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ABSTRACT |

Since the mid 1980 s there has been a tremendous amount
of research conducted on the subject of wrlting using comput—
ers. Much of this research has been referred to by Deborah
Holdstein and Cynthia Selfe as a 'second generation' loock at
_computers‘and the writing process. What makes this research
different from its 'first generation’ predecessor is. a percep-
tual shift in the role of the computer from some kind of
miracle machine to that of an interesting and unique kind of
‘writing tool. Second generation thinking no longer accepts
the notion that computers can somehow transform poor writers
into good writers. Computers offer a unique‘way for writers.
to engage the act of writing, but the field of Composition
Studies and researchers such as Janet Emig and Elaine O. Lees
offer the strategies for helping student‘writers understand,
approach and take part in the writing process. Together,
composition research and'computers are uniquely positioned to
co-exist in a writing classroom, for the purpose of helping
student writers embrace the writing process in a positive way.

The freedoms which computers offer a.student writer
‘through the 'virtual text' of word processing and software
programs designed to supplement the invention, composing,
revision, and editing parts of the writing process, can change
the way students approach the writing process. Instructors
who have a process—based approach to writing instruction, who

have a Willingness to work closely with their students, who



have taken time to become computer literate, and who are
willing to make changes in the classroom environment will find
.computers to'hebabvaluable Writing.tool for students in their'
classrooms. Ultlmately, computer writing classrooms seem to -
change from an env1ronment which is often isolating to one~
which is extremely collaboratlve, due primarily to‘the re—l
sponse of students to a computerized environment. :

' By evaluating recent comp051tion and computer writing;
research this thes1s provides a comprehen31ve look at how
1 instructors, students, computers and the wrlting process
interact"within a composition c1assroom.b It'is intended to
help secondary and college level 1nstructors, regardless of .
teaching experience w1th1n such a classroom, approach and
‘de51gn a writing classroom that is user friendly to all of its
part1c1pantsf

l‘If a writing.instructor has a sound process-based compo_
sition strategy in place,"isiwilling to become'computer liter;‘
ate, and is willing-to address and consider What.has‘recently
been learned about how computers help fac1litate the writing
process, this the51s w1ll offer a perspective from which to
begin computer writing 1nstructlon, some new approaches to
computer writing instruction,‘and a glimpse at a new era of

computer writing instruction.
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» INTRODUCTION

Though "ertlng U51ng Computers. Creatlng the User—
' 'Frlendly ertlng classroom" has evolved often durlng the”‘.
past year, the underlylng premlse remalns- computers can be -
effective tools in the teaching of wrltlng, and there is
-certalnly a better way to approach the use of these machlnes
‘than has been done in the past., To thatyend, this thes1s is
offered not as a dlctate of how computers should be used in"
a wrltlng classroom, but how they __g_t be used Certalnly
my. own experlence and those of the researchers 1ncluded
within thlS thes1s agree that no-one really knows the best
way to use computers in a classroom settlng, but to lgnore
what these experlenced educators have to say promotes an.
attitude whlch has already placed publlc educatlon far
behind where it could be today. The following then is a
comprehensive 1ook‘at“how composition-based pedagogy,‘
computers and the classroom environment can be used for the
purposevof‘creating’a‘computerizedlwriting environment which
is both effective and user—friendly‘to writers.

Chapter'I addresses the need for instructorS‘to develop
a sound‘pedagogicalbfoundation for the teachinggof writing
in both computerized and‘computer—less‘classrooms. Consid-
erations for developing a pedagogy which addresses this need
are offered through thelevaluation.of a composition—based

instructional strategy and evaluations of the theories and.
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methods of composition researchers Janet Emig and Elaine O.
Lees. The implementation of a composition-baséd instruc-
tional philosophy is offered as a very effective pedagogy
for enhancing the learning process of students in both
traditional and computerized English classrooms.

Chapter II is devoted to evaluating the most important
tool computers offer the writing instructor and student:
word processing (WP). To that end, an extensive explanation
of the opportunities WP gives to writers in both the cre-
ation and editihg processes of composing is given. This
overview covers the rationale for using WP in the writing
process, the fundamentals of WP, the four types of creation
programs currently available for today's writing classrooms
(Questioners, Outliners, Databases, and Activity Disks), a
rationale for ﬁsing editing programs, an evaluation of text
editing and analysis software, and strategies for evaluating
software programs in regard to their usefulness within a
writing classroom.

Chapter III looks at the impact computers have on the
environment of a writing classroom, as well as how different
computers and peripheral hardware affect that environment.
This chapter offers information on the seemingly inevitable
effect computers have on a classroom's social structure, a
look at current debate within the computer writing community

in regard to which type of computer (IBM or Macintosh) is

ix



preferable for use‘in a”writing ciaégfocm; the equipment.
minimally necessary to get a computer classroom up and
'running, and an overView of how peripheral computer equip-
‘ment can impact the classroom. B

It is my sincere hope and desire thaththe information.,
cOntained withinvthis thesisdis of'value to both noviceiand
experienced computer-uSing instructors. I firmly believe'
that by obtaining the kind of 1nformation gathered here,
teachers may be able to produce successful outcomes for
themselves,: their classrooms, and their students. With any.
luck, this kind of information might help an instructor gain
‘the kind of access todcomputers that,i‘now have: four of my
five high school Englishnclasses are now spending 80% of
their time in a‘computer’classroom‘mhich gives each one of

them a computer of their own to use.



CH‘APTER' I - PRocnss AND —PEDAGoGY

Computers, Writing, and the English Classroom - »

~Since the mid 1980 s, a huge body of knowledge has been
produced on the topic of cOmputerS»and writing;‘ One of the
results of this work has been the emergence of what Deborah
Holdstein and. Cynthia Selfe refer to as a\fsecond genera-
tion approach to uSing computers in the writing classroom
'(l).Z Simply stated thlS new attitude re- acknowledges the
1nd1spensable role of the instructor in the teaching of
,writing%}’Though*this may (and should) be a'given, writing
- teachers have had a tendency to a551gn too much responsibil-
ity to the computer for educating students in the writing
process (Holdstein.and Selfe 2; Barker and Kemp 4). This
type of ill—guided pedagogy has left a trail of dashed
hopes, too few: successes and virtually no bragging rights
for those writing teachers who invested a great deal of
their time and energies in trying to make computers an
effective part of the education process; And though there
are numerous reasons‘why computers have:had‘such an uncanny
ability to get teaCherslto step aside in the instructional
process, fundamental to most of these reasons are a lack of
planning, education, and familiarity with computers on the
part of the teacher. ‘ ‘\ |

Fortunately, despite an irritating inability to quanti—

fy‘the‘pOSitive results they perceived'when observing



students interacting withfcomputersyhmany‘Writing'teachers
had the de51re to continue worklng w1th these machlnes.v
These teachers eventually discovered that by dis—empoweringi
the computer as a focus in their classrooms (thereby re—"
empowering themselves and their students), satisfying
.results began to occur more con31stent1y in their writing.a
classes. For example, by understanding how ‘the conventions
of writing on a computerfdiffer from those of pen and paper,
~an inStructor can'better.integrateuthe'strengths of computer
applications into thevinstructionalbprocess and avoid frus-
,trations‘lihely tofoccur when asking'students to perform'
tasks on a computer which are both”inappropriate and
counter—productive to the writing process\XSelfe,‘"Redefin-
ing Literacy" 11). .Essential»to the success of the "new"
approach is a reoccurring need to embrace necessary changes
in classroom dynamics.“Many provocative and challenging
pedagogical‘perspectives have been added to that body of
knowledge referred to as -Composition Studies as a direct
result of embracinglthis new mindset. (Barker and Kemp 1-27;
‘Dobrin 40-57; Eldred 210-218; Fortune‘145—16l; Schroeder.and‘
" Boe 26-46). ‘

Unfortunately, many writing instructors haue little
opportunity to review the work of the researchershlisted‘
above‘or of what has been.discovered about computer writing.

instruction in the last five or six years.: And that time



‘period v1rtually encompasses theventire 'second generation
’1body of knowledge.ﬁ With this in mind there is a very real
danger that those who are fortunate enough to be teaching in
gcomputer classrooms will spend needless time spinning their
wheels as they attempt to re- -orient themselves (and their'
'-students) from pen—and—paper to Virtual text effectively.

: However, it lS not necessary that English instructors -

'live the fate of being frustrated computer writing instruc-
| tors. Armed with some in51ght into what has worked and what
has not, teachers can create effective computer writing
| classrooms.' By}lending~an‘earbto those who have succeeded
(and failed) in finding effective ways to approach computers
and the software which runs them, the computer writing
teacher has access to a wealth of perspectives which might
decrease the time spent awaiting results which are not
possible, given the tools employed. The bridge between the
experienced writing‘instructor and the effective»computer
- writing instructoriis‘neither excessively long nor‘of
vertigo-inducing heights. Like any other:new teaching>
method, learning to‘teach‘with computers must begin with a
fundamental understanding’of what it entails. This thesis
is designed to promote this kind’of fundamental‘foundation
for teaching writing'with‘the help of computers.

' To this end, the first necessary Step to integrating

computers in English classrooms has little to do with the



machlne 1tse1f but w1th developlng a sound pedagoglcal
’foundatlon whlch is also c01n01dentally, computere_;“
k’frlendly. To exempllfy thls, I w1ll dlscuss Janet‘Emlg‘s:
article; "Writing as a Mode of Learnlng,' and Elaine O.
-Leesl '“Evaluatlng Student ertlng,' to show how comp051—
'tlon—based 1nstructlon works 1n a computer-less Engllsh
classroom. It is worklng 1nstructlonal phllOSOphleS, such
as thelrs, Wthh glve Vlable alternatlves to the 11teraturee
‘based 1nstructlonal mode of today s educatlonal communlty
(espec1ally in Callfornla s K-12 publlc schools)

It is my contention that composition-based instruction
can satisfy both fundamental curriculum concerns and adapts
to the computer classroom far more effectively than a cur-
riculum that places‘interpretation of literature atbthe core
of its agenda. Understanding that the above assertion may
be debatable within the field of English research and cur-
rent writing theory, this the51s cannot begin to extend its
scope into this controvers1al and often disputed area of
composition research without digressing intolthe 1engthy and
complex'eXplanations necessary to do the topic justice.
Therefore, I will proceed With the understanding that a
comp051tlon-based approach to wrltlng 1nstructlon may con-
fllct w1th some of the theories of Engllsh instruction
currently in favor within the educatlonal communlty. In

‘proceedlng then, it must be understood that there is a



continuing debate with the English community in regard to
composition-based verses literature-based instructional

pedagogies, and that I will be examining the issue of com-
puter writing instruction from the first of these two phi-

1osdphies.



’:'A‘Composition Pedagogy integrateddwith Computersv

| Teachlng writing w1th computers is §t;ll teachlng
"writlng. Computers are very powerful and sophlstlcated
brlnformatlon flllng systems whlch once understood “have
the capac1ty to enhance both a wrlter s ablllty to createh
aand an 1nstructor s ablllty to gulde a student through
‘the wrltlng process. Computers should not be feared by
wrltlng 1nstructors,_but embraced w1th the healthy skep-
t1c1sm, experlmentatlon and good sense most effectlve
teachers engage in whenever a potentlally powerful new
teachlng tool is put in thelr capable hands., Good ert— :
'1ng 1nstructors and computers can co-ex1st w1thout ‘com-

promlslng the quallty of 1nstructlon or student achleve—

jment. As sxmple as this sounds, it 15'oftenrnot_the case
‘ b _ . = . i

~ in computer writing inStructionQ‘ 1

In keeplng w1th the sentlments just mentloned few
y_experlenced teachers would s1mply open an unknown new
'teachlng klt,' glancevover‘1t,_then-make rt an ;ntegral

part of the1r~classrooms; Unfortunately, this is what

- often happens when teacherslreceive their firSt classroom'

computers. Hav1ng walted anx1ous1y, sometlmes for years,
“to get computers 1nto thelr rooms, well-lntentloned
,1nstructors can easlly fall into a technologyilnduced‘

. coma;710ften, having little_more‘than theirlown‘experie'



ences w1th computers to gulde them, these technologlcallyif'
recharged 1nstructors launch 1nto lessons and act1v1t1es
‘that have been awaltlng_1mplementat1onnfor years, only;to
discover their Students can't find the“ON' switch (how -
1soon we forget our flrst frall attempts at trylng to get
these thlngs to produce somethlng readable) |

- It does not take long for a teacher who lacks a
fundamental knowledge of how computers behave in a class—hx

~room to dlscover that computer programs are often llmlted

o 1nvappllcatlons cons1stent,w1th the curriculum, their

students' computlng skllls, or teacher expectatlons.> The
1ess—pub11c1zed dally struggles assoc1ated with teachlng:
via computer can also brlng dlsarray to the classroom in
the form of crashlng hard drlves, lost flopples, broken
keyboards, dysfunctlonal mice, and somehow, the resurrec—‘
tion ofvthe”apathetlc student. It does not take long for
instructors to dlscover that thelr new computer-equlpped
- classrooms are not the same anymore. Somehow, their
rooms have gotten louder, less organlzed and they are
now focus1ng more on the machine than the subject matter.
Hav1ng taught and observed computer wrltlng 1nstruc—
tlon in both Engllsh classrooms and wrltlng labs, I am
comfortable in suggestlng that the problems Just men-

tloned--and the ;nitial mania of teachers which usually



precedes them;—are typical‘of computer classrooms
,throughout our schools, 1f for no other reason than the
lack of experience most teachers have worklng in a com-
'puterlzed classroom.: In 11ght of what I have seen done
‘w1th these machlnes,vteacher dlssatlsfactlon w1th comput—
ers 1s-not surprlslng : However, 51nce.most.teachers seemp'
to be almost genetlcally skeptlcal of new products whlch
-promlse to revolutlonlze student achlevement the disre-
gard for very basic and critical preparatlon ‘before
puttlng a computer classroom on-llne is especially dls—
turblng For some reason, the 1dea of restructurlng a
classroom with computers does not spark the type of
skept1c1sm and 'show me' attitude that other far less
dynamlc pedagoglcal changes usually e11c1t in teachers.

As briefly mentioned above, perhaps because’most
instructors and administrators who are enthusiastic about
,brlnglng computers 1nto the classroom have learned how to
'tame the beast, they often forget that they ve never
done this before, but see little need to consult those
with computer teachlng experlence untll their classroom
beglns tearlng around the edges, or worse yet untll 1t
is in total chaos. An apparent 1n the computer S power
to solve a myriad of problems in the classroom allows

these enthus1asts to-forget the intense planning‘which



usually lies behind éQOd instruction.‘hcareful planning
has little to do with altering how we teach simpiy»be-‘
vcause we have a new tool (computers), but is plannlng
whlch concerns 1tself w1th more effectlvely gearlng the
currlculum to,'and creatlng approprlate actlvates for the
strengths of the tool(s) avallable._ Invthe case of |
teaching writing on:computers,the‘kind;ofiplanniné just
Vmentionedfwould seemvto'require'that'theiinstructor take
a hard look at what kinds of instructional strategies -
‘might ease writers' tran51t10ns from pen—and—paper to_u

| computer wrltlng. For example, the ease w1th which
changes in a text can be made when Writing,on a computer
might‘make increasing‘the‘number‘of'revisions required by
instructors.on a text an effective strategy'for using |
computers to help Students better understand the nuances
~ of revision-in a way'that‘pen—and—paper would be unable
to accOmplish.. bn the“other hand‘eallowing'students'to
place unquestlonlng falth in a computer s ablllty to edit
their texts could brlng potentlal harm to students 1nter—
»act;ng with computers durlng the‘wrltlng process»(a more
detailed explanation on both of these issues is‘addressed.

~in Chapter II).



