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PrefaceJames P. Purdy and Dànielle Nicole DeVoss
It may seem unusual that this book is published in two digital formats: one housed as

                a webtext on the Digital Rhetoric Collaborative (DRC) website and one housed through

                a content-management system on the University of Michigan Press servers. However,

                this choice is rhetorical and strategic. By publishing the text in two formats, we

                hope to take full advantage of the opportunities that digital publishing with a

                university press allows.
By publishing a version with the DRC Sweetland Press, we were able to preserve the

                design intended by the collection’s authors. Authors of the collection’s

                chapters put in long hours and hard work imagining chapters for which the

                interfaces, visual features, and design elements all contributed to the rhetorical

                concept of making space—in this case, making aesthetic, visual,

                content-anchored space for their ideas. It was, therefore, important to us to

                respect and preserve their decisions in the digital publication of the text,

                particularly in a collection that argues for the value and importance of seeing the

                spaces of our learning, teaching, and research as the product of deliberate

                infrastructural decisions that impact our work. Publishing on the DRC site allowed

                us to do that.
At that same time, we wanted a version of the text that would be preserved and

                maintained long term in a more stable space. Thinking about the future accessibility

                of the text made particular sense for a collection about the spatial infrastructures

                of teaching and researching writing. The long-term sustainability of our teaching

                and research spaces remains an important need and consideration, and we became

                increasingly aware that publishing in such a way that recognizes that need allowed

                us to begin to enact the kind of attention to sustainability for which our project

                calls. It also led us to consider how our design decisions are not always

                sustainable in the ways we want. We also wanted the project to have the imprimatur

                of a university press—for all of the reasons that such an imprint is

                important, including editorial support and tenure and promotion expectations.

                Publishing on the University of Michigan servers allowed us to accomplish those

                goals.
Publishing in two places, however, was not always our intention. The University of

                Michigan Press is relatively new to online publishing, and, while Making Space was in production, was experimenting with different

                content-management systems for online publication. While we worked to design, code,

                and create a web-ready version of the book, the Press was exploring the features and

                functionalities of different systems that would maintain coherence; create an

                archivable version; and work fluidly with their other, already in use systems. As we

                each worked, we discovered that the web-ready version we and our contributors had

                designed could not be maintained in the University of Michigan Press’s DXL

                content-management system. Rather than view the project as needing to decide between

                either one format or the other, however, we opted for a “both and”

                approach—and to make explicit and visible (through this Preface) that choice.

                Indeed, one of the affordances of digital publishing we discovered and wish to

                highlight with this project is the possibility for “both and” —and

                the resultant implications for the ways in which we think about the spaces and

                places of our texts. A digital publication need not be seen as singular or bounded

                or exist in only one “location.”
Digital publication also offers an opportunity to make more visible the work of

                academic publishing. Too much of the academic publishing process remains invisible.

                The too-often-invisible labor in print publication includes the copy editors,

                typesetters, and designers. While desktop publishing and web-authoring programs have

                made these activities more visible to writers/authors, they still remain largely

                invisible to readers. The too-often-invisible labor in digital production includes

                coders, developers, testers, and usability coordinators.
We want to acknowledge that invisible work here: We worked with Phill Alexander (a

                faculty member/researcher/coder at Miami Ohio), who helped us to code the overall

                container for the webtext, and with Annie Sommer (a usability and accessibility

                specialist at Michigan State University). We owe Phill and Annie big thanks for

                their contributions to this project. We also owe big thanks to Anne Gere, Naomi

                Silver, and Aaron Valdez of the DRC and Mary Francis, Marcia LaBrenz, Jeremy Morse,

                and Christopher Dreyer of the University of Michigan Press for supporting the

                project. We are particularly grateful to Anne, Naomi, and Mary for giving us the

                opportunity to publish Making Space in both venues.
We, finally, welcome readers to the two, cross-published versions of the text, and we

                encourage you—as part of the space and place of the text—to consider the

                shape, flow, feel, and other elements of each version of the text. We hope that you,

