard) |
AzIn the'19305 Dr. Bush, later Dirgctor of the Office of
Scieﬁtific Reéearch and Development and foﬁnder of the
National Science Foundation,'proposed, built, and patented
a machine désigned to fapidly select f;om vaét amounts of
informationrstofed-on microfilm. The “rapid-séléctor" was
plagued by inadequate technologj'bﬁt'was a precursor to the
theoretical méchine Busﬁ called a “memex,” prbposed[inr“AS

We May Think,” a 1945 essay in The Atlantic Mbnthly. His
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“memex” was.intended as a personal use machine to help
people ﬁhink, functioning to manage information overload
and eﬁhéﬁce human memory by allowing the user to both store
and‘retrieve documents linked by associations, similar to
what:has cqme to bézknqwn as hypertexf, as well as share

- inférmation aﬁd associative “tréilé,” as Bush called them,
with‘other scholafs. Liké the computer, the “memex” had a

. &ieWing screeﬁ and keyboard; the user, however, would add
their own information and links to other documents stored
based on their own associative interests. Further, the
.coﬁceptual “memex” was without connectabiiity to.an outside
source, such as the Internet. (Bush; Klaphaak; Griffin)
3»By a colleétive “human intellect” Engelbart means
,tedhﬁical‘and non-technical elements such as tools,
'lahguagé, customs, knowledge, and the like, that had slowly
co—evolved-ovér centﬁries but, with rapidly evolving
,,digitai ﬁechnbloéyr now had the capacity to automate
;peopie’s activities and iﬁprove society’s collective
capabilities. By 1968, Engelbart realized his vision of
augmented support structures té improve organizational
~activities, having assembled the first multi—media
demonsfration éf a networked computervsystem, debuting hié

computer “mouse,” two dimensional display editing, in-file
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. object addressing and linking, multiple windows with
flexible view control, and on—scréen video conferencing.
(“MouseSite”)
* As a graduate student at Harvard University in 1960,
Nelson invented computer-based hypeftext for a term
pfoject. His vision was of a system with the capacity to
. see origins of all quotations, thereby providing a valid
" legal and litera:y éopyright:systém. Nelsoh'Calls the World
Wide Web (WHW) , a system “far more raQ,'chéQtic and short-
sighted” than his own Projeét_Xanadu, and an entity that
“triVializes our original hypertext rmodel with one-way ever
breaking links and no ménagement of version or contents.”
;With.tﬁe success of the Web and>its notions of hypertext as
‘gffiexible and_in£erégtive system, Nelson’s vision of “deep
.links”vanaf£fa¢kéblé changé, Préjgct Xanadu, lives, but has.
. eluded”fruiﬁion..(SeéIhttﬁ://www,xanadu.com/index.html and
: wa.ganéau;Cdﬁ{aﬁ/ted/XUSurvey/quation,html;_See Whitehead
‘-_intervieﬁ wifﬁ;ﬁelson.) |
..5 £éadéreféspoﬁ$e theory emphasizes the role of the reader
and iS d§ncérned'WitH how.individuals :egdh.or understahd,
'the s§me_text in-a vériety of ways. According to'reéder—
ffésponse.théofy, a text cannot be understood, has no

”

“meaning,” apart from that which a reader assigns to it.
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" For such theorists, the reader is a producer rather than a
consumer of meéning. (Norton)

® French philosopher Roland Barthes is known for his work in
literary and critical theory, partiéularly as itgrelates to
structuralism and éemiotics, the study of signs. Semiology
aims to take in any system of signs, whatever their
substance and limits; images, gestures, musical sounds(
objects, and the complex associations of all these, Which
form the content of ritual, convention or public
entertainment. These constitute, if not languages, at least
systems of s;gnification. (“Elements”)

! Composition studies does not generally understand the
cultural shifting from print to electronic.media, erm word
toward image, to be a result of technélogiéal determihism,
that is, technology.as an agent of change. Technologies
themselves “do not determine the course of culture or
society; because they are not separate agents that éan act
on culture from the outside.” (Boltér 19)