-Writing as a Mode of Learning

Although only recently accepted by traditionally
"literature—based K—12 Engllsh departments, CompOSition‘
'Studies offers English teachers a new perspective for
teaching students competence 1n the 1anguage arts. And
it is only with the last decade s advances 1n computer

' wrlting software, that 1nstructors really perceived how‘
adaptable composition-based 1nstruction would be to the
integration of computers into English‘classrooms. ‘The
obvious relationship'between writing and word processing
would be one example of the ease with which the process
~of writing fits into the world of the computer. But
there are also some not—so—obvious components of composi-
‘tion—baﬁﬁf_instruction which, throughrthey are enhanced
by the cwi: =, are of merit solely‘for what they offer
the*learning

| In "Writing we = o . of Learning" (1988), Janet
Emig evaluates the advantages of learning through writ-
ing. By pointing out the obvious differences between the
cognitive processes needed to engage in any of the four
generally accepted modes of communlcation--reading,
writing, speaking and 1istening-—Emig quickly establishes
speaking and listening from readlng and writing by refer-

ring to the widely accepted linguistic notion that speak-

10



;,,1ng and llstenlng are learned through acqu1s1tlon, read— ;v'

Ji’f,.lng and wrltlng through systematlc 1nstructlon (85)
vl”*ﬂf'iFurthermore, Emlg notes that wrltlng 1s the only act1v1tyv
ff of the four Wthh 1ncorporates both creatlon and a tangl-.r

L ;ble recordlng of

v,fann addltlonal dlstlnctlon,’so s1mple it may have
’jj;}been prev1ously overlooked, resides in two cri-
. teria: the matters of orlglnatlon and of graphic
'ﬁ;recordlng.” ertlng is orlglnatlng and creating.
_a unique verbal construct that is graphically
) ﬁrecorded.; Readlng is creating or re-creating
~but not originating a verbal construct that
is graphlcally recorded.; Llstenlng is creatlng
‘or re- creating but not originating a verbal-
- construct that is not graphlcally recorded. :
fiﬂTalklng is creatlng and originating a verbal v
*r;construct that is not graphically recorded (ex-"”*
. cept for the c1rcu1tous routlng of a transcrlbed
‘“W_ﬁtape) (86) o L :

,.fventurlng further 1nto the cognltlve engagements S
ﬁpﬁ;unlque to wrltlng, Emlg c1tes dlfferences between wrltlng‘i,

’;&*7and the other creatlve communlcatlve act—-speaklng. The,

’”1ﬂ]dlst1nctlon 1s espec1ally relevant to Engllsh 1nstructors-7*

"”Ef(and lay-persons) who too often overs1mpllfy the seemlngQ:-V'

"fd,ly parallel processes of wrltlng and talklng.. She p01ntS'5

out that wrltlng is an art1f1c1ally learned Sklll re—o

?'fmust prov1de 1ts own context for a generally absent

”‘audlence.“fConversely, speaklng 1s a natural and some-

2 w?;'tlmes 1rrepress1ble act tends to be less concrete and

vqulres a hlghly actlve engagement of cognltlve process—;,:vu

;’°1ng, tends to be a more commltted act than speaklng, and ,;7



"uf;accountable for 1ts product than wrltlng, and 1eans on'_j*

ZJitzthe env1ronment for context and feedback (87)

f7 Looklng next at’ terms and 1deas more famlllar to fﬂ )

tfffthose 1nterested in the learnlng process, Emlg dlscusses

»ufdlfferent modalltles of 1earn1ng and how these modalltleskl

"p?canvbe called upon most effectlvely by engaglng in the

'gwrltlng process. Us1ng Jerome Bruner s categorles of

: qh51earn1ng (7- 8) as a reference to 1deas offered by re-

v'.lsearchers such as Jean Plaget and John Dewey, she ex—

f,plalns that through wrltlng,‘one engages 1n"enact1ve'

’learnlng (learnlng by dolng),blconlc learnlng (1earn1ng
'ﬂlby deplctlon of an 1mage), ‘and symbollc 1earn1ng (learn-

llng by restatement in words) in a s1multaneous or near-
21151mu1taneous fashlon.: Thls engagement of all three typesl
”hof~learn1ng processes While-writing makes for "a'uniquelyrd

;.powerful multl-representatlonal mode for learnlng" (88)'

””frlIn other words, us1ng wrltlng as the means for learnlng

'»fengages students in the learnlng process at an unusually

}v.opportune tlme- when they are in a hlghly aroused cognl—f
‘itlve state of mlnd

Emlg makes a compelllng argument for wrltlng as the:
‘apreferred method for 1nv1t1ng the wrlter 1nto the learn-
1ng process;’ Certalnly, the 1dea of actlvatlng as . much

[bf theibrain as poss;ble.whlle attemptlng to learn a new .

12



concept method or_ldea would seem approprlate to more

ﬁfeffectlve and eff1c1ent learnlng of the concept method

| Therefore, 1f wrltlng engages more cognltlve

“f‘,funcblon ng than the other communlcatlve learnlng modall— o

-speaklng, 1lsten1ng;freadlng), should not thls

‘ffmodallty be the centerplece of the 1anguage learnlng

S my contentlon that._l) focu51ng on wrltlng 1s

fa hlﬁhly effectlve method for learnlng Engllsh and- 2)

‘ "Tpg;;the'computer offers a readlly compatlble tool for teach- L

A‘*g;plng Engllsh and partlcularly wrltlng, 1f proper care andh L

h”*ff;plannlng is glven to understandlng how thls technologlcal?

=sﬁtool can*be"ut;llzed in the classroom..h




‘ fWhosekPaper 1s 1t__nyway7

v'lngyprogram, there ‘are several obstacles

‘;pr;mary focus,;n.a-generLC‘

' fThe 1ncred1ble number»of papers to be graded and o
,crlthued——ln my case,‘flve hlgh school Engllsh
classes averaglng 33 students, at four dlfferent
fﬂiflevels- Senlors, Freshman, Freshmen Honors, ESL-

"fjfz)’{_Lack of tlme or 1nd1v1dual attentlon to students

V'lS also a problem——1nd1v1dua1 conferenc1ng for a

wfﬁclass can ea511y fill up a week-
Hu3ig vHeterogeneous classes add a dlmen51on of drastl— o
ﬁr:ﬂfcally dlfferent abllltles w1th1n 1nd1v1dual
7t@f’classes——even spec1al educatlon students are
fyfully 1ntegrated into many classes.
'*To bulld 1nstructlon around the wrltlng process in a
fj51tuatlon llke mlne mlght border on 1nsan1ty, yet thls is
v’b;;exactly what I do,’and 1t 1s far £from 1nsane.
S To be falr, I do not exactly follow the example
'*!ifdlven above.\ The prlmary alteratlons are as follows-
bid?jli‘ I allow my students to revise eyery ass1gnment

as many tlmes as they choose-‘
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I,a551gn»an average of 5 7 essays a semester (as

'fﬁ:}another 10‘or*so shorter wrltlng a581gn—_

ai e a wrltten response 1n all of my

eass19nments~:

'I glve a flnal exam Whlch is comprehens1ve for

Mydclassroom, de51gned as 1t 1s, 1s based upon the

flimethods of evaluatlon descrlbed by Elalne O Lees 1n f:;.
‘u;E#aluatlng Student ertlng" (263 67) Lees' method
’tlooks at evaluatlng student texts from seven dlfferent
f?perspectlves..Correctlng, Descrlblng, Emotlng, Suggest—j.
ﬁlng, Questlonlng, Remlndlng and A351gn1ng (263) Each ofihi

o nzuAthese methods promotes a dlfferent level of respons1b111—§f

jLees' phllosophy, s1mp1y stated says that I amsf;"~

’””respons1ble for wrltlng my students' papers.ﬁ ThlS‘V}r




o comblned w1th a computer,zed classroom, thls alteratlon

S 1n° he classroom dynamlc 1s“very user-frlendly

,‘ entences and Spllt 1nf1n1t1es, Engllsh 1nstructors‘

are often v1ewed as perfectlonlsts. Unfortunately, my

“'-experlence as both an Engllsh student and colleague

forces me to agree w1th thls stereotype._ The phllosophy

1nherent in- thls klnd of evaluatlon presupposes that all'
:',student texts (even drafts) are flnlshed products, and

any competent wrlter des1res a completed text to be freef

of errors. Thls type of evaluatlon focuses prlmarlly on

‘ the surface features of a text.] Lees calls thlS method

f, of'evaluatlon»'Correctlng (264)
Accordlng to Lees,vEngllsh 1nstructors who use
cOrrectlng as the focus' of thelr evaluatlon strategy are

taklng on an 1nord1nate amount of respon51b111ty for a

student s wrltlng.f Lees belleves that such a pedagogy

'relles heav11y upon the 1nstructor p01nt1ng out surface

‘errors of a student s paper 1n accordance w1th the

‘“V‘teacher s own preferences. ‘In that sense, Correctlng ‘

fodoes communlcate 1nformatlon from teacher to student but
.j‘,the klnd of 1nformatlon belng related can be mlsleadlng
1"f:and contrary to the wrltlng process.'

Surely, as Donald



"h cally challenglng text (19)

7‘1n the best 1nterests of the students'

fbfprocess are Emotlng and Descrlblng (264)

Stewart p01nts out 1n,”

- f tlon Teachers,* no competent Engllsh 1nstructor w1shes to

-T?ﬁ:send students messages that mlght be 1nterpreted as

a goo _paper (17), that the best way to 1mprove one s'

wrltlng 1s to master a partlcular set of StYllSth con-i

LL ventlons (18), that masterlng surface 1evel errors w1ll

d transform a poorly worded draft 1nto a pollshed rhetorl—

As1de'from these questlon—

able presumptlons, some 1nterest1ng questlons mlght be .

asked., Is proofreadlng unflnlshed texts. as flnal drafts

perceptlon of

themselves as wr1ters7 Should an 1nstructor enable

students to forego thelr own proofreadlng by d01ng 1t for.“'

}them in the draftlng stages of a text7i‘Is it the in-

structor s respon51b111ty to, eventually, wrlte the paper

correctly’ }I thlnk not.‘ I thlnk as do Lees and Emlg,

i that there are more effectlve ways of teachlng students
St how to create and compose thelr own thoughts into thelr K

;fg.own words"to use wrltlng as a mode of 1earn1ng.;

Two other methods of evaluatlon whlch Lees sees as -

Af,contradlctory to 1nv1tlng students 1nto the process of

*bﬁlearnlng how to wrlte,‘and thlnk durlng the wrltlng

51These two
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‘hf what a partlcular teacher belleves to be

_gé methods of evalua 10n are somewhat s1m11ar 1n thelr -

messages to the student wrlter, yet they dlffer in how o

dellver the message.d
jWhen an 1nstructor uses Emotlng as a method of

ﬁ the wrlter‘gets the satlsfactlon of know1ng

’Yu that the teacher_has had an emotlonal response to the

wEmotlng typlcal_y appears on a student s papers as.lﬁ

,.amblguous~'

sho‘th

ords or phrases such as,'"Nlcet'or'

':"Good" when done in avp051t1ve way, or "So what’" and f"

’"Flnally, the p01nt!"'when the teacher does not llke what%’

has been done. In terms of helplng a student dlscover

j¥-thls form of evaluatlon 1s a step forward from Correctlngaw,
‘V'because the student 1s gettlng some klnd of qualltatlve |

flnformatlon about the context of the paper. The-down'{7‘

' s1de of Emotlng 1s that the 1nstructor 1s taklng on the

respons1b111ty of determlnlng the quallty of the work

‘ﬁﬁ;based upon the 1nstructor s readlng of the work whlle
ﬁdf?the student 1s 1eft trylng to flgure out what exactly was'ohd
‘:,;nlce or good.; What can a student do w1th thlS type of
7T_h1nformatlon to 1mprove the text in progress7 Wlll the phfﬂ

1‘“ystudent now focus only on those conventlons the 1nstruc--

- tor flnds “Very Nlce"7

good wrltlng,\tfk;'
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When Emotlng, the lnstructor may unconSCLOusly (or

f} consc1ously) step on the student's paper (and thoughts)

n‘fy the worthlness of the components

f‘paragraphs) contalned w1th1n, regard—o‘

‘;s oplnlon., ThlS type of focus is not ,f
based upon what has been learned in the wrltlng, but on
':what emotlonal response the student can SOllClt from the -
np'expert. |

: In Emotlng, llttle is offered to help a stu—fhu

Tf dent 1earn how to wrlte more effectlvely.;- | "
o When Lees' thlrd 1dent1f1ed mode, Descrlblng, ls ;f
used as the method of evaluatlon, the teacher subtly :

T shlfts from the surface of the text to 1ts context.n This‘

_type of crlthulng allows the 1nstructor not only to »
”l’Emote, but to explaln the Emotlng as well. An'example'of
' Descrlblng mlght be, "Thls 1s ‘somewhat repetltlve and

tlresome, or "You are mlsrepresentlng the theme of the

’ 'story " Flnally, in Descrlblng, some explanatlon of how
the paper falls occurs but the 1nstructor 1s Stlll taklng

‘respon51b111ty for determlnlng what should or should not

‘t.be’donevto‘the text.; Descrlblng does offer the student

"1n51ght 1nto how a paper mlght be recelved but does not

"w*teach the wrlter how to change the perceptlon of the

E paper for an audlence.
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'in*general Lees sees Correcting, Emoting and De-
.scribing as ways in which a teacher maintains control of
a student S writing (265) The controlling natures of
“these three types of eValuation styles fOrce the student

to bend to an instructor 's vision of how the paper should

"ﬂread to guess what lS good or bad, to strive for

. external validation of worthiness, to compete with a
.speoiaiist infwriting teohnique and grammar. If taken to
extremes, the resultdof‘this kind of unbalanced competi-
tion mayfgive students little reason to write for their
own purposes since they are not being rewarded for that
type of work (Horvath 271). However, they are learning
to write the way a particular instructor believes is
correct, in a way which demands individuality and
creativity give way to artificial conventions and
instructor idiosyncrasies, in a way which enables them to
release the responsibility of good writing to the
'expert'. In using these three evaluative styles, any
ideas the student may have of‘writing through problems or
exploring ideas is stymied by a lack of instructor
;direction and information‘about how to better address,
\organise, or peroeive'those problems. Many of us learned
to write under just this type of duress and unfor-

tunately, many students today have not escaped this fate

20



m(Whlte 286 87) Wlth th,i,ﬁceptlon of a spelllng or
'5fgrammar checker, a computer 1n classrooms u51ng these =
‘”ftypes of evaluatlon would be of questlonable value toy,zﬁ

J»students, and the equlvalent of a nuclear bomb (almed at e

Wtfﬂstudent papers) for the teacher.s N

1h_ Unllke Correctlng, Emotlng, and Descrlblng, Lees'l

ﬁf]next three methods of evaluatlon,_Suggestlng, Questlonlng

| :.jp;and Remlndlng,,begln to Shlft the respon81b111ty of

w?'gwrltlng the text back to the student (265) TheSe mOdeS»'

ﬂfobegln to glve the student a real say in what should and

'dﬂf‘should not be done to a work 1n process.

As a- method of evaluatlon, an 1nstructor uses .
‘rSuggestlng to offer some strategy,'wordlng, focus, etc.,

“:whlch mlght not have been cons1dered by the writer. The

':fhblggest obstacle to effectlve Suggestlng has to the w1th

hfbalance of power 1nherent 1n a student/teacher relatlon-

‘?shlp. If the student percelves a teacher s suggestlon as

fh_fa command to 1ntegrate the suggestlon 1nto the paper,

‘r',Suggestlng w1ll fall.‘ It w1ll fall because the very

fgpnotlon of suggestlng 1mplles that the rec1p1ent of the 8

_suggestlon has the power to 1gnore 1t.‘ It 1s not enough

'ﬂjthat the 1nstructor 51ncere1y glve the suggestlon w1thout‘ .

h-ﬁffcovert 1mp11catlons,_the student must percelve it that




3 f:fway (265) If a teacher compromlses the Suggestlng by

ﬂlus1ng 1t as a way to control the student S paper, then

:W*Fthe teacher dlgresses to a form of Correctlng.

To allow a. student to overrlde a. teacher s sugges—hjj

’”f"ftlons requlres that two changes occur ln the classroom '

”*5dynam1c. Teachers must s1ncerely rellnqulsh power and

df;contryllover what students do, therefore acknowledglng

~:f‘that students may know what 1s best for their text._ And )

*n;fsecond students, ln lgnorlng the suggestlon,'must be

'?;iw1llfng'to accept respon51b111ty for that dec131on w1th-_-'

'fgdout feellng a penalty w111 be pald for s1mply executlng

3the1r rlght to lntellectual freedom.- If these two thlngS‘[

ﬁf,tance of rev1s1on as part of the wr1t1ng process 1s1“'

_gvalldated. It 1s valldated because Suggestlng also

77{presuppoSes that the work 1s not belng judged as a

anflnlshed product., When these last two perceptlons are

facknowledged and'accepted by both teacher and student,\v L;f

_occur, then somethlng very subtle also occurs, the accep—n*,df

*the rev1sory power of word proces31ng becomes an effec—ilf .

itlve and approprlate tool 1n the wrltlng classroom.'

"hen Suggestlng 1s an accepted method of evaluatlon o



the d udgery of re-wrltlng an entlre paper to accommodate'
suggestlons, student wrlters are free to ponder the

suggestlons of both teacher and peer for the purpose of o

*maklng'changes where they feel approprlate. Suggestlng
'1nv1tes wrlters to evaluate what they have wr1tten,7'
offers an opportunltyffor rebuttal and perhaps, even the ’

‘beglnnlng of a textual dlalogue of sorts between the

.vgwrlter and the suggestor.h Though thlS klnd of transfor—lflt

matfon can occur w1thout a computer, 1t is the computerv-b

f_and?’he power of word proce551ng whlch w1ll fac111tate*mo;

'§§beg1n to compete,lf'” o

Lees' next mode, Questlonlng, allows the 1nstructorv”,

f*it Hlead a student lnto a more complex (or 51mple) way of
»@looklng at contextual concerns 1n a paper.~ By 1n1t1ally»ﬁ

asklng non—rhetorlcal questlons of the wrlter about what

ﬁlfls belng communlcatediln,a paper,{a QuQStlonlng 1nstruC—

'lf}tor can challenge»stfdents to expand or contract what

TJ ons suchvas, "Whlch 'he'

are you

7eva uate9how they are handllng thelr subjects.u'"What old*b

r}thls change 1n a way w1th whlch pen-and-paper cannot evenz o



”’75lt1ve manner,_Questlonlng glves students the opportunlty ’

3“5(1ndeed it 1s 1mpf

’ed) to rev1se the text for the purpose*“

nderstandable for a reader.l>

fzjof maklng 1t moreur
o Questlonlng can become more rhetorlcal as a work
;Epprogresses, thereby sollc1t1ng clarlflcatlon of an |

: argument or 1dea.f As w1th Suggestlng, Questlonlng 1n-

_v1tes the wrlteero compare reader responses to thelr own

;fperceptlons of what the wrltten text was supposed to -

Qcommunlcate., As an added fmpllcatlon, the wrlter, in
choos1ng to respond to the 1nqu1ry, takes an actlve role -

» n'respondlng to a dynamlc audlence. Wlth tlme,.x7

;5Questlon1ng w1ll promote the wrlter s respons1b111ty to

V;antlclpate the 1nqu1r1es a reader may have, as well as

khfjaddre331ng hlgher level rhetorlcal concerns. For an
ﬁlnstructor, u51ng Questlonlng 1mp11es rev1s1on and allows
fgfor 1nd1v1dual evaluatlon spec1f1c to each work _For

'studentShiQuestlonlng communlcates that the teacher 1s

-faddress1ng, among other thlngs, what 1s belng communl-'t
chated (toplc), how 1t 1s communlcated (organlzatlon),

fand where the communlcatlon 1s centered (focus) n”*‘

of attemptlng to communlcate effectlvely.' In thls"’



http:impli.ed

*\5yend'when the'wrlter dec1des to qult worklng on the plece,

>'7Qior¥1s satlsfled that 'the bases have been covered._ Thls;

'ftftypeyof’rev1s1on has always been pos51ble,.but never as

f}avallable to the student/as now, w1th a computer.v‘

‘Remlndlng, Lees'~sf;th evaluatlve mode, 1s a way of

fcalllng attentlon to the conventlons of the class, the o

stud nt, or the 1nstructor 1n a non threatenlng way.,hA:'

rwRem:LndeJ:‘ can be as s1mple as.f"I sense you 1ost s1ght of
*?43the questlon, _or "Malntalnlng a con51stent p01nt of-v1ew‘
Efijthroughout can help av01d confu51on 1n the reader.a‘.in

'tffsome ways, Remlndlng mlght be 51m11ar to Correctlng, but.

than p01nt1ng out an 1mp11ed 1gnorance to funda— L
mentalvwrltlng concerns, such as grammar.