                as we do, engage the considerations of textuality in digital spaces and embrace the

                different representational contexts and opportunities the two formats allow.
Making Space to Theorize and Situate Space Making: An IntroductionJames P. Purdy and Dànielle Nicole DeVoss
Over the past ten years or so, the infrastructures of writing have captured the

                attention of writing studies scholars, researchers, and teachers. This is not

                particularly surprising given the spaces in which most writing happens today: on

                screens, within interfaces, under proprietary (and, more and more, local and/or

                open-source) programs, and across networks. This increased attention has manifested

                itself in two primary ways: First, both professional conferences and academic

                journals have attended to issues of space design, both physical and virtual. In

                particular, the 2012 Computers and Writing Conference focused on architextures—the ways in which the architecture and architecting

                of spaces shape textual consumption and production.
As for published work, in the 1980s scholars including Steve Bernhardt (1989); Bruce

                Britton and Shawn Glynn (1989); and John Dinan, Rebecca Gagnon, and Jennifer Taylor

                (1986) wrote extensively and specifically about the shape of computer labs for

                writing. Journals such as Computers and Composition included

                articles posing questions and considerations for space design—a territory into

                which few humanities scholars had ventured. In the introduction to one of these

                early articles, Cynthia L. Selfe (1987) wrote:
Often, because these computer-supported writing “spaces” provide the

                    opportunity for teachers and students to gather together in one physical [place]

                    where they can share information about writing and writing problems, the rooms

                    soon develop into focal points for collaborative composing activities, that

                    involve new and productive kinds of writers’ communities. (44)

Such work on new manifestations of the writing “space,” particularly the

                computer lab, opened the door for larger disciplinary conversations about the

                relationship between space and writing.
These conversations are not limited to writing studies, of course; attention to space

                necessarily requires a rich, multidisciplinary approach. For instance,

                Educause—a national organization focused on instructional and institutional

                technology initiatives, policy, advocacy, and more—has launched a range of

                space-related projects, including a Learning Space Rating System (http://www.educause.edu/eli/initiatives/learning-space-rating-system; see

                also Brown and Long 2006). Likewise, work in urban planning and architecture, not

                surprisingly, has investigated the influence of space on teaching and learning

                (e.g., Shepard 2011). A pertinent example for the purposes of this collection is

                Malcolm McCullough’s (2004) Digital Ground: Architecture,

                    Pervasive Computing, and Environmental Knowing, which discussed pervasive

                and ubiquitous computing to outline “a theory of place for interaction

                design” (xv). McCullough argued that “when information technology

                becomes a part of the social infrastructure, it demands design consideration from a

                broad range of disciplines” (3). Although he did not mention writing studies

                specifically in this call, some scholars in the field have heeded this

                directive.
Second, disciplinary conversations have turned more broadly toward the ways in which

                space affects and shapes compositional acts. Writing studies scholarship has

                attended to a broad range of issues related to, but not necessarily always running

                parallel to, space design: issues of physical, material objects in space (such as

                tables, computers, etc.) and the institutional policies and pedagogical values that

                inform the practices within that space (e.g., DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill 2005;

                Gere 1994; Reynolds 2004; Starr and Ruhleder 1996; Walls, Schopieray, and DeVoss

                2009). Scholars have also attended to the role design thinking might play in

                theorizing and understanding complex multimodal texts and new spaces of composing

                (Marback 2009; Purdy 2014). A number of scholars, including those in this collection

                (see, especially, Sheridan and also Walls and Wolcott), have drawn on actor network

                theory, symbolic-analytic work, or cultural-historical activity theory to frame

                their space-analysis and place-building work (e.g., Johnson-Eilola 2005; Prior et

                al. 2007; Shipka 2011).
Writing center scholars in particular have long explored the role of computers in

                writing center work, from early work on online writing labs (OWLs; e.g., Blythe

                1996, 1997; Coogan 1999; Hobson 1998; Inman and Sewell 2000) to more recent work on

                audiovisual-enhanced digital consulting and new online consulting spaces (e.g.,

                Carter, Adkins, and Dunbar-Odom 2010–2011; Yergeau, Wozniak, and Vandenberg

                2008). These scholars have considered what it means to move writing center

                consulting sessions and instruction into a range of digital spaces, from blogs (Baer