8"Stevatn Harnad/ Department of Electronics and Computer
Science at Southampton Universiﬁy, United Kingdom, singles
out speech, writing, and print as revolutionary beéaﬁse all

three, he asserts, had a dramatic effect on how we thought

as well as on how we expressed out thoughts, so arguably
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they had an equally dramatic effeqt on what we thought.
Harnad designates computer—mediated‘communication as the
féurth revolution in human cognition} The first revolution,
-speech}‘alloﬁed communication at a speed appro#imately that:
of human thought. Writing, the hénd—copying of text, and
second revolution, was slower'than speech and less
”interactive but provided greater reliability and
'éystemization by preéerving words and thoughts of others.
The third revolution came with movable type, and print
"réstored a more interactive element, particularly by way of
the scholarly periodical, due to more rapid and widespread
_distribution of printed text; a widex social reach was
achieved. Harnad call the fourth revolution “electronic
skywriting” (42) . In this'fevolution, writing allows us to
communicate with speeds épproaching that of speeéh( which
is'much'cldser-to the speed of thought  than wfiting or

. printéd_texﬁ, echoing Nelson’s 1960 intereét in a structure
paralleling the brain. This fourth revolution is
pértiCulérlj relévant'to_scholarly communication, és it
éllows escabe ffom-the bogged down process ahd time element
bf thelprinted.schoiarly te%t. Ey fhe time schola:ship ié
Submitted‘for.publication, reviewed, reviséd,.edited,

‘printed, read, and integrated into new reéearéh[ an author
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has moved beyond'and on to other thoughts. The written
medium, according to Harnad, “is'hopelessly out ofvsynch
with ﬁhe thinking mechanism énd the. organic potential it
would have for rapid interaction if only there were a
medipm that'could support the réquisite rounds_of feedback;
in,tempo gﬁisto!”A(44). The fourth‘cognitive revolution is
thatimedium Harnad discussed in 1991, hypertext, which made
it_possible.to return scholarly communication to a pace
closer to thé brain’s natural potential and still carry the
strictness, discipline, andvpermanence of printed text.
{Harnad) |
9.Johnson—Eilola warns against hierarchical structures that
-ordain high status to creative writing (fiction or
4nonfiction, essays or literature) and low status to
'fﬁnétioﬁal_writing (instructions:databases), citing
postmodernist'hotioné about artistic creativity and high
Vérsus low culture.

10 Thé issue over authority, or power, and who the power
serves, has beén aﬁd remain$ a critical question in
composition studies. The traditionél qualities good
literature allocates are stability,.monumeﬁtality, and
authority {(Bolter 162). Having créated:a monument, the

"author, by the very perception of “monument,” becomes an
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~authority while imparting stability, the immortality of
both author and text. The printed.text, that is, the fixéd
word, traditionally carried greater stability and authority
because of its visual representation, rather than Orai,_and
its repréducibility, Like the memex.of Vannevar Bush, fixed
£éxt was intended to extend the.human memory. As a result,
fixed text may work to fix ideas, to reinforce and
replicate the culturél status quo.
"' Like many composition theoristé and writing teachers,
Johnson-Eilola has found the need to move through
postmodernism and'addpt new.ienses, those bf cultural .
studies and‘critical'pedagogy, citing postmgdernism’s
inability to “self-critique and rehabilit[ate]” (29). The .
ideéiogy of cultufal:stﬁdies fits well in to Johnson-"
Eilbla’s interest infblurrihg_bérderé and helps us
uﬁdersténd the cbmplex-précéss by which borders are
iconstiuéfed’aﬁd_déboﬁstrubted. Cultural studies critics
-,Zexaminé discéu;ée; relating'to pop culture and the masses,
‘}iﬁélqdihg ﬁelevi$iQn; cinema, advertising, digital media,
minbrity énd popﬁlar'iiterature, among others, focusing on
thWJSuch materials aré.produced, distributed, and consumed,
‘questioning thé ideas,’values, beliefs, and-fepreSentations

embedded in and promoted by any culture or group .
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(Norton 26-7). Deconstructing, then rearticulating new,
positive constfucts, for Johnson;Eilola, enables positive
social change and opens the door to working aéross'and
~within interdisciplinary'discourses; Deconstruction,
however, becomes “vacant,” says Johnson-Eilola, when it_
does not act for resistance toward the governing
conventions (17)..Technologies, including hypertext, must
be understood as “political structures and activities
rather.than neutral, easily demarcated and isolated

objects” (17). (For more on cultural studies, see Katz)
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