:_‘Suggestlng, Questlonlng and Remlndlng all requlre

ithe‘wrlter to cognltlyelyﬁrespond to a crlthue w1thout
fdictatlng how that response should be accompllshed ‘
.vv,The respons1b111ty for determlnlng how to:
v;drespond to any of these three evaluatlve modes lles

fsquarely w1th the wrlter,‘not the teacher.- As an

fﬁlns ructor, not hav1ng to wrlte the paper for the student

{for effectlve wrltlng' cons1stent tone _clear focus,

'fﬁftheflnstructor 1s engaged more in helplng the wrlter stay:‘_r

;permlts'focus1ng 1nstructlon on those thlngs whlch make‘h»"



_logicai“organization}*;nd1v1dua11ty of thought, valldlty

{-of argument or anythlng else the student wrlter appears

'Tto be'struggllng w1th ln a paper., Wlth these methods,

¢§students_are glven the opportunlty to experlence the
'tz-empowerment that comes from creatlng a unlque }1

‘gthought or 1dea and effectlvely communlcatlng 1t to

‘r;another. Wlth any luck accompllshlng thls klnd of

fcommunlcatlon w11l also help wrlters to more fully under-

;'llstand and 1nterpret thelr own 1deas for themselves (Flow-'

r,and Hayes 99) Wlth avcomputer, the ablllty to reallyth
. work through these modes w1th a student places the thSiénf
-Jcal aspect of rewrltlng 1nto more balance w1th theﬁg,]

:“[{creatlve aspects of wrltlng. ";‘

fLees"flnal mode of evaluatlon, A331gn1ng,_1stan,

1ntfrest1ng and demandlng method of cr1t1c1sm. It,



:?ffconcepts worthy of exploratlon.ﬂ Ass1gn1ng,_then, offers s

ac eptable‘ass1gnment for students to pursue.; It 1s also
y o help students learn how to create from them— ‘H"
elv s by fosterlng the orlglnatlon and prewrltlng pro— .

'In a very powerfulgway,.thls type of evaluatlon _‘

hallows students_to percelve}how complex and capable they'f*‘

qreally are as lndependent thlnkers and erters..‘.;.s”

;‘use Ass1gnlng{:s_the preferred method of evalua-f“\3h

"V%nn'a wrltlng clas unlres students to w1111ngly
mhrough thelr own veryrcomplex thoughts and 1deas,
‘ _enge motl ated wrlters to really work at'

rltlng thelr thoughts on paper., It 1s,;ﬂ

Wlfflcult to 1maglne an average student d01ng thlS
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'and over agaln on a typewrlter or 1n long hand but o

computer, thoughts and 1mpress1ons can be examlned

e;altered changed at w111 or merely saved for a later

E;ructor in exchange for a collaborator.; We

i;ﬁmlght then,elevate them from the status of nov1ce '1dea':

';factlve role 1n thelr wrltlng, and that

‘5ﬁ1s)der1ved from crlthulng drafts as 1f

”w1vh:Ass1gn-”gjand movesz.o ards Correctlng, not 1n a

Ideallyzfthrough Ass1gn1ng, students can learn to,":'

xiﬂgiVeQLSSlgnments"to themselves, thereby reduc1ng the need’”



llnear fashlon Hbut as a dance from general to spec1flc.‘f

;luistudent wrlters how to wrlte 1n thlS fashlon is
ffcertalnl 1fi ~sw»“ F:". » i e & |
leof us learned by, but I have found 1t to be an effectlve
';iway to turn apathetlc wrlters 1nto students who have |

: ]somethlng to say.; I also know from my own experlences_

:filthat teachlng wrltlng in thlS fashlon can be done w1thout}

'fijcomputersr but as mentloned not hav1ng the avallablllty v

‘lffhfof word proces51ng greatly hampers the process..-’

Con31der1ng how adaptable the phllosophles ofpcompo—

EE 81tlon researchers such as Lees and Emlg are to the

‘fvEngllsh classroom, word proce551ng should be an Engllsh o

“;teacher s dream, but thls has not been the case in educa—
: tlon (Herrmann "Computers 1n Publlc Schools" 111). hone

‘of the reasons for thls lack of computer 1ntegratlon may
sfhave to do w1th trylng to teach wrltlng through a

'llterature-based pedagogy that focuses on simple rlght

‘_fanswers produced in a 51ngle draft.v Comp051tlon-based

”~fypedagogy however, allows for ‘the change in classroom

'h'dynamlcs computers w111 1nev1tably 1mpose on the Engllsh

l'ffyclassroom-_ such a pedagogy, comblned w1th the percep-

ff”tlons of 1nstructors who have experlenced teachlng with
'ucomputers flrst hand offers a unlque opportunlty to-

'ﬁ’fbulld upon the knowledge of both of these 1nstructlonal
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communities, for the purpose of improving the way we, as
English instructors, practice our craft. To that end, it
is now necessary to turn towards the technology itself

and to those who have real experience using it.
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e and Boe 28) and 1t lS 1mportant that the 1nstructor'”

CHAPTER II - WORD PROCESSING " SR
‘Preparlng the Computerlzed Classroom KT »
o After establlshlng a comp051tlon-based pedagogy, the ;”__{

‘»next step to computer 1ntegratlon in- the wrltlng classroom

‘>1s evaluatlng and selectlng the tool”&necessary to 1mplementkfﬂvh*

~an effectlve lnstructlonal program._ At thlS p01nt chorces dj

can eas11y become too technologlcally 1nfluenced (Schroeder -

's1ght of the purpose for the ch01ces 1n the flrst place° tO'”
-create an effectlve and user—frlendly wrltlng env1ronment

_for the student and a’ manageable 1nstructlonal platform for'";”

'the 1nstructor.}'
As is. the case 1n any classroom, the problem w1th
1ntegrat1ng new strategles and tools lnto the learnlng
‘env1ronment 1s that each new part 1s llkely to have an
"1mpact upon others.= Mlnlmally, creatlng a computer classel
room requlres evaluatlng software, hardware, and both |
phy51cal and pedagoglcal env1ronmental varlables. I Wlll'@,‘“

’1address each of these concerns and thelr relatlonshlp to

_composrtlon theory ln an order Wthh I belleve prlorlt‘zesf

”t loseflL‘A

"evaluatlon w1th respect to the act of wrltlng. To that end:*};“”

,vI w111 proceed flrst w1th an evaluatlon of word proces51ng

: software and dlscuss 1ts relevance to the wrltlng process,“vF-*

_lthen evaluate classroom pedagogy and phys1ca1 de51gn as BT

1nf1uenc1ng factors w1th1n computer wrltlng classrooms and



‘,flnally, make an evaluatlon

gmcomputers avallableb_

computers an effectlve partf

or use"

:of the w ’u

of the two generlc types of
_1n the classroom, ‘as. well as:

look at perlpheral computerfequlpment whlch can help make

‘1ng process.v]gf;j‘




:fWhy Word Process1ng?

:" As1de from the obv10us 1nva51on ofvtechnology 1nto our 1;]’~

_3,da11y llves, at some p01nt one must ask why should studentsiyip,

v(or teachers) learn to wrlte w1th computers? The answer,

 word proces51ng (WP), 1s arguably the!51ngle most 1mportantjb

tool the computer brlngs to a wrlterdandfthe wrltlng processfff

'(Barker 15 Haw1sher “Studles 1n Word Process1ng"

and Wahlstrom 260) Few who have even a sma“terlng of

Selfe- ;

competence 1n us1ng WP would voluntarlly return to the .t_ AR

vhlndrances Wthh pen and paper or typewrltersylmpose upongﬁf?:‘

'g:the wrltlng'process.. Thls preference for:WP reS1des'1n the o

-ijsurreallstlc qualltles of v1rtual,text'4-words that appearlf’

on a computer screen are not really there, but merely

'\Erepresentatlons of how the words mlght appe

‘Wthh allows anythlng to beVQulckly and eff1c1ent1y changed ‘szf

”at anytlme durlng the wrltlng process.. ThlS v1rtua11ty

L glves wrlters 1ncred1ble freedom to manlpulate and play w1thy‘f

'd”language._

For both experlenced and beglnnlng computer users, Wbe,"ﬂ'i

B allows wrlters to be less concerned w1th many of the phys1--»“

J*cal 11m1tatlons ass001ated w1th wrltlng, such as needlng to ;#a

Lﬁreproduce an entlre page because of one error, o;;res1st1ng PR

»"'experlmentatlon w1th a new 1dea, word or phrase because of

”:Vthe 1mpact lt w111 have on what has already been commltted

to paper,‘ These freedoms, as well as others whlch are
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: dellvered to the wrlter v1a‘Wvaoftware, replace‘energles
’wasted by wrlters on the restralnts of text permanence
-(phys1cal re-wrltlng) w1th more quallty tlme avallable for
: creatlng, rev151ng and edltlng texts., More than anythlng
felse, lt ls thls v1rtua11ty of WP programs Wthh lays the
foundatlon for uSLng wrltlng as-a-mode of:thlnklng;andj

zlearnlng (Wresch Practlcal Gulde 14)

Stlll even w1th many glow1ng testlmonlalsbavallable %
from those who understand how to use WP as a tool in the |
‘wrltlng process, full 1ntegratlon of computers and WP 1nto
the wrltlng classroom seems years away from belng a reallty
(Herrmann “Computers in Schools" 110) And desplte what |
those of us who are experlenced WP users 1ntu1t1vely belleveg
to be true, that WP has had a pOSltlve 1mpact upon our |
wrltlng practlces and helps us to produce hlgher quallty
,texts,:there is no deflnltlve research to substantlate thls
intuition. ~This, even-though there has‘been a great-deal of'
research devoted to trYing to’prove_the“sﬁperiority of
writing onvcomputers'tO»those utilizlngvmore”traditional
fmethods,,but to no avall (Curtls 377- 44-'Haw1sher 44 69°h
‘Herrmann 123-34; Selfe "Technology in Engllsh Classroom"
118—139f Solomon 27—44) This lack of proof pos1t1ve to
suggest that computer wrltlng 1mproves the quallty of
wrltten texts is con51dered by many computer wrltlng re- |

-searchers to be more a result of us1ng tradltlonal methods A"
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“of evaluatlon to measure the nontradltlonal settlngs and
: tools of computer wrltlng, than of the computer s lack of
usefulness for a wrlter (Haw1sher "Research Recommendatlons"f

57 64 Herrmann "Computers and ertlng Research" 126 28)

,Fortunately, even though comp051tlon researchers have been

stymled 1n thelr attempts tob prove that wrltlng on comput-{fh
[vers can be dlrectly related to hlgher quallty wrltten pfjf
ﬂproducts, I have seen no ev1dence to suggest that wrltlng

'w1th a computer produces

any 1ast1ng;negat1ve consequences

for the wrltlng process;‘
Even 1f no ev1dence‘ex1sts that u51ng a computer as a ;f,

wrltlng tool 1mproves student texts, I am uncertaln that any[."

'vother wrltlng tool has been proven to v‘crease wrltlng :
quallty. If ‘on the other hand, one vere to 1ook at the
wrltlng process, and how understandlng that process corre-p;_ﬂ
lates to hlgher quallty texts, wrltlng on computers has B
certalnly been proven to have a pos1t1ve 1mpact on the
‘-behav1ors of wrlters. Some of the most notable effects.
computers have on the behav10rs of wrlters (espec1ally
"student wrlters) that do have a pos1t1ve 1mpact on the
1‘wr1t1ng process ‘are offered below.}.:"*”t” =

l) _Worklng on computers tends to lncrease the amount ﬁ:f:
- ;[of wrltlng students produce (Barker 15°-Schroederfq“v

lVand Boe 40 Womble 76 Wresch Practlcal Gulde 9),:

>~_2)‘_ WP has a pos1t1ve effect on student lnventlveness f[f



- and plannlng strategles (Barker 15 Womble 77),:_ft
3) :pUnder the rlght condltlons, us1ng computers pro-.flg'
("motes student collaboratlon in the classroom o
‘(Herrmann 131), ' ;
h4)t ‘Computer use seems tollmprove student attltudes}dv‘.
| ' towards wrltlng (Llndemann and Wlllert 53; Schroe—i'
tder and Boe 40; Wresch Practlcal Gulde 9), .
5) gOnce computer competence is attalned student~
’ gworktlme becomes more productlve (Schroeder and
Boe 42) ; 5
‘As can ea51ly be seen- in the llSt above, the changes 1n (R
student behav1ors-thatkcan be’attrlbutedvtorwrltlng‘on115‘1
' computers.arejsignificant to‘thelmriting‘classroom. I would
challenge‘any writing'instructor‘to refute theirbdesire to
obserVe'all of the above behaviors more often in a majority
of their students,m | | ph | | }
Still;‘even:though WP'has;positiveteffeCts;on.student\
writers, it isidmportant to notekthat WP can aiso presentt
some obstacles'for‘the"mritinélprocess, especially in the
beglnnlng stages of learnlng to use it.. Interestlngly
,enough some of the problems that can make u51ng WP dlffr—
,pcult for both lnstructors and students have llttle to do
‘'with WP 1tself but w1th the machlnes on Wthh it runs.
-;More surpr1s1ng than the 1dea that an unfamlllar machlne can

"‘adversely effect the wrltlng process of an author 1s that o -¢t N
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lmost'of'theﬂliteraturelpointing“out*the obstacles WP poses“
for wrlters 1s generated by experlenced’computer wrltlng
-1nstructors who are unfalllng advocates,of computer wrltlng;"
Almost w1thout exceptlon, these veteran computer wrltlng
1nstructors are unw1111ng to let the down 51de of computer
wrltlng go uncr1t1c1zed out of a de31re to help those
lnterested in: teachlng w1th WP aV01d some of the heartache ;f'
they endured as 'flrst generatlon computer wrltlng teach—‘;‘
y'ers.k In my oplnlon, thelr 1n51ght and experlence are of §
great Value not only before 1nstructors enter a computer :
wrltlng env1ronment but before they begln serlously evaluat—
ing computers (or WP) as a wrltlng tool as well. There— :
fore, T w111 proceed with a: few of the more unlversally .
dlscussed problems related w1th 1n1t1ally trylng to teach
wrltlng 1n a computer classroom before explalnlng WP in
detall. In thlS way,-a rudlmentary understandlng of how’
fmlsuse of thls tool whether 1ntent10nal or unlntentlonal,,b
can serve to defeat the goal of wrltlng and teachlng effec-
tlvely w1th computers., | | x

As already mentloned merely puttlng a student in front'

-~ of a computer 1oaded w1th WP software w1ll not necessarlly

1mprove the quallty of a student s wrltlng. To further thls s

_p01nt the presence of a competent and attentlve 1nstructor

durlng students"acqulsltlon of WP competence 1s an absolute"

_ necess1ty (Haw1sher and Fortune 283 Stlllman 20 Thlesmeyer
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85). The need for thls teacher presence occurs because even -

gthough unalded students can and w1ll muddle through thev:'

*process of 1earn1ng how to use WP as a wrltlng tool, W1thout}f*:

1nstructlon ln how to effectlvely utlllze the advantages of
'WP appllcatlons 1n the context of the wrltlng process they
' are often doomed to hav1ng thelr wrltlng dlgress in quallty
1ong before returnlng to thelr pre computer competence

1evels (Sommers 3). ‘In other words, WP skllls must become

‘1ncorporated (taught) 1nto a student s schema of the wr1t1ngd7zf

‘. process 1f they are to effectlvely lntegrate lt 1nto that
process.pg” : o ‘v . : . .