                2006) to podcasts (Vee et al. 2009) to virtual realms like Second Life (Carpenter

                and Griffin 2010) to digital video-/phone-conferencing spaces like Skype (Summer

                2013). These scholars have also explored ways in which writing centers can (and

                should) use computers to support multimodal and multimedia composition (McKinney

                2010; Sheridan 2006; Sheridan and Inman 2010). Other writing studies scholars have

                pointed to writing centers as examples of how physical space affects writing

                pedagogy, often arguing that the layout of writing centers results in improved

                student learning. For instance, Kathleen Blake Yancey (2006) noted that the writing

                center “creates a different kind of learning than does the classroom [. . .

                because] peers tutor peers side by side” (11; see also Taylor 2006).
Composition teachers—some of the same scholars who wrote early on about space

                configuration and considerations—invested in computer-mediated spaces have

                likewise interrogated the influence of space design on writing pedagogy (e.g.,

                Hawisher and C. Selfe 1991; C. Selfe 1989). Geoffrey Sirc (2002), for instance,

                asserted in English Composition as a Happening that the

                architectural design of the space in which composition classes were commonly held

                significantly affected how composition was taught. In Sustainable

                    Computer Environments, Richard J. Selfe, who authored the afterword to

                this collection, provided “practical advice for teachers and other

                stakeholders” interested in supporting “technology-rich” writing

                environments in English instruction from kindergarten through college (2005, xx),

                drawing attention to the complex configuration of infrastructural elements necessary

                to support and sustain writing instruction in computer-mediated spaces.
This scholarly attention has led to a crucial moment in the field. Mary Jo Reiff

                (2011) characterized this moment as the “spatial turn” in the subfield

                of genre studies. Moreover, in a 2012 special issue of Kairos,

                “Spatial Praxes: Theories of Space, Place, and Pedagogy,” editors

                Jennifer Haley-Brown, Ashley J. Holmes, and Amy C. Kimme Hea declared that
our discipline has reached a critical stage in the development of pedagogical

                    praxes as a result of the rapidly increasing media in which we teach and

                    research. As active participants in this “becoming moment” of

                    spatial pedagogies on composition and rhetoric, we must reflect on the ways in

                    which spatial rhetorics are imbricated in nearly every aspect of teaching and

                    learning.

We concur and believe this attention to space should include the practical,

                logistical, theoretical, and institutional aspects of proposing, designing,

                adapting, and assessing these spaces and the “media in which we teach and

                research.” Although space has received increasing attention by writing studies

                scholars, no specific, curated body of work addresses issues of space design for

                consideration by instructors, writing center directors, administrators, and others

                who are key stakeholders in space design and writing instruction. That is where this

                collection seeks to intervene.
This collection situates space design and digital technologies as deliberate,

                infrastructural practice. The chapters call attention to a range of theoretical

                frameworks, methodological approaches, and tools for shaping space-design decisions.

                Chapters address how architectural and technological needs (i.e., architexture) are met and how they are rationalized within specific

                institutional contexts. The chapters offer considerations of space design and

                writing instruction both from a wide range of perspectives and from the various

                actors at play in any one specific instance of space design and infrastructure.

                Authors represent a range of voices, including writing program administrators,

                writing center directors, writing center staff members, writing teachers, and

                graduate student instructors, involved in and concerned with writing spaces in high

                schools, community college contexts, and in research-extensive institutions.
Chapters explore ways in which new and existing spaces are renovated and/or designed

                to make best use of digital tools and physical spaces for multimodal, digitally

                mediated instruction and research-related work. Contributors attend to processes,

                practices, challenges, and conversations, as well as the pedagogical and

                programmatic implications of infrastructural needs and