Though the above may seem elemental users new to.WP

are often new to computers as well, and therefore need to

obtaln competence ln both computer and WP skllls s1mu1ta—

neously.‘ ThlS creates an 1nterest1ng dllemma for any

computer wrltlng lnstructor-'teachlng computer Skllls or fhff‘%

','even ba51c WP SklllS 1s not what we ‘as wrltlng 1nstructors vlf7~'

are tralned to do (or may want to do), but 1f we want to

teach students how to effectlvely wrlte w1th computers,‘then“&"

: we must teach these skllls”to our students._ Thls dllemma lsf’:'

often compounded by wrltlng 1nstructors trylng to teach thei'“

;_,wrltlng.process at the same tlme students are trylng to |
”_learn ba51c computer SklllS Wthh 1s p0551b1y the equlva;‘f
”'1ent of trylng to teach the essay to someone trylng to learnp»

-how to hold a penc1l. For all of the above reasons, teach-



ers should be sympathetlc to students' 1n1t1a1 frustratlon
- and apparent 1ncompetence as’ they attempt to 1earn fundamen—,g

'~tal WP skllls.. ThlS last p01nt 1s espec1a11y true for

lnstructors who do not w1sh to dlscourage wrlters attemptlng"”'

: to control the computer so they can engage the wrltlng
yprocess. Lees mlght cons1der belng too crltlcal of stu— o

dents wrltlng competence at thls stage of computer wrltlng

to be equlvalent to us1ng a Correctlng mode of evaluatlon ong3. ;;5'

fa flrst draft.;vu"'
‘Q From my own experlence, I know the computer w111 w1n
-the battle for student attentlveness durlng the 1nltla1

stages of computerlzed wrltlng 1nstructlon anyway,gand llke'

it or not, wrltlng 1nstructlon has to take a’ temporary backe'-*'

'“seat in the classroom untll students have learned to be

comfortable wrltlng on—llne.j;

serlous thlS dlgreSSLOn from wrltlng 1nstructlon w1ll last o

~can be dlrectly lnfluenced by the teacher.; Cynthla Selfe

Fﬁrtunatelyfhhfwvlong ‘nd‘howyffk'

,and Blllle Wahlstrom belleve that student preoccupatlon w1th*“5'

’ ’V-vthe computer 1ncreases 1n dlrect*relatlon to a teacher s

tpreparatlon for teachlng in a computerlzed env1ronment--the-
1ess prepared a teacher 1s, the greater the potentlal for‘»i
:student focus to be on the computer (266 68) In order to :-{"
'fav01d student (and teacher) obse551on w1th the computer,‘u

._many experlenced computer wrltlng 1nstructors have 1dent1-‘ o

'fled the nece551ty for gettlng students competent in WP asﬂ



qulckly as poss1ble,lso that the prlmary task of teachlng
wrltlng can resume (Bernhardt and Appleby 146' LeBlanc and
lMoran 114"Selfe and Wahlstrom 266—68) l Shlrlee Llndemann h
and Jeanette Wlllert also p01nt out that the complex1ty of
the software belng used 1n a classroom, and how 1t is em—;'"
,ployed can play a 51gn1f1cant role 1n puttlng undue focus,.
von matters unrelated to wrltlng (47) £

As presented 1n the last several pages, teachlng stu—~
' dents how to use the most effectlve wrltlng tool computers"
‘ have to offer, word proce551ng, requlres 1nstructors to
address obstacles to teachlng wrltlng that have llttle to do
with wrltlng or wrltlng theory But, 1f these non—comp051;'
tlon 1ssues are’ not at least fundamentally understood by
those who des1re to 1ntegrate computer wrltlng 1nstructlon
into their classrooms, then they rlsk turnlng both thelr
students (and themselves) away from the advantages of u51ng
WP in the wrltlng process in favor of older, more comfort—‘
able, and less dynamlc methods. Fortunately, the experl-d’
‘enced 1nstructors who have llved the horrors of enterlng

‘gcomputer classrooms unprepared for these hlndrances have

studied and shared thelr 1n51ghts for,those}who‘would follow:fl.

them into a computerized teaching environment) As writing:
1nstructors, hav1ng at least a fundamental understandlng of
how computers and WP software can 1nfluence our classrooms

gives. us a perspectlve for crltlcally evaluatlng what we

¢
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"want: students writing with the tool, and what we do not

want: students focusing on the tool.
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71Wr1tlng and Word Proce551ng

Essentlally, word process1ng 1s a generlc term for

;those act1v1t1es whlch 1nvolve the manlpulatlon of on-llne o

'3ftext durlng the wrltlng process. WP does not actually do,u fffpa

]bany wrltlng for a wrlter but 1t does allow words to be

'ﬂpresented onto a computer screen 1n a form 51m11ar to words‘:j°

' _on paper., As mentloned prevrously, thlS occurs w1thout the},”'

;xyvusual concern for form and phy51cal work that changlng wordspr'Vf

o commltted to. paper normally presupposes.» In a way, what WP ﬁtb

jxdoes is allow wrlters to unload‘ thoughts, 1deas, and
gphrases from thelr mlnd to a cllpboard of sorts (prewrltlng)7'
thereby freelng up cognltlve processes for the purpose of
developlng those 1deas 1nto a more: approprlate form. creat-u'
ing drafts (compos1ng) These drafts can then be altered

saved or comblned untll ultlmately a flnlshed product

‘results (rev151on) Flnally,;at the p01nt of text comple-;h/f
tion (or at anytlme durlng the process) WP programs can |

':assume many burdensome error detectlon and proofreadlng

“needs much’ more qulckly and eff1c1ently than a wrlter could

‘vnormally manage 1ndependently (edltlng) In other words,.WP:

is a wrltlng tool that has the ablllty to part1c1pate 1n all'd,‘”

.of the generally accepted parts' of the wrltlng process
(North 23) : | o
: Though computers 1oaded w1th WP software can be of

‘great help to a wrlter durlng the wrltlng process, 1t cannot"
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.fvvof WP programs t'

"lthe wrlter edlt;br

: compose.7 For that reason, 1n a. quest; o sat“sfy thegneed*

‘;of people who de51re to wrlte but cannot do hofthelr own-g”

-satlsfactlon, software manufacturers'have created many klnd"

",help ’wrlters’produce fln“hed texts»

"~Thls software can be cla 5f1ed 1nto tw' ba51c types.,f{

"”programs that helP the;w 1ter create and programs that helpﬁfﬁ

fWe Do What We'C n5“3fth »degree to whlch programmers wvlligoiff”ﬁ

ﬂﬁfhas, the better a wrlte s

Z1(78 80) ; Not surprlslngly}ntheseﬁprograms tendhto be,very

aexpens1ve, espec1ally those programs thaxfhave 1ntell—v*nuff5

'1j¢pap§f., One of the flrst problems encounteredehen'lea nlng“;:;r*V

?”omputers has 11tt1 'to do 1th worklng On":'ﬁ




hiwrltlng, but understandlng and galnlng control of ba51c |

;functlons essentlal to creatlng a WP document

'gthese SklllS 1nvolve learnlng how to use and control each oﬁ-f””:::‘

_\the follow1ng functlons to manlpulate what has been‘wr £

.1ng text and mov1ng w1th1n a text,*

f~that even nov1ce computer wrlters needfa large assortment of'”V*’*'




-llne 11teracy»z' ’h‘s_clash of llteraCles can have a dlrectvi” |




H: rev151ng, and edltlng portlons of the wrltlng process byf

| a‘forc1ng the wrlter to address v1sua1 and spatlal dlstrac—

:1mpact upon skllls necessary for engaglngeln the compos1ng,*”~x

i.tlons such as. mOV1ng words,.pages Wthh change 1n conten_,

‘va1sual dlstractlons not seen on tradltlonal wrltlng surfaces“u:fﬁh

' (menu llnes, cursors), a dlfferent 51zed page (now 4x3

]Hlnstead of 2x3)

Selfe belleves one of the 1mp11catlons of these on 11ne];jj"”

'5wr1t1ng dlstractlons may be a change 1n the way wrlters

-1nterpret wrltlng altogether ("Redeflnlng theracy" 5 6)"

ThlS 1nterpret1ve change forces a wrlter to compose and edltt

: 1n two dlfferent modes, on—llne and hard copy, thus creatlng‘pt'ﬁ'“

a multllayered' llteracy Wthh requlres sp c1f1c skllls ln

"readlng, wrltlng and edltlng both on and_off llne (11)»,

.Essentlally then, ertlng on computers may reshape (];>oss1.bly.f'.;T"le

're—lnvent) the way wrlters approach concelve, carry out,i,ff‘r"“

control and complete thelr texts.g If thlS 1s true,‘then
the 1mpllcatlons of on-llne conventlons on the wrltlng

. process may ultlmately force both wrltlng 1nstructors and

'students to rethlnk the conventlons of teachlng/learnlng the;jQ;f'

‘ wrltlng process (Selfe "Redeflnlng theracy" 11) ' ThlS may'v_xgﬂf

also mean that future wrltlng lnstructlon w11l requlre

‘address1ng search, replace and flnd functlons a parts of the

‘T'ertlng process,‘or even the development of new strateglesh‘

de51gned to help wrlters cope w1th composrng on-llne, such



-’as teachlng students formattlng strategles t a ]make on

'f”text more readable.- Cynthla Selfe is not the only researc

er to see changes 1n the way wrlters must approach compo

fon-llne w1th WP.ﬁfzfp

Chrlstlna Haas 1n "'Seelng It on the Screen Isn t

“f”Really Seelng It"‘Computer erters Readlng Problems,

'descrlbes four problems dlrectly related to readlng text on—~”ﬂt¥

»’11ne that cause dlfflcultles for the computer wrlter.;:’ﬂp“"

'formattlng, proofreadlng, reorganlzlng and crltlcal readhiéltr?
‘i.(19 27) , , : : _“ el o
'f. Haas notes that formattlng dlfflcultles‘seem to be‘;f}'“
d,brought on by the reallty that most papers wrltten on-llnehfliib
- are. 1ntended to be read on paper.; For that reason;’wrlters‘fb%'“
’must spend a great deal of tlme‘convertlng text to hard
Jcopy,fln order tof'see' how lt really reads (20) ’ Proof-lg-17x1”“
.readlng concerns are generated by wrlters"general mlstrust R
,lfor -what they see on the screen (20) E ThlS mlstrust 1s the o
'result of wrlters m1551ng mlstakes on—llne that are eas1ly )
bd»spotted on hard coples.‘ On—llne reorganlzatlon dlfflcul—..h
‘ftles, whlle not a concern for word and sentence—level chang;
es, often become 1ncred1b1y complex tasks when several para-u"bvz
'“graphs or large sectlons of text are 1nvolved (21) 'ThlS
h'problem of reorganlzatlon can be dlrectly affected by the H:hﬁ
pklnd of WP functlons avallable in a WP program.f Crltlcal

o readlng or 'text sense’ dlfflcultles related to wrltlng on—fmihi'
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llne can make lt dlfflcult for wrltersblz

;readlng of thelr work whlle 1t 1s on—llne.*f is

uently due in part to the problems of 1nterpret1ng the
ofconventlons of the screen (17) Text sense problems seem.toy[wf i
“lbe most prevalent when wrlters are attemptlng to put 1nto
y 1anguage new 1deas or concepts Wthh have not yet been
vcompletely formulated 1n thelr thoughts.” Haas p01nts out
l“that experlenced wrlters who have a’ good 1dea of thelr own-l_

comp051ng hablts are much more adept at adaptlng thelr own

1dlosyncra51es to the problems aSSOClated w1th on llne
;wrltlng than 1nexper1enced wrlters, who may not be able to
form these types of adaptlons w1thout the help of someone.ch

-who. can help them understand and flnd solutlons to these

| problems (27) : : : :
: Selfe and Haas conylnc1nglybargue that adaptlng to the
"conventlons of on-llne llterac1es can (and does) create‘pffff
.problems for both beglnnlng and experlenced users of WP when;»
»partlclpatlng ‘in the wrltlng process.- Thelr research may
1.shed some llght on the work of. Ellzabeth Sommers' 1nvestlga—vi
tions 1nto the problems of dlgre551on 1n both the wrltlng
hquallty and wrltlng practlces that wrlters new to computers
uhoften experlence when lnltlally confronted w1th WP (3) Thet’h
‘-work of these three comp051tlon researchers, as well as
";others, may be at the heart of why one of the most w1dely

y,accepted method for teachlng students how to 1ncorporate WP 3 :
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into the writing process is to offer them only what’they_

need, when they need it (Wresch Practicaleuide 13);’ It is

then, after fundamental competence has been'acﬁieved‘ that
teachers can offer students a more 1ndiv1dualized kind of
instruction which maintains a focus on writing. ‘The alter—v.
native to this kind of pedagogy seems to be time wasted
putting out the fires students tend to Create forjthemselves
by getting into WP 'traps' created when using functions they
do not need or understand. | |

The reward for allowing studentS'toblearn WP atbav
comfortable pace may be an instructor's participation in the
reshaping of writing literacy and the writing process within
their own classrooms. An example of this,is reported bys
Cynthia Selfe who, along with other instructors at Michigan
Tech, has observed student writers become the true experts
of on-line writing‘("Redefining Literacy" 12-13). At
Michigan Tech, instructors began to notice their students
developing new kinds of writing strategies designed specifi-
cally for making on-line text more reader—friendly,‘ These
strategies included the use of flashing notes to draw
attention to specific portions of a text, andvthe use ef‘
different colors of text as visual cues in compare and
contrast papers (12—13); Writers alse seemed to write
shorter paragraphs solely for the purpese of accommodating

the limits of computer screens, and 'page-up’ and 'page-
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‘down commands (12)

R Certalnly, the types of creatlve text conventlons thw

:JMlchlgan Tech students have created would be 1mposs1bleb:”"

students to 1ntegrate 1nto thelr texts durlng the beglnnlng iri*n

stages of 1earn1ng WP but 1t 1s obv1ously poss1ble (and
probable) that w1th WP experlence, students can . learn how tov 3

.engage in dlfferent yet effectlve new forms of wr1tten155

_communlcatlon. In fact Selfe notes that students who
4tended to rely on hard copy to. read computer generated textﬁdff
7 were at a dlsadvantage when trylng to- read these on—llne ”";'u
x"ldrafts (12) | o ‘> ERar ”

| | Another very subtle aspect of what these Mlchlgan Tech,

:‘students have come to understand somewhere ln the wrltlng

- PrOcess 1s the need for maklng thelr texts both access1b1e:'nh, .

and understandable to thelr audlence 1n a way that 1s
.exclus1ve to readlng on—llne. These klnds of perceptlve:ffl

strategles by our emerglng generatlon of 'computer—age'f'“im”
fstudents w1ll probably teach us 'dlnosaurs' how to communl—f}g:ﬂ

: cate much more effectlvely on 11ne than we mlght have

' learned w1thout thelr technologlcally modlfled 1nSLghts
-._Indeed, conventlons such as those used by students at Mﬁchl—ffx
‘gan Tech may become an essentlal part of future wrltlng

vfcompetence, espe01ally as our. culture contlnues to move f*55~“””

'towards rellance on electronlc medla 1n our dally communlca-,,f

_tions. i
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Word ProceSSLng Software and CompOSLng

As noted 1n the last sectlon, u51ng WP as a vehlcle to lv

creatlng text on a computer 1s, at 1east 1n1t1ally, no ;4‘

~simple- task.v But once wrlters become competent w1th WP
software, they can do far more than merely gettlng text ontolil"
the screen and turnlng the keyboard lnto a fancy typewrlter.l‘

aStlll, even w1th a fundamental understandlng of how to wrlte

”using WP computer~wr1ters must,deal w1th some~on—11ne3"“

11teracy problems which can 1nterfere w1th the wrltlng
process. These problems can interfere w1th ut11121ng WP s_f
basic function. writing on- llne.' In some ways, WP programs‘
which have‘been created by software de51gners to. aSSlSt ‘in

the compos1ng process can help computer wrlters alleVlate

~some of the problems associated w1th organlzlng and creatlngﬁf

a wrlter s text. These kinds of software packages are

probably best categorlzed as prewrltlng or '1nventlon'g
- programs. ‘Inventlon programs begln to make use of the

computer S llmlted art1f1c1al lntelllgence capabllltles as a .

tool for helplng wrlters generate and develop 1deas, orga— f

}nlze thoughts and text and. address thelr audlence from

"dlfferent perspectlves.

Though it would be a trlbute to software manufacturers

1f these 1nventlon programs were de51gned spec1f1cally for

addressrng the needs of computer wrlters from a process

orlentediperspectlye, for’the most.part\thls 1s,not the,caSey




f.to do- Programmer Joyrldlng (76) It 1s Joyrld:l.ng h,a




o an audlence of sorts (Strlckland‘68

;:creatlon program that allows a wrlter to use the 1nventfon »fla
’Ehfportlons of the program at any tlme durlng the process oft
drcompos1ng.t Instructors who, llke Donald G Marshall (1Sf

‘ 182), see lnterpretatlon as the prlmary focus of the er
act would obv1ously look for a program that promotes theh_,,w,rf:“
‘dflnterpretatlon of ldeas for an 1ntended audlence as part:ofpi':-"

41ts programmlng.f Regardless of one' s 1nstructlona1 phlloso—ﬁldl
,phy, At is: 1mportant that 1nstructors understand what avgd |
ﬂfrpartlcular Program is 1ntended to do,ias well as how 1ts ;‘»““
_,programmlng goes about that task.r Otherw1se, 1nstructors

E may end up w1th a program that does not approach the wrltlng ;flE”
process in a manner cons1stent w1th thelr own. methods,.or o
: 'process—based 1nstructlon, whlch can create confus1on for':
p'students who must address these 1ncon515tenc1es 1n the>
classroom.rd L |

| Essentlally, there are four types of prewrltlng or pwa;'{
1nventlon programs.questloners, Outllners, Databases, and
‘Act1v1ty DlSkS (Wresch "Practlcal Gulde"'35 1987) These d'ﬁ”
“p{programs attempt to a551st wrlters by mlmlcklng those thlngs;gt
'Hgood teachers do- dlrect act1v1t1es,‘suggest strategles,'b ‘

“:play audlence- or helplng wrlters clarlfy 1deas by aCtlng aS~g-

+70)‘:¢lntereSt1ngly, the'

,;thlng whlch makes these thlngs p0551ble, the llmlted art1f1-<:d

’,101a1 1ntelllgence of the computer,,ls exactly what causes‘}x’ o

_most researchers and educators to respond negatlvely to




'them;m’In“othergwords,fthe,misgu*dedtnot;on}thatfafcomputerpW“5~

ufyleayesva7nasty aStefinffhédm¢ﬁthf§fiéYehaadbﬁ#ﬁ£;9ﬁtu

v,geducator.

(” Desplte the fear of many educators, I do not belleve

d'that 1nvent10n programs were ever'lntended to replace good p_f“'

;nstructlon (a far too‘complex task for the S

vi.human wrltlngf
‘fllmlted capabllltles of an essentlally 'stupld' computer)
'Rather, I belleve that these programs were desrgned to i

.ass1st and free—up wrltlng teachers (and students) from the

B :drudgery of always hav1ng to lecture an entlre class 1n
complete worklngs of a partlcular method or Strategy,. Asfyf'”
most educators knOW,bthls type of overvrew often leads to 5i”f

‘ long and borlng monologues whlch students care llttle for,‘:

untll they need the 1nformatlon durlng hands—on exPerlment_}?f‘Qr
'atlon w1th the concepts.r What 1nventlon programs can do 1sfif
gvprov1de a method for students to 1nd1v1dually engage ln étp}}r
‘rpartlcular prewrltlng strategy qulckly and w1th relatlvely’t~
11ttle pres aCthltY Paln.‘ ‘These programs can also 1ncreasef¥hypd
the avallablllty of an lnstructor for students engaged 1nffd""h

trylng to learn how to. prepare themselves for wrltlng a textf’m”'

-by helplng the 1nstructor get out”df lecture mode, and

‘allow1ng the computer screen to help_focus students on the

. task at handif“Meanwhlle, teachers are free to roam the room i

kvassrstlng students as necessary
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Provided an instructor doeS'not.turnvonvan invention
program and walk’away,lﬁhe actiﬁities provided in these
programs could easily solicit discussions about writing,
such as how a particular kind of prewriting method works (or
does not work), how limitations in the sthware do not allow
for strategies which students would like ﬁo experiment with,
or aﬁy number of other issues which come up as the students
work through a program's scenario. Probably the most
important thing to keep in mind when having students use
these programs is that, if monitored, they will be addreSs—
ing the subjeet matter and eventually turn to the expert
(teacher) whenever the program's inadequacies present

themselves.
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"‘;rprev1ously mentloned evaluatlve mode of the same name :

ﬁfQuestlonlng Programs.5

Attemptlng to ml

| T;pursues, Questlonlng programs do just that--questlon wrltersigp el

ﬁdabout thelr tOplC. These programs are'normally deSLgned to

,,fasked predetermlned klnds of questlons of wrlters ln order

“*to SOllClt a response from the wrlters about thelr soon—to-;*”

?_be text.' The dlfference between these programs and what

vaees' Questlonlng mode does is- ask the questlons before, notfffﬁff

@;;durlng, the work‘lnaprogressrf Typlcally, a Questlonlngf*fac$17ff'”

.program asks students to answer. questlons about purpose[

audlence, subject and the organlzatlonal plan wrlters 1ntendhfﬁf“f

to use 1n thelr papers.- And though the computer S. response‘b
‘to questlons can at tlmes be" qulte humorous or out—of—:;‘bﬁ""
'-context the 1dea of hav1ng a wrlter address these concerns
vbefore wrltlng 1s certalnly a sound 1nstructlona1 strategy.'av
; Questlonlng programs ‘can vary w1de1y in thelr attempt
‘gto obtain’ 1nformatlon from wrlters and computer wrltlng

| researchers who have an: lnterest ln these types of programs fd'
Jphave several suggestlons for 1dent1fy1ng good Questlonlng

"programs._ James Strlckland belleves that 1t is 1mportant

. for‘Questio ng programs to offer branchlng capabllltles andgff
,,offer a hlgh.degree of flex1blllty for classroom use (70)
‘~W1lllam Wresch aelleves that,‘once learned Questloners

ffshould be short enough to be used 1n a s1ng1e class perlod




1”and should be useful for both 1nd1v1dual and group aCtlvi-rw";”‘

yvtles (Practlcal Gulde 54)
B On the other hand researchers also ot Lthat problems
in the 11m1ted lntelllgence of Questloners can make them a'ﬁjl*

"fﬁlneffectlve or useless to student wrlters._ Thlesmeyer

7”:p01nts out that Questloners fall when they try to "engage 1n

hhalf of an 1mag1nary conversatlon 1n Wthh the wrlter 1s

a expected to act as lf engaged 1n a real one,";and they "seem |

Tato work better 1n theory than 1n pract‘ceﬁ (88) Llsalb

4’gGerrard is dlssatlsfled w1th questl‘_l_g programs bec

7they tend to offer only a s1ngle approach to thlnklng

““11through a problem, as well as offerlng responses sovvague7Ff«;1“bv'

‘fithat they are useless tofstudent wrlters_(loz 04)

~Outlln1ng Programs
Apparently, Outllnlng programs were flrst 1nvented:

‘,bus1ness 1n orde

o"keep track of lnformatlon by us1ng the ff
b"computer s abllltyﬂtwl iipulate e (0 » ' »



"er;‘of the four types of 1nvg tion’ programs, most of ‘the

_research I have come across on O;tnu

tlve.:

At the core of why experlenced comp051tlon 1nst

y“and researchers seem to dlsllke Outllnlng Programs lsuthe

rgeneral lack of wrltlng theory behlnd them,?as well as the ?W
faulty presumptlons programmers have apparently bullt 1ntohli

u‘these programs. John Thlesmeyer lS espec1ally crltlcal ofp'i

'Outllnlng programs and blames software programmers for thef i

1nherent flaws 1n Outllne des1gn. To exempllfy thls,

'cons1der both the tone and message Thlesmeyer dellvers

regardlng 1nventlon programs in hlS artlcle:"should We Do
'What We»Can?"{ Wthh addresses the 1ssue of software des1gn.["

...eager program de51gners have not questloned
what abilities might be needed to formulate the’
content of usable outlines. By the’ very fact: that
“they are not simple lists outlines presuppose:
~high-level analytical SklllS.f The writer of ‘an’
outline must understand or create subordlnatlng
- relationships: they do not adhere in the items
- themselves and are not created by v1sua1 rear—
rangement" (Thlesmeyer 81) ' \

“-;Wlthout necessarlly agreelng completely w1th ,ﬁ,‘iﬂzix,
vThlesmeyer, but certalnly sympathetlc ‘to his attltude ﬁ}"
v‘regardlng Outllners, Llsa Gerrard also has a problem w1th

“‘the assumptlon bullt 1nto Outllnlng software that there 1s

- :tonly one way to plan a paper (102) James Strlckland 1s

. vmost concerned about the process less, llnear based approachﬁ"

"used in most of these programs (71)




"wfprogrammers to de51gn an Outllner whlch can address the

As can be seen by the tone of the comments above,“‘ ,*Z?;ff;ta
'jOutllners are not 1n favor w1th compos1tlon researchers who o
’tfare 1nvolved w1th studylng 1nventlon software.ﬁ Perhaps 1t’w

‘1s too soon 1n the development of 1nventlon sof'ware3

f‘needs of students trylng to learn the concept But 1f~» .E?h]f7?
nothlng else, 1t would seem that 1ntroduc1ng thelconcept of
tl;an outllne to students on a computer may help some; entef;
:,;taln others, and merely be 1gnored by students who do'no

l7.11ke what the program asks them to d°°:fj§[f7f'”

-‘lDatabases

Anyone wh

‘"s‘had a s.ccessfulﬁ 'perlejce in pulllngv_vpiwh.l

/needed 1nformat ’nffrom-a‘dahabale undershands the value of



"'ﬁgof hav1ng to wadeft rough 1ndex cards,,bOOkSr and hlgh.

'-}Qtlon arose in. my wrltlng.v I kn w;t'at;by :oadlng these

}jflles 1nto my computervI'could ell‘lnate the cumbersome taskf¢-ﬁﬁff

.”fged portlons of text when I needed~fome data.-wf"“ is

”h1wauthor,.and tltle of each annotatlon- and the general tOplC

less than 2

»fpurpose I have v1rtually lnstant_yccess to no

ﬁdof these lnformatlon flles.a At thlS moment Ivhave the ‘hj55~fw“

.,tfollow1ng databases on llne and avallable for my lmmedlatevf._,,

.fuse.:a complete 1lst of the works I have read ln prepabgng

.for thlS thes1s' annotatlons of every‘artlcle or book I‘have '
" read ln preparatlon for thls progect-ﬁa qulck flnd' flle,

"iwhlch glves a brlef descrlptlon of all my annotatlons,“

‘ffof the lnformatlon contalned w1th1n an ann”tatlon;pu

By comblnlng the above databases w1th flles on lndl

"jv1duals works, I can develop a flle of lnformatlon on any

(toplc I choose to reference for thls paper ln a matter of

'fmlnutes. And:fbecauseil took the tlme to carefully paglnate;yhif

each of my references, I can go dlrectly toith textfand




’tdbd_llttle effort.»yxégﬂyigeﬁ.,ﬂyg s

‘i'fpeople mean when they talk about the '1nformatlon ag

‘7fSure1y,‘w1thout my computer and these flles, I would be

o 'addressed 1n thls thes1s.u If the 1nformat10n contalned.l‘
‘”hthese flles was not ea511y acces51ble, I mlght also ha e

:'”ﬁf'narrowed the scope of thls work or been less rellabledln my

}1n the the51s,

3) pulllng the c1tatlonffrombtheonrkln'fjﬂ

'paper, my Works Clted w111 be completed‘also, and w1th very‘ﬂP11

These databases and text flles are an example of what

"aspendlng much more tlme trylng to substantlate what 1s be1ngfﬁf~»ft

d@iat hand.y

Wlthoutfdlgress'ng too £

”"fhwould 1nclud1ng»read1ng and annotatlng the or:‘lnal 1nfor- f:dﬁﬁ7‘




mation,_then‘organiZing it/in a way which serves the needs:
of the,writer;' But as a tool of 1earn1ng, this klnd of
preparatlon is certalnly no dlfferent than the tradltlonal

'1ndex card method——except that once completed the 1nforma-‘

v 'tlon is much more acce551b1e than when searchlng for 1nfor-

matlon by hand. »I know that I have certalnly been served
lwell by using databases 1n this and other wrltlng pro;ects,
_and 1t seems approprlate that students should be taught how
fto concelve and de51gn databases 1n preparatlon for 1nten--.
sive wrltlng ass1gnments. Thls method of prewrltlng can |
help valldate a student 's’ knowledge of a glven tOplC, if for
no other reason than the fact that students must read
1nterpret and wrlte thelr 1nterpretatlon 1nto language for

the database. ertlng as a mode of learnlng?

Actiirity Disks L

Act1v1ty programs are. de51gned tovoffer act1v1t1es
(games,'exer01ses) to teach a component of wrltlng (features
of WP, word games, how to start a text) ) These klnds of
: programs are probably used most in the prlmary grades of ourb
publlc schools.' Ba51cally, they are drill- and-practlce
vprograms des1gned to be entertalnlng.-

- What act1v1ty dlSkS try to do, 1n a less palnful way
“than tradltlonal 1nstructlonal methods,bls engage the user

in a fun act1v1ty that, when completed w1ll have 1ncreased
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| the wrlter's competence'in‘a particular skill. Inter-
‘activity is the key motlvatlng factor in these programs, and
they foster good results (espeCLally 1n younger students)
‘when they are used in conjunctlon w1th regular classroom,
jteachlng (Wresch Practlcal Gulde 51) | |
_ | The blggest problem w1th these programs is that they
~tend to be very llmlted ln what they teach and usually do
‘not allow for the sometlmes necessary modlflcatlons of
 teachers. For example,'lf a teacher 1s unable to customlzen
,the llst of words in a spelllng program, the purpose of the
’_program is defeated as an aid in 1earn1ng words outs1de the'

;program s word llSt. These programs are also very expen-

_ 's1ve, so unless they have multlple appllcatlons, they can be

’very cost 1neffectlve. But 1f these programs can SOllClt
pOSltlve attltudes 1n students towards wrltlng, computers,'
or other relevant subject matter, they may be a useful

novelty 1n.the classroom.5“7
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'Software De51gned to A551st the Edltlng Process

The fllp—Slde of WP software desrgned to help wrlters
get thelr 1deas on- 11ne are programs whlch perform edltlng_
functlons w1th1n a WP document: checkers and analyzers,
‘Checkers are intended to respond to the 'form' of a text
(spelling and grammar), while analyzers-respond to meaning
in a text--style and readablllty (Dobrin 40) In a llmlted
' way, 'error correctlon programs enable computers to perform
some edltlng tasks_much_more»qulckly and efficiently than a
human proofreader.' - |

One intereSting aspect of checkerS'andvanalyzers, aside,
from their intended functlons, is the amount of controversy
they bring to the field of wrltlng research . What makes
these two computer toolS-'hot' tOplCS lles 1n the fundamen—
‘tal reallty that these programs are not capable of perform-
ing many of the contextual ‘and meanlng—maklng activities |
‘necessary for d01ng the thlngs they are 1ntended to do. 1In
other words, error—correctlon software actually trles to |
understand a text, whlch-lsblmp0551b1e.for‘a computer to do
(Collins 31; Dobrin 40—41; Hull and Smith 93-99; Ross ilO;
Schwartz 23). Still, despite a,rather’large body of reé'
search whichIViews error-correction'negativeiy,vthere is an
underlylng acceptance for these programs ‘when they are used

.respon31b1y (Wresch Practlcal Guide 67)
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~
Spelling Checkers

Brook K. Horvath defines summative evaluation in the
following way:

Determining a paper's grade and writing comments

to explain or justify that grade; deciding how

well a paper measures up to one's expectations,

fulfills the requirements of an assignment, meets

certain criteria of good prose; in short, passing

judgement, ranking: this is a summative evalua-

tion, which treats a text as a finished product

and the student's writing ability as at least

momentarily fixed (268).
The idea of developing checker programs must certainly come
from the summative theories of evaluation found in tradi-
tional English instruction. Just as certainly, Elaine O.
Lees would take exception to using checkers in a purely
summative fashion: solely for the purpose of engaging in
Correcting. Just as certainly, instructors‘who subscribe to
this kind of evaluation would see checkers as a way to
lighten the load of correcting student papers by turning
over to the computer the task of correcting spelling or
grammar errors. To use checkers in the way just described,
however, is an injustice to student writers, not only
because it is an irresponsible and ignorant way to teach
using checking software, but also because it merely uses a
highly efficient yet deceptively error prone tool to rein-
force product-based writing instruction. Checkers can be

useful in the writing process, but understanding how they

function is necessary to making them a useful part of
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dvprocessébased writing‘instruction.

| | Respondingito the form ofda written'text»is something‘
Wthh a computer program can do with some success (Dobrln
.40); For example, a spell checklng program can match all of
‘the words of a text to a preloaded word 1nventory and flag
those words it does not flnd. Thls is done by matchlng a
:strlng of codes (words) Wthh the program recognlzes (space-

jc-o-r-r—e—c-t-space) w1th the codes of its- 1nterna1 databasehh

(Dobrln 43). Once mlsspelled' words have been flagged the -

'erlter can then make 1nd1v1dual determlnatlons about whether'

a change lS necessary.» Wlth an adequately 51zed inventory

(most of the hlgher priced programs have no 1ess than 80, 000 =

words), many commonly used words, 1nputted 1ncorrectly, can
be flagged and flxed in far less tlme than a wrlter could
ever hope to manage manually. Most spell checkers also
offer three other useful functlons- giving- alternatlves to
vflagged wordS"the maklng of a‘ custom dlctlonary for words
not 1ncluded w1th1n ‘the- program s maln 1nventory, and ln
the case of a word mlsspelled the same way more than once;
checkers usually have the ablllty to 1nstant1y change all
identical mlsspelllngs in a text w1th the correct word. |

| The problem w1th the above scenarlo, and w1th checkers
,»in‘general, is that words are flagged solely upon whether or
not they match'the_program S 1nterna1p11st of“words. For

this reason, spell-checkers begin to,lose'theirvvalue in the
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{'wrltlng process when thelr 1nternal»d1ctlonary 1s small.~

1They also lose value when they encounter proper nouns, fff*

1acronyms, or other unusual words when they encounter words S

"'_whlch are context spec1f1c (there, thelr, they re), and when‘f:

‘hthey encounter‘ wrong words spelled correctly (wafer for d*
_hwater) One of ‘the consequences of the above problems 1s
that the checker may flag correct words,‘or fall to flag
1ncorrect ones, thereby defeatlng 1ts purpose.a In these
’cases, the wrlter 1s requlred to waste a lot of tlme sortlngl‘
‘through what Dav1d Dobrln calls "garbage" (43) And though
~thls is a somewhat tr1v1al concern for texts of only a. few
pages, searchlng through thlS garbage when a text lS tens ofﬁ
hundreds of pages 1ong can be a tedlous and tlme consumlng |
,task. Desplte this 1nconven1ence,‘spell checkers are‘/
vwonderful tools for the proofreadlng of thlngs llke typo—
graphlcal errors .and double words because they can 1dent1fy
and help le these errors w1thout the wrlter hav1ng tolf”ﬂ“
contlnuously re- read a text trylng to. flnd them.vfd”

Wlth all of the above in mlnd ‘con51der the 1mp11ca—(“

tlons of students us1ng spell-checker programs.; To begln(;,“'

"w1th students often a551gn computers (and sometlmes teach-a
‘»ers) w1th a great deal of respect (Gerrard 102) ThlS may

‘be heady stuff for a human 1nstructor, but a computer merelyfy
'dlspenses selected 1nformatlon w1thout concern for compe—

tence. Therefore, 1f students percelve the COmPuter A
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"’fWhen cons1der1ng 1ts output.l Iff hls occur”

v'fxerror correctlon programs can make, wrlters may be nalvely

'fflntelllgent they may also beglnvto a551gn 1t 1ntelllgence

”then studentsvf‘p

”1"run the rlsk of trustlng the machlne to flx what 1svw'ong

,w1th thelr wrltten texts. And to unquestlonlngly accept a

fﬂpcomputer s analys1s, in 11ght of the many mlstakes whlch

.1ed to a 1eve1 of wrltlng slopplness they would never hav:i

"}dlscovered on. thelr own, or worse yet to pa551V1ty ln thelrﬁfﬁf”

'edltlng practlces (Gerrard lOl)

To overcome the problems whlch may be assoc1ated‘w1th
icomplete trust of the computer,'students should be 1nstruct—p”,}”
fed 1n exactly what these klnds of programs can and cannot do'
'_(Gerrard 98) In thls way, 1nstructors can show young 5

- wrlters how to take control of the machlne and can perhaps‘mtbyfﬂ_‘
heven get them to open dlctlonarles after the software has o

falled a few tlmes.“In the long run, teachlng students to'c

be susplclous.of computer output may help them percelve the:‘

computer as a wrltlng tool Wthh 1t 1s, lnstead of a:

hi wrltlng guru, Wthh 1t 1s not (Thlesmeyer 77- 1990)




“c'checkers, add new varlables to the llSt of thlngs Wthh

f,:Grammar Checkers o

If spelllng checkers are the sprlngboard for a 1eap'

'-1nto the pool of art1f1c1al 1ntelllgence, then‘grammar

ls,checkers are 1n mld—dlve.k Grammar checkers,”along w1th

"f;lncorporatlng all of the problems assoc1ated w1th spelllng}p;f'Vﬂv

Vicannot be handled by a computer s"stupldlty. : The unrell— L

'flablllty of grammar checkers occurs for the same reason as do'""

all computer programs Wthh try to be smart they cannot
-’make meanlng out of the language (codes) they encounter

- (Colllns 31; Dobrln 40-"‘ Hull and Smlth 100- 101)

| What grammar checkers can do 1s analyze sentences by

,applylng rules of Engllsh (the programmer s Ver510n) to a .,

1a‘partlcular set of rules, or codes. For example, a grammar,l:;‘
‘_checker may percelve a sentence 1n the followrng way,' ‘
7;str1ng-of>'words concluded by a . perlod questlon mark
‘or 'colon and two spaces" (Dobrln 42) ThlS may be flne

; band good for sentences whlch are qulte stralght forward and

,follow usual rules of grammar, but for sentences Wthh

_requlre contextual 1ns1ghts or whlch apply exceptlons to the'ﬁ :

‘usual rules of grammar, these programs qulckly begln to falllffth

“xln thelr usefulness to the wrlter. ThlS 1s espec1ally true o

»lf the ana1y51s is flrst flawed by errors a program s spell-fkfﬂ

Tchecker 1s v1rtually certaln to make.i

After rev1ew1ng a good deal of llterature on grammar




oyfthey are worth

'fcheckers and then comblnlng 1t w1th my own experlence,ﬁi

'lsprobably safe for me to say that they are far more work

and others would agree (Dobrln 45p3Hu11

?Smlth 90- 92,' :

ghcorrect wrltlng. Almost w1thout exceptlon, those researuh

;fbreathlng, competent human belng be present when student» yA;*57*

are u51ng these programs, 1f they are to atta’

';from them-qrffagif.ﬁ_»‘7v~“



“Jfahstyle w1th1n a text

r_iAna1y51s SoftWare %;;:?

N Analy51s programsvchecrigllgf“

eveloplngEanaly51s programs,

jsuch as dlctlon andfi"*'

'5; software programmers have reached the llmlts of what today s ffrpfﬂ

;computers can do,.and then have crossed over the 11ne o

'"l,_"(Dobrln 54 56) : Analy51s software attempts to do two thlngs,QQTf

rff'whlch are 1mp0551ble for computers to do' l) understand a

"wrltten text and 2) based upon 1ts pseudo—understandlng ofip.f=75”

.the text, ass1gn some form of va11d qualltatlve evaluatlon L

to it. These evaluatlons range 1n focus from the use of the;ff” ,

lrverb 'to be to sentence 1engths, word ch01ce and readab11-7hi,-

vfity 1ndexes.i Essentlally, anythlng that can be counted,
: tracked or somehow put. 1nto a statlstlcal formula has
probably been con51dered by an analy51s software wrlter for';bf

1nclu31on 1nto one of these programs., And although a mound I

.of statlstlcal data on a. plece of wrltlng may look 1mpres-’“07[€f

‘vs1ve, the potentlal value of thlS type of data for 1ncreas-i7o

1ng a wrlter s communlcatlve competence 1s v1rtua11y non—;-»_""'

ex1stent (Dobrln 45 50 Gerrard 99 Thlesmeyer 84 85)

~ More dangerous than the lack of value 1n thelr textual,;7*7“f

'afeedback 1s the potentlal abuse or harm to a wrlter Wthh

;can occur through mlsuse of anal*s1s programs (Gerrardxlol- f~:f

gThlesmeyer 89 91) | Wlthout exceptlon, researchers 1ns1st
‘,‘that very llttle good can come from these programs w1thout S

-h‘close monltorlng by a instructor (Dobrln 46 47' Gerrard 98’}3




'Hull and Smlth 92-93; Klefer, Markel 216'vRoss 109-'Schwartz
‘19—20; Sciarone and Meijer 101). In 1lght of the research
above, and other research which I-have not inclhded'for'the.i
sake of brevity, instructors would be wise to wade gently
into the waters of art1f1c1a11y 'un-lntelllgent' text
analyzers., Certalnly though ‘as Wlth any new 1dea or .
method, instructors should get some flrst hand experlence
w1th these programs before dlsm1s51ng (or 1ncludlng) them o

'for use within their own computer wrltlng classrooms.
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’~jse1ectlon process."

7VA Flnal Comment on Software Evalua

',the currlculum Unfortunately,jthls paper (or any”papf

Perhaps the best plece of lnform

"‘that can be offered is. that'glven by Bruce T Peterson

A Cynthla L Selfe, and Blllle J Wahlstrom, 1n thelri;ra'

entltled "Choosrng Software for the Compos1tlon Classroom Wﬁ,ﬁi"

‘Though dated thlS artlcle Stlll offers a very sen51ble

”{'trelevant perspectlve from Wthh to appr“ach softwarewdec

:_proflts,




instructors should not be shy~in reminding:these companies
of the incredible costs which are involved in purchasing
| softwarepon a teacher's limited budget. .Invother words,’
being:sensitiye to a company's dilemma is certainly impor—
tant, but as a consumer this should not be a_one—sidedv
~affair. Therefore, suggesting that you may be purchasing
" more of their products, or offerlng any clout"which you
may have in the purchas1ng decisions of technology at your’
school may help. Stlll some companies will not send
previewicopies, nor accept returns unless the software is
defective, and then they may only replace it with a new
program. Either way, if the program does not meet your
needs, you're stuck.

In my opinion, the solution to thevabove dilemma is to

choose one of the following:

1) refuse to purchase software which you cannot first
examine;
2)1 find a copy of the program somewhere and try‘itb

out before“purchasing;

3) only purchase unseen software which has the en-
dorsement of someone you trust (with a similarb
pedagogical philosophy) who‘has seen or used it-

4)_, gamble, and spend your precious budget on a poten-

tially. useless expendlture.
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CHAPTER III — THE COMPUTERIZED ENVIRONMENT
A shift in Pedagogy |

Although a rather obvious point, the integration of
computers into a writing classroom will have a profound
impact upon the working operations of that classroom (Barker
7-17; Herrmann 131—32; Selfe "Redefining Literacy" 11). 1In
that context, researchers have noted many different ways
that the integraﬁion of computers promote changes in teacher
roles, teacher/teacher interactions, teacher/student inter-
actions, student/student interactions and instructional
strategies. Most of these changes are apparently caused by
the way instructors and students respond to the insertion of
technology into the environment. Specifically, one of the
most noticeable results of the human response to computers
in a classroom is the development of a new; more collabora-
tive social order (Boiarsky 50; Cooper and Selfe 867;
Cyganowski 70-72; Eldred 210; Lindemann and Willert 49-50;
Wresch "Lessons Learned" 94). 1Initially, this new desire to
collaborate occurs as students turn to eéch other for
'solving the basic operational problems they encounter with
the computers, then by the sudden visibility of writing
displayed on computer screens, which promotes solicited and
unsolicited comments about suddenly 'public' texts.

For an instructor, the obvioué ahd»simple solution for

adapting to this new social change, and the one promoted by
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those who have taught computer writihg forlysars, is to
allow for the classroom to incorporate a more collaborative
tone. But, as will be discussed, collaboration in the
computer classroom bears no resemblance to the kinds of
contrived collaborative learning activities so popularly
pushed in education today.

The alternatlve to accommodatlng thls new collaborative
env1ronment is to continue teaching in a traditional manner
despite the non—traditidnal variables now in the classroom.
According to Barker, writing teachers who do this are
misusing the computer as a writing tool and possibly react-
ing out of a fear that too much rellance on computers will
turn the 1nstructor into a dlspensable commodity (9)

Barker also notes that instructors who are unw1lllng to
change from a teacher-focused pédagogy to one which is more-
student-centered are ignoring the experiences of those who
have had success teaching writing with computers, as well as
‘ignoring research which continuously indisates the in-
beffectiveness of education's traditional teachihg‘methods
(8-10).

Regardless of which of the two above alternatives
instructors choose to use, they will begln to notlce changes
occurrlng in thelr classrooms almost 1mmed1ately To begin
with, students instantly_begin focusing»on,the machine

instead of on the teacher or writing tasks, while at the
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. same time bombarding the instructor with questions about )
:operational procedures necessary to do the most baSlC of WP
functions. Since teachers cannot get to 1ndiv1dual.students
‘~fast‘enough,iproblemesolving interactiOns among the students
b,increase, as does the noise 1evel.’ With teachers distractfv
:ed students more familiar than the instructor in the |
:operations of either the computers or the software begin
troubleshooting.problems for those around them. Espec1ally
‘when these troubleshooters'are very computer literate, .
little time is.necessary for students to,understand that the
“instructor is not the one who ‘can quickly solve their
problems.,‘Students begin moving around to see how something’
'.is done and asking_queStions from opposite sides of the \
room. Soon; not even the troubleshooters can keep up with
‘the‘rising‘tide of‘problems. Without some‘kind‘of plan to
stop this grOWing mutiny}ha 'tw1light zone' of chaos can
quickly raise 1ts ugly head within the normally serene walls
of an unprepared instructor's classroom. : Indeed attempting‘
to accommodate this lnltlal pandemonium, which can last for
days, may be pivotal to explaining why some teachers never
make the transition from a traditional classroom to a
computerized)one (Veen 3).
‘The key to surviving this initial stage of introducing

students to computers and returning the classroom to some-

thing which‘suggests normalcy lies in teaching students the
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(skllls necessary to begln wrltlng w1th the machlnes as
qulckly as pOSSlble-—a prlmary reason why 1nstructors need
~ to be computer 11terate before they teach u51ng computers
’(Rodrlgues, 185) If student competence 1s not achieved 1n
Q;a timely manner, each paSSLng day 1ncreases the dlstance'
“ibetween students and the wrltlng process (Schroeder and Boe"
',h33); But 1f a teacher 1s prepared to deal w1th the poten—‘h
“tial of anarchy and manages to get students competent enough'
to begln wrltlng, the development of a true writing commu-
vnlty is p0531b1e.s However, thls klnd of communlty does not
come w1thout changes 1n the way students and teachers
1nteract w1th each other and the wrltlng process..“
For wrlters in a collaboratlve computer wrltlng class—
'room, the wrltlng audlence shlfts from teacher to peer in a
» way more powerful and sustalnlng than any act1v1ty a teacher
could construct._ Students w111 stlll rely on the 1nstructory
: _for wrltlng expertlse, but there is an 1nev1table increase
| in the stature of peer crltlclsm as 1nclus1on of other
':vstudents' oplnlons are both sought out and respected (Bark—
ver,_ll; B01arsky‘59).- Teachers also take on a different
ikind of role in thisvcooperativehwriting'community; becomingv
i‘more a part of the wrltlng in progress than a judge of . |
flnlshed texts. collaborators w1th a respected knowledge and.
expertlse in the wrltlng process (Barker 14; Cyganowskl 70).

It is in thlS klnd of classroom (whether computerlzed
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or computer—less),vwhere‘students.begln taklng a more actlve‘
" role in the wrltlng process and 1nstructors are collabora—

- tors, that the development of practlcal strategles.for
utlllzlng the compos1tlon pedagogles of researchers, such as
Elaine O. Lees, become reallstlc and poss1ble. In such,anv
env1ronment, the computer in a computer writing classroom
'loses its appeal as a 'new toy' and becomes a means to-
creatlng wrltlng worth wrltlng, and wrltlng worth readlng.‘

When a computer classroom has surv1ved the 1n1t1al
'novelty of the'machinetand students have the abllltles
necessary to.compose without operational intrusions,‘claSS-‘
"room pedagogy and design may determine if this‘new classroomf
will be truly process—based or just a traditional classroom-
disguised Wlth technology. For those instructors who opt to
deSLgn a process- based classroom some fundamental questions
must be addressed, How collaboratlve w1ll the classroom be?
>What type ofrphysical set-up should be used? What equlpment
will be needed to carry out the two. prev1ous questions?

The answer to the flrst questlon above 1s- as collabo-
rative as an 1nstructor ‘can tolerate. However, the more
student collaboration an instructor permits, the less able
that‘instructor will be to'operate in the traditional,
authoritarianrrole (Cyganowski 70-72). Instead the in-
structor needs to become more a member of the wrltlng

communlty of the classroom, a collaborator. someone who is
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"'expert in the wrltlng process, someone who can suggest
strategies for helplng communicate the p01nt of a text more
'effectlvely; For some, teachlng_ln the wayvjust descrlbed
.will be an impossible role to play,‘butvthose who have‘.
learned to play it are among the most satisfied reporters of
computer classroom lnstructlon (B01arsky 47~ 67- Handa 169-
70)-

‘Depending_uponrthe amount offstudent collaboration
desired by‘an’instructory the'phySicalwarrangement of the
computer classroom-(like any other classroom) will yary,.
Some restraintsvwhich_are not usually considerations in a
computer-less classroom, such;as.access to electricity,v
vcreating pathways which“are‘free'of wires,.electrical cords,
or other equlpment malntalnlng large enough pathways to
protect the computers from mov1ng bodles,‘and the dlfflculty
in changing the classroom s phys1cal conflguratlon can all
‘have a dramatlc effect upon the development of a collabora-
tive atmosphere.b The consensus for developlng an effectlve
layout in a collaboratlve computer wrltlng classroom is one
which allows members ‘of the community ready access to each
-other, both yisually'and physically (Barker and Kemp 16;
‘B01arsky 50-55; SkublkOWSkl and Elder 91).

Since the very idea of collaboratlon suggests a large
amount of soc1al interaction between members of the communl—

ty, the traditional 'straight row' classroom is probably the
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least effective configuration for such a community (B01arsky
60). Therefore, instead of us1ng a tradltional conflgura—
tion in a non-traditional atmosphere, several alternative
,physicalbarrangements for a collaborative computer-classroom
have been suggested‘in literature on:the subject. It should
,also‘begnoted that these kinds of configurations could‘
. certainly_be effective for writing classrooms‘withoutv-
_computersvas well. L

Uone'suggested way to configure a collaborative computer
'writing classroom is to.haVe workstations arranged around
the-perimeter‘ofrthe classroom, facing outward (Boiarsky
51). This may require a large room if ‘student numbers are
also large, but Wlth thlS kind of arrangement classroom
focus can be turned to the center of the room (and away from
computer screens) when the attention of all lS required. MBy
plaCing large tables in the center of such a. room, students
can leave their workstations for the purpose of group
-critiquing, hard copy editing, or any number of activities
‘ Wthh make working at independent workstations undes1rable.
Like a 'rowed' classroom, a potential problem in this
configuration is the isolation of students»who choose to
seclude themselves invcorners‘or;resist interacting with
others. o

According to Carolyn BOiarsky, a classroom lay—out that:

can be very effective for.students,and teachers is one.that
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u7'resembles a newspaper 'bullpen"(53) ThlS journallstlc
'?1ay-out has pods of four computers arranged 1n a way that‘,
7f*allows a great deal of lnteractlon between the members of
ﬂithe pod and opens up the room for freedom of movement
between pods. In thls klnd of settlng the instructor's
ilworkstatlon lS set up no. dlfferently»than the students'
gthereby ellmlnatlng phy51cal boundarles between the teacher
"and'student.v Wlth a lack of phys1cal dlstan01ng between
ilstudents and 1nstructor, collaboratlon between the two
iallOWS»the modellng of writingvproceSSes, such as composing,
rev1s1ng or edltlng to become more than a passive student
_act1v1ty., ThlS s1mple rearrangement of phy51cal boundarles
is an 1mportant step for 1nstructors attemptlng to alter
thelr role from evaluator and judge to coach and collabora-
‘utor (Cyganowskl 71) : By maklng thlS perceptual shift in
- thelr role, 1nstructors seem better able to focus on model-
1ng the wrltlng process for students or a551st1ng those
engaged in. the wrltlng process (Barker 14 -15). . For those
famlllar with the technlques of teacher/student wrltlng
.conferences (Murray 232 37) the pod conflguratlon may offer
 some unlque opportunftlesbto engage ln,rnd1v1duallzed and
'smalligroup conferencing as well;‘ o

- If 1t 1s loglstlcally 1mpos51ble to create the kind of .
';rphy51cal settlng just descrlbed or 1f 1nstructors are

f'uncomfortable w1th that klnd of 1nteractlon w1th their



'bstudents;:networking;computers in‘a Writing5classr00m=can,v”
’“»malntaln phys1cal dlstan01ng between students and lnstruc—

’ktors whlle ellmlnatlng any phys1cal obstacles to collabora-.

't‘.tlon. Essentlally, What networklng w111 do 1s allow users

: to have conference calls w1th1n the classroom. Wlth the

’frlght klnds of equlpment, networks allow student wrlters and.h

”11f1nstructors who are separated by phys1cal space to work

together s1mu1taneously on one plece of wrltlng w1thout
_hav1ng to move away from thelr computer screens.- Thls type
of faceless"communlcatlon can. have a dramatlc effect upon

’ aboth the behav1ors of students 1n a classroom and how those

”fstudents approach the wrltlng process.emffV

Among other thlngs, networked communlcatlon between

,‘students can turn any gender 1ssues 1n a classroom 1nto non—{*;"

4.1ssues;y For those unfamlllar vlth the role gender can play

‘1n a collaboratlve wrltlng env1ronment, a student s gender o
‘fcan 1ncllne 1nstructors to favor boys over glrls, espec1allyf
if the 1nstructor percelves computers to be tools of math ‘or
:sc1ence (Barker 10) Mary J Flores has also noted that
:female students tend to engage 1n a networked conversatlonffrh
more often and w1thsmore authorlty than 1n.a tradltlonal |
vsettlng (109 110) | Networked classrooms can also help
Aencourage students who are too shy or embarrassed by publlc"7
'speaklng to engage in. collaboratlve wrltlng acthltles whlchv_

,_»they mlght otherw1se choose to av01d., Students w1th phys1—». |
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“cal llmltatlons s1gn1flcant enough to 1mpact thelr ablllty
-7to part1c1pate in tradltlonal classroom 1nteractlons are

‘falso glven an unusually powerful means to fully enter a

’f classroom s wrltlng communlty through net—worklng.a

Though all of the advantages of networked communlcatlonlg

'”ﬁyvjust descrlbed are certalnly 1mportant, perhaps the most

'1mportant aspect of networked wrltlng 1s that students must _

'p_communlcate on. the network through the wrltten word.. ThlS _-H' N

’vfforces students who w1sh to communlcate effectlvely on the :
hnetwork to constantly reflne thelr wrltlng skllls,,for the:v

‘1j‘purpose of effectlvely communlcatlng w1th a real'faudlence
fof peers.;%ztknﬁﬂ ff} . | | | | |

Computer networks certalnly offer some 1nterest1ng

"nbtw1sts to the wrltlng classroom and the wrltlng process, but‘u'

they can also pose some problems for an lnstructor.‘ Dependélf‘

1ng upon the members of the wrltlng communlty, how they are
: ﬁlnstructed 1n 1nteract1ng on the network and how they
actually do 1nteract on 1t any of a number of problems may |

”arlse. Some of these 1ssues are determlnlng who will have

‘1‘access to whom, when,'and for what purpose (SChwartz 18- 30)’f;’"“

how does one protect the prlvacy rlghts of those on the f

o network (Schwartz 21), and 'Flamlng Flamlng lS the

'*_phenomena of an. unldentlfled user sendlng 1nappropr1ate,- -
‘ abu51ve and often vulgar 1anguage to others on the network.

hFlamlng apparently ‘occurs. at" one tlme or another on all
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'yvnetworks,vespe01ally the Internet (Kuechle 18)
| Dependlng upon the 1nd1v1dual 51tuatlon, 1nstructor; orh_»
: student populatlon, there are some non-lnstructlonal lssues

[‘Wthh may need to be addressed by an 1nstructor 1n a collab—:

oratlve computer wrltlng classroom as well., For example,'

- some of the 1ssues Wthh seem to be grow1ng in 1nterest

R among computer wrltlng researchers and lnstructors are

faccess to computer classrooms for both teacher and student'
'(Thomas and Frase 287), the prlvacy rlghts of those on-llne

(Schwartz 18- 30), and the contlnulng problem of the v1ola—
'Atlon of software copyrlghts and the theft of 'lntellectual'
propertles on networks (Schwartz 26) Regardlng these last
two . concerns, an artlcle I found ln the Press Enterprlse :
reports the recent theft of more than 100 000 passwords on
“the Internet by:a 'looselyuknltwbut~fa1rly organlzed‘group
of computer hackers“ (A-12) Iffthesevthieves'also have'
access to a password holder s ID they ‘can read everythlng
'tthat person owns, erase 1t or shut down thelr computer.
'Thls 1ntru51on on the rlghts-of‘network users exempllfles
the potentlal scope of the problems 1nstructors may have to
‘address should they enter their classrooms on networks whlch>
communlcate w1th computers outSIde the classroom.v,

Desplte all of the research belng done on computers and

‘the“wrltlng process,‘as well-asvthe‘effects of computer

integration_on‘students,'teachers, and'the.classroom‘envi—.’



ronment there are very few glvens.: There ls, however, at
;‘bleast one v1rtua1 certalnty°'computers w111 ellClt changes
in the way teachers teach the wrltlng process.~ How thlS new‘d
T'wrltlng tool w1ll eventually change the way 1nstructor5"?

happroach teachlng the wrltlng process w111 be dec1ded by

jlnd1v1dual teachers, but 1t appears that accommodatlng a y?jfb

:'more collaboratlve tone ln the wrltlng classroom w1ll play

‘fan 1mportant role ln thls change.¢ In the flnal analys1s,

pexperlmentlng, rlsk taklng, and belng open to a new. order ofdb
':‘classroom de51gn may be the best adv1ce that anyone can glveb

th}to 1nstructors who have done everythlng they can to prepare

ing in a computerized environment,




foomputers and Perlpherals (Hardware)

| Once potentlal computer wrltlng 1nstructors have kV
':establlshed a comfortable 1nstructlona1 pedagogy,,have an

‘tﬂunderstandlng of the potentlal capabllltles and llmltatlonsf:
eof computer wrltlng software,'and have an ldea of how |
,"computers w1ll affect both thelr students and thelr class—lw
k'room, they are ‘at least mlnlmally prepared to begln maklng
‘dec151ons regardlng what equlpment should be purchased to,

} create the user-frlendly classroom. Yet, there rs stlll anf
f'educatlon to-be had 1n choos1ng the computer«andlperipheral
‘?hardware necessary to bulld such a classroom.. In maklng
ﬁthese dec1510ns, there are enough brands, salesmen, peer .
’ experts,‘and llterature avallable on: all aspects of the
"computer to overwhelm even a careful evaluator. Mlstakes
'nwhlch 1mpact pedagoglcal des1gn and budgets w1ll most
certalnly be made, but w1th a good foundatlon of computer
knowledge to draw from, 1nstructors may- not have to walk
down as many of “the frlvolous (and expens1ve) roads computer

'companles have paved for an 1nd1scr1m1nate consumer.-

: If an 1nstructor can look beyond the 1nflated clalms of
a very persua51ve computer manufacturlng 1ndustry, crltlcal—»
ly evaluate the sometlmes dazzllng dlsplays of software
demonstratlons (most of Wthh usually have very llttle to do

with teachlng wrltlng on computers), and keep in mind that a

'_computer is really.nothlng more than»a writing tool, it may
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be possibleito_avoid careless compdter purchases. To that
end, it is important to remember that even with all of the

_ advantages offered to wrlting Classrooms by computers in
“this thesis so far: editihg tools, revision devices, a more
publlc dlsplay of wrltlng, an 1nv1tatlon to collaborate,
etc., all of these things can be accompllshed in a computer—
less writing environment. What computers really do offer
Writing classrooms is a uniquely inviting delivery system
_forvimplemeﬁting‘many of theseichanges more efficiently than
- traditional writing tools. No'teaCher needs'a.computer‘to
successfully teach the wrltlng process, nor will computers
turn a poor 1nstructor 1nto a good one. Good 1nstructors

- use thelr tools well and good computer instructors are no
dlfferent,.except that theyyunderstand what computers are,

what»theyvcan do, and how to use them appropriately.
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;ChooSLng a Computer ﬂfhi”:

In today s computer worldv there‘are currently two fh
Jhcomputer systems from Wthh to choose when determlnlng what
: klnd of computer to purchase for a wrltlng classroom (or for'h

personal use) a system whlch 1s compatlble w1th IBM or one

"s(,whlch is compatlble w1th Apple software.g And though there o

o are many companles whlch have 'cloned' the IBM operatlng

‘”system w1th1n thelr computers (Tandy, Compaq, Hewlett—"“'

:;;Packard etc ), Apple 1s the only company whlch producesleh

' 'Mac1ntosh computers. Older Apple computers (IIe, IIc, IIGS)

are Stlll effectlve machlnes, but new software for these
';older computers 1s dlfflcult to flnd and generally must be
fobtalned through mall-order catalogs.. For that reason,-Ipd?"

w1ll llmlt thlS d15cussron to Mac1ntosh as the Apple productrz

'of ch01ce.

Unfortunately,,computer research on the machlne 1tself

and 1ts effects upon wrlterswand the wrltlng process lS
'v~st111 a young and grow1ng body of knowledge. And though |
"many compos1tlon 1nstructors and researchers have done-worf'
"~ on the varlous types of software appllcatlons avallable to

’ the computlng wrlter (word proce551ng programs, spelllng
‘,checkers, prewrltlng program, etc ), the phys1ca1 attrlbutesf‘
”of the machlnes (memory, screen s1ze and deSLgn, ablllty to |
network‘-etc ), and env1ronmenta1 factors (number per.fﬁ

student, classroom arrangement teacher/student roles,



etc.),vthis type of research is generic to all computers,
regardless of brand name. In fact, the two computer types
are bécoming more and more similar to each other, making the
decision of which gigg_of computer to buy somewhat insignif—
icant. However, besause this issue has recently stirred
.cbnsiderable debate inscomputer writing.research, I am
compelled to offer a discussion on compﬁter types, so that
"an understanding can be»feached of how ignorance of this
aspect of the computer writing classroom can cause needless

debate within schools.
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"Is IBM Better Than MAC?
Although anyone who has entered 1nto a dlscu351on about -
;computers haS-probablyvheard glow1ng testimonials about the:
naadvantages of IBM computers over MACs, or MACs over IBMs, no
‘one has come close to prov1ng that elther of these kinds of
' computers are any more effective for teachlng students how
hto write than the other.} In fact the one researcher bold
'}enough to publish a Judgement on this tOplC, Marc1a Peoples -
‘Halio, received so much opposrtlon to her conclu51on——IBMs

, benefit students writers more than MACs-—that no less than
twenty—flve experienced and -respected computer writlng
researchers goined in a unified response to refute her
findings (Slatin et al‘73—79);l Some of the’more familiar‘
names on this rehuttal{ Cynthia Selfe, Gail Hawisher and
‘Michael Spitner, have alreadylbeen heard from often in this
thesis. | |

In her 1990 article "Student Writing:"Can the Machine,

Maim the Message?" Halio-placedbtwenty»randomly chosen »
student teits'from both,IBM‘and‘Macintosh COmputer writing
classes at the Universityvof:Delaware through'thek'Writers'
Workbench Text Analysis' program. Nekt,‘she analyzed'the
L mountain of.statistical.data,thisajintelligent' program |
compiled on those student texts. From‘that analysis, she
conoluded‘that‘using anvIBM'COmputer.was‘more beneficial to

student writers than using a MAC (Halio 16-20, 45).
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""Hallo s artlcle is so serlously flawed by methodologl-

tcal and 1nterpret1ve errors that 1t would probably have been

ﬁ*h dlsmlssed had lt appeared in a. journal dlrected to an

"haudlence of profess1onal wrltlng teachers" was the openlng

:1’;shot taken at Hallo by those rebuttlng her flndlngs 1n Q?

“”:l"Computer Instructors Respond to Hallo“ (73) The authors

:1Jof the rebuttal clalmed that the journal whlch flrst pub— .

"llshed Hallo s study, Academlc Com utln ’ lS wrltten for a

- general audlence of admlnlstrators and other non—teachers

'fe”respons1ble for purchas1ng computer equlpment, Wthh could

"produce a s1gn1f1cant problem for wrltlng 1nstructors trylngib

'x‘g,to justlfy equlpment needs.f ThlS last p01nt 1s glven as the

most compelllng reason for thelr collaboratlve response tov;f,'
~ Halio (74)
Ultlmately, Hallo responded ln defense of her flndlngs

'1n "Malmlng Re—Vlewed" (103 07) Other computer wrltlng

',lresearchers contlnue to dlspute Hallo s flndlngs, and at

'least one, Steven Youra, has offered numerous reasons why

) MACs mlght be more beneflclal to student wrlters than ‘IBMs

o (81—88) - To date, no one 1n the compos1t10n communlty has

::publlcly come to the ald of Hallo by agreelng with her :'
conc1u51ons, nelther has anyone dupllcated her study or her
flndlngs.‘ Conversely,'no one has clalmed to have proven
~that the: Ma01ntosh 1s a justlflable ch01ce 1n the wrltlng

'classroom over the IBM, though it has been suggested in some.
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':fdllterature (Schroeder and Boe 30)

The one agreement that came out of all of thls debate
f‘was the need to conduct more research on the affects of
vhhpartlcular types of computers on wrlters and the wrltlng

f process.‘ So desplte the lnconclu51veness of all of thlS, a

'rf »gap 1n the body of computer wrltlng research ‘has been t

’?1dent1f1ed and 1t should be assumed that someone w111 take‘

"[;3}on the task of 1ook1ng at thls gap more crltlcally in the

w"ﬂfuture. .



liSo...Whlch Computer Should Be Used?

o Slnce there 1s not ai correct' ansmer for ch0051ng the
-rlght computer for the purpose of wrltlng, ‘no respon51ble
-computer wrltlng 1nstructor should clalm students w1ll

"recelve 1ncreased beneflts from us1ng elther MACs or IBMs.

l”'Stlll the 1nev1table problem of computer loyalty can

..occur when advocates for both types of computers are 1n—-’
svolved in computer purchaSLng deClSlOHS. If thlS occurs,  a
o school 51te may begln purcha51ng technology in a haphazard
l'fashlon-—the Engllsh Department buys MACs, the Bu51ness
vDepartment IBMs. This may seem harmless enough on the
surface, but 1n regard to money and con51stency w1th1n a
krschool will thls technological: hodgepodge make the school
less eff1c1ent cohe51ve and effectlve? Perhaps a school
can survive thlS klnd of lelSlveness (mine has, so far) but
could an 1nd1v1dual department’, Wlthout evidence to support
the superlorlty of one type of computer over another, a
ratlonal cost effectlve and needs 1nten51ve plan would seem

~ to be the approprlate course to take when de01d1ng Wthh

o type of computers a school (or dlStrlCt) should purchase.

Soon, as a result of the 1ncred1ble speed at whlch |
computer technology is advanc1ng, 1t appears all of the
above - dlscus51on w1ll become a non—lssue. Apple has Just
‘kbegun puttlng into Mac1ntosh computers 1ts 1.44 MB Super-

Drive: a dev1ce whlch reads IBM compatlble software, this is
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" the beglnnlng of the end for the compatlblllty 1ssue.- Also,

;fyﬂw1th the latest IBM compatlble programs emulatlng the

r'Ma01ntosh operatlng system, it seems’ that software des1gn
,w1ll become more standardlzed ellmlnatlng the need to learn
two dlfferent klnds of computer nav1gatlon skllls.'

As the two ChOlce of computer types become 1ess and

o 1ess dlfferent, the only issue of real 1mportance may be the

'.one whlch has always plagued educatlon--money. For that
.reason, the questlon of computer 1ntegratlon for schools

da,appears to be' should money be spent on older, less‘

o ,expens1ve computers that are compatlble w1th a Slte s

:f;ex1st1ng hardware,.or should money be 1nvested 1n these
7newer"all—compat1ble machlnes, thereby decrea81ng access:
:but 1ncreas1ng the usefulness of a Slte s ex1st1ng software
“1lbrary?. I thlnk only lnd1v1dual dlstrlcts,,schools and

departments can answer thlS questlon, but hopefully, those

'dec1s1on—makers will make thelr chorces based on what is

known to work in a computer wrltlng classroom, rather than

the klnd of computer a selected computer person prefers,

or the 1mmed1ate bottom 11ne.l'
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Hardware’NeedS'
Once it 1s understood that the klnd of computer most
:approprlate for a computer wrltlng classroom is really a non—‘v
-,‘1ssue, selectlng the computer hardware for a computer wrltlngl
hfclassroom becomes much ea51er.f Ba51ca11y, there are two o
'klnds of equlpment needed to create a computerlzed |
;workstatlon~'the maln computer component (computer,‘monitor),

‘:and perlpherals (prlnters, networklng hardware, flle‘servers,

l’&etc ) Unfortunately, the costs ass001ated w1th both comput—

ers’ and the perlpheral hardware des1gned for them w111 llkely
‘tregulre sacrlflclng some of what ‘was - orlglnally thought a»
,necess1ty for the computer classroom.

Hardware ch01ces range in necess1ty from absolutes

,(computers, monltors and prlnters), to wouldn t.that be nice
(flle servers and modems) . Regardless~of thebavailability~of-
_ch01ces, budgeted money can dlsappear long before the comput-x
er classroom is complete-,*?or'that reason, thls sectlon,w1ll‘
| be'anfoverview*of thehhardware:whichnexperiencedrinstructors
~suggest are.essentialmto creating,a‘computeriéed claSsroom
v_that‘is.user-friendly-to bothfstudent~writer and instructor.
'But even thls is not a clearly deflned task, since research 1
”,ranges from Schroeder and ‘Boe' s.'Mlnlmallst' classroom,fusing_f'
v‘older, still useful computers and perlpherals (28 46), to the
paper less classroom of the future suggested by Cynthla
Selfe, where classroom wrltlng and evaluatlon “is - conducted

bcompletely on-llne ("Redeflnlng theracy" 12-13).



'The Baslc Workstatlon’ |

One of the goals of almost all computer wrltlng 1n-f
'bstructors 1s to have one computer avallable for each student
on a dally ba51s, even though thls is generally not poss1—
.ble.. Cons1der1ng costs of from $1 100 to $2 500 for a

h:s1ngle mld-level computer, gettlng thlrty of these machlnes

13'1nto a classroom begltsuw1th the klnd of steep 1nvestment

Ehbmany admlnlstrators are reluctant to make.i ThlS often makesb

“xequlpplng a classroom w1th a: computer for each student an

5unrea11st1c 1n1t1a1 goal therefore, 1nstructors may have to‘f.,

.,Xput thelr rooms together 1n phases. As a’ startlng p01nt
,bpfthe max1mum ratlo of computers to students suggested in thevf
lvlllterature is one computer per three students (Wresch 26),

.lotherw1se mu51cal computers' can cause real access problemsv'

"f:for student wrlters.

Regardless of hov many computers are belng purchased

'\"attentlon should also be glven to the klnd of monltor that
'tw1ll be used Wlth them (thls was not a very 1mportant
'ldec1s1on a few years ago but now there are numerous screen
.,s1zes and color capabllltles to choose from) Cons1derlng“'

'vthat wrlters usually spend more tlme looklng at the screen ‘

-_than at any other part of the computer, 1t is surpr1s1ng

that more research has not been done on th1s very 1mportant
part of the computer wrlter s workstatlon.v In my oplnlon, ’

.requlred readlng on this toplc should be Chrlstlna Haas'
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vl'_[varticle, "'Seeing it on the Screen Isn t Really Seeing It'-i

b-lComputer Reading Problems. v

‘ | In’ her article, Haas discusses the problems assoc1ated

lprith adjusting to the conventions of screen reading (16 17),
_as well as research on the speed (slower),‘accuracy (dimin—'

ished),vand scores (lower),.of students reading on-line

”:(18) She pOints out that some of these problems can be at

'tA;least partially alleViated by the phySical orientation of

*the monitor, character font sizes and styles, and a
monitor s polarity (18)

L Once the central portion of a computer workstation
(computer and;monitor)‘has been completed, the next essen-
tial piece ofyhardWare is anprinter}vyAs isvtheycase'with
all parts of the computer,ftheudifferent kinds of printers
lofferﬂa large'selectionlofichoice‘regarding_text quality:
draft quality text, near letter quality text, letter quality
‘tekt,‘colored'text, and multiple color tekt.-,Looking past
‘all of these:WQnderfulllfinal~product"options, the numberv

of printersjavailable‘is far more“important to a writer than
‘vthe quality of'text that’a printer produces. HaVing one
'high quality printer available for occaSional ‘needs Wlll
probably suffice for several computer classrooms, unless, of
'course, instructors are preoccupied With product based
‘nbinstruction.’ Low cost printers that produce texts of a high ;

,lenough quality to allow for reading by instructors is all
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i'that is really necessary.b‘This 1ncreases the abillty to.
'purchase more printers and c01nc1des w1th the general
consensus among experienced computer 1nstructors and re-
yssearchers that as many ‘printers as are needed to make -
printer access quick lf not immediate, 1s the most des1red
Situation for a’ computer writer (Schroeder and Boe 30- |
TSkubikowski and Elder 91 Wresch 27) My personal experi-
'°‘ence of teaching in a computer classroom, which has one
printer connected to every four computers, has worked out
‘quite well.

| With'a computer,”monitOr, printer, and basic word
*proce551ng program, all that is absolutely necessary to
'operate a computer writing workstation is complete. Howev-
er, to produce a computer classroom which easily allows for
many of the activities mentioned in this thesis, more than
one basic computer workstation becomes necessary. With this
in mind, each computer added to a classroom will 1ncreaseb
teacher/student access, increase teacher/student computer
literacy, and increase student writing, it will also proba-
bly increase student collaboration,vand the poSsibility of
system breakdown. Ultimately, the number of workstations,
the kinds of software available, and the intentlons of the
instructor are the. variables that Wlll most 1nfluence how

friendly these workstations w1ll be to a writer,
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Networking Herdwafe and Software
Depending uéon whateanlinstructer;stintention5>are for

L a compﬁterized'Classreem, puttihg together a classroom which
"éives.each comﬁutertin a classroom the abilitytto.communié
‘cateewithiall,the'Others'requiree'different kinds of hard-
wafetand softWare.tLFor exeméie, some instructors’may'bnly
'desiré:theeabiiity,tq;view st@dent screens ot send infqrma—
tion frometheirtcomputer_to e,etudent'e;b‘Others’may Wish
alijefbthe cQﬁPutérs in'a classroom to send and receiye'

~ information from/to theiother,COmputerS»in a classroom.

ostill otheré‘mightVWiéh;to=have,the;ability to cennectfonly

‘certéin eohpUtersvtogethef; a felatively new twist to these
leet th‘kinde ofteompqterizedleommunicatien is'Electrohic
Netwofksefor:Intefacti0ﬁ7(ENfi)'eqftwate, Whieh is described.
. infaetéil:infBetram‘Bftee;fﬁeytkreeft,Peyton and Trent
"Batson's Netwofk—Based'ClasstOms: Promises and Reaiities.
Essentially, ENFI alldws-a'centinuous;’recorded}convefsation
to occur on a computer networkjﬁithin a classroom; bRegard—,
less of the kind of computer eommﬁnicationvan instruétor
deeires, these~kinds.ef.cempﬁtertcommuhications'requireu
setting up a computer network," | |

Essentially, networks_ean_be set up two waysf a one-
senderbéystem, whichieiIOWé»enlytene‘COmputer,to communicate
with er qontrol all of:the other computefs on the netWork;

Orjan interactive system, which allows every computer on the
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..ﬁetwork‘to send and recei#e éommunidations with every‘other‘

 ’ computer on the network. Either-way, specialisoftwareiand
cabling7wiil‘bé needed to get the 4c§hVérsation? started.
For that, networking sqftware'énd ét‘least one‘computer with
a 1argé memoryvéapacity (file server) is uSually'needed.’

-File,servers, aside from simply handling the chores of
computer networkihg, can be Véry‘useful‘pieces.bf equipment
" in a computer.writing ciassrdom. If the ability7tb use CD
ROM disks is aVailablé on a file server, an incredible
amount of stdréd ihformation anq,daté'can be accessed by
ihdividual'computériuséfs'bn‘a network. With'ehbugh memory,
~a file server could cbntain viftually an entire school's
libréry and make that library availablé to any computer
writér havin§ access to‘it.; Though somewhat new in today's
’computer world, file serﬁers‘offer‘an abundance of informa-
tion at the touch of a key, and will probably play a big
part in the paper—less>and book-less schools which are sure
to emérge in the futuré.‘ |

Finally, next to the computerbitsélf, modems may be the
most powérful tool availablé for a computer classfoom.' With
a modem, a computer user can 'speak' to any other éomputer
attached to another modem anywhere in‘the‘world. Modems are
what make systems like'Prodigy, America‘On—Line-and the
Internet possible. The informatién avéilable through the

use of a modem and the global networks they allow access to
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is staggering. Consider the possibilities of students

" having access to this kind of global networking: a student
survey of school dress codes from every state in the Union
or every country in Europe; the possibility of getting
Michael Crichton to answer a few questions about the process

of writing Jurassic Park; or having students from another

state or country make comments on a student's writing.
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:ReplaCing and Maintaining HardWare
Flnally, I would feel gullty completlng this sectlon of

.;the thesrs if 1 dld not at least mention an often overlooked'

) cons1deratlon of the computerlzed classroom- malntenance.

Even as computer equlpment becomes more affordable, operat-
'1ng a computer classroom and keeplng it runnlng is no
1nexpens1ve task. ‘Wlth ‘the probablllty.that several differ—
ent students w111 be lnteractlng w1th a s1ngle computer on a

:dally bas1s, problems w1th a classroom S computers are bound

‘ff'to occur and equlpment 1s 901ng to fall. Dependlng upon how

long a computer is down, how many computers are down, and

'when a computer goes down,rwrltlng 1nstructlonvcan inadver-

-__tently be dlsrupted or completely stopped.'

To allevrate some of the problems assoc1ated w1th
‘vmalntalnlng a computer classroom, budgetlng cons1deratlon
must be glven to purchasrng replacement hardware and malnte-
nance contracts. And, because more and»more,students have
computers at home butrnot the‘money:to replace expensiVe"
computer parts Wthh fall theft of computer equlpment will
d probably begln to 1ncrease as a problem in the computer
classroom. Another problem, the damaglng of computers by
‘students withvadvanced programming skills,shas'also become a
problem in'thebcomputer claSsrooms at‘myxschool; aThese
student programmers have more than once programmed computersv

to do thlngs which dlstract the wrltlng process, like
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‘programming a chputer to emit vulgar lahguage when a‘
particulér key is,stuck, or the remdval ofﬁSoftWarevpiograms
g from a hard driVe._-Thgse'kindé 6f sfudent—authored viruses
are presently avmere‘iﬁconvenience but could become as
deadly to a Computer ciassrooﬁ as_aﬁy of the many destruc-
fiﬁe.&iruses éurrent1y in cifculation;‘.To.help with these
problems,‘companiesvha&é‘been formed to produce and offér
various'kinds‘df sechrify devices for the safety of both
computer hardware‘and software. These companies or their
‘prodﬁcﬁs_cén usual1y be 1ocatéd atkcomputervstores, confer-
ences,’and through‘trade pﬁbiiéations; Although most of thév
‘téachers‘l knowvlike ﬁo~trust their students, the fact is
rea1 that some cahnot be ﬁrusted and instructors in a

3 cdmpﬁter ciaésroom would'be:wise to be aware of and ready
for repairing the kinds of damage ﬁnscrupulousbstudents will
inflict upoh a classroom's computers,:just as they W6u1d any

other kind of classroom vandalism.
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:A Einal Word on Purchasing Hardware
| | JuSt'as there‘is no absolute answer to whichl
computer is best for a student wrlter, neither is there a
'formula which would suggest the kinds of hardware a class-
room should have. Hopefully (but not very realistically),
the instructor in a computer classroom w1ll be. given carte
blanche authority to purchase»whatever is needed for thema
- selves and their students. 'Otherwise, it might be best to
critically evaluate- what it 1s that the. classroom is sup-
'posed to do,‘and then create a prioritized 1ist of minimal
needs from which‘to begin making decisions. With any
leftover funds, extra equipment can be purchased from a pre-
determined llSt of needed equipment or an evolv1ng list of
needs which grows out of actual use within the classroom.
Regardless of which methods are used.to make decisions
regarding the.equipping‘of the computer writing classroom,
it would seem prudent that those decisions be made from a
perspective that is curriculum—based in nature (and hopeful-
ly composition—based), computer smart, and capable of adapt-
ing to future computing needs..'If these priorities are kept
lalways in the forefront of the computer writlng instructor's
mind I believe those who Wish to teach students how to
write with computers will haveigreatly 1ncreased their
‘chances of making computers an effective part of writing

~instruction.
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: CHAPTER IV — CONCLUSION

Although there 1s certainly no rlght way' to teach
’writing with the help of computers, the last six to elght
years has brought about a change in the way experienced

‘computer educators approach 1nstructlon w1th this tool of
technology. Described as part of a second‘generation' of
computer instructors bvaoldstein and Selfe (1990), these
educators have come to grips with more.than a’few of the
problems which computers pose‘for writers and the Writing
'classroom;- At'the‘qenterxof thisinew:perception of the
computer's role in writing‘instruction is the reassignment
of thehcomputer from 'miracle machine' to 'writing tool,
whichminterestingly returns‘the power of writing instruction
from the computer back‘to where»it belongs--with the teach-
e ; = ‘

In returning toba place of prominence”within the
computeriied writing environment, and by getting the focus:
off the machine and on to the task of‘writing,.instructors
who wish to utilize theicomputer‘in their classrooms must
now come_to grips with teaching writing despite the limited
(and sometimes seemly limitless) capabilities of the comput-
er 'painfullyl'entrenched within their instructional arena.
In order to create a classroom which will allow for good
writing instruction and effective use of the computer,

instructors would be wise to learn from those who have
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shshared tales of trlumph (and horror) about teachlng in a
ccomputerlzed env1ronment Certalnly, there is an abundance
of sound profe551onal llterature avallable for just such an
educatlon, yet the speed with which thlS 1nformatlon is
pbecomlng avallable mlght test the resolve of even a motlvat—
ed learner. Thls,.comblned with the perceptlons of those
bwho are 1nexper1enced w1th computers bellev1ng that these
*machlnes are 'smart, comblned w1th our culture's 1mp11ed
;dlspensablllty of the worker (1nstructor7) with a machine,
may (and has) led educators to ignore and 1rrespon51bly
"utlllze the computer as a wrltlng tool in the classroom.
For all of the reasons just mentloned (and others as

,well),‘lt seems prudent that wrltlng instructors, whether
‘with‘computers'or without, should re-evaluate their methods,
tactics and perceptionsvof both’the learning process and the
way in whlch writing instruction is delivered. In this way,
they can perhaps develop more effective klnds of instruc-
’tlonal strategles that w111 1ncrease both student abilities
and instructor effectlveness. One such type of pedagogy
appears to be a compos1tlon based approach to the writing
process which, c01n01dentally, allows for effectlve adaption
to a computerized environment. | |

| By”alloWing the computer to be a friendly tool in the
instruction of the writing process, many experienced composi-

tion-based computer‘writing educators have begun to solicit
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change in not only the attitudes of student writers, but in
'their own perceptions of how to effectively teach thefd:,‘
: writing process. And,although no-substantial data.yet if
eXlStS to prove that‘computerized writing instruction has
vincreased student achievement, there lS Virtually no eVi-
dence that it Will harm the. student if instruction is
delivered in an appropriate, knowledgeable, and conscien-

tious manner.4 To achieve this level of instruction, teach—

.;ers must become educated in both the writing process (hope-.

J'fully a given), and in the effiCient use of this new writing
Ut°91 called a-computer.y

| Although becoming computer 1iterate can initially be a
painful task, comPOSition'researchers'agree that in order to
become a competent computer‘writing instructor (and to make
learning-to‘write on a'computer as painless as possible for
students); efforts must be made by thoSe'Who choose to teach
with these machines to become computer literate and aware of
the potential harm that may result from outdated mythologi-
cal and ineffective computerized instructional strategies.
I can personally see no other way to develop competence in
computer writing_instruction than to: 1) have a sound
-pedagogical foundation‘fromfwhichrto drawjﬂé) learn how to
’use a computer-’3) develop an'understanding ofvhow various
computer enVironments Will affect the student and classroom

'setting, and, 4) understand that traditional methods of
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'deliuery may not apply'When non-traditional tools'are em-
ployed in the 1nstructional process..‘ -

| This thes1s was de51gned as a tool for both experienced
and 1nexper1enced computer writing‘instructors (and others)
to begin to address computerized Writing from a second‘
generation perspective. Surely, with the.advancing speed of -
computer integration.into our schools, society's desire for
higher quality. outcomes in education, and the development of
'two prev1ously separate camps (computer writing researchers
and comp051tion researchers) into one community, the third
generation of computer wrltlng 1nstruct10n is not very far
~off in ‘the distance. 'To be a first generation computer‘
writing,instructor (or administrator) in the third genera-
tion arena destines our students (and schools) to a level of
mediocrity comparable to writing on a typewriter. Hopeful-
ly, those who have read this thesis have a better under-
standing of how user-friendly computers and computer writing
classrooms can be if a_competent, knowledgeable individual
is in“charge.

The'empowermentbthat writing can offer those who learn
the craft has'rarely been disputed (see Plato: Phaedrus),
and learning how to practice the craft with the most effi-
cient means available has always intensified and refined
that empowerment. The computer appears to be just such a
tool. Learn how to use it and you will empower yourself,
learn how to teach with 1t,‘and you w1llvempower others.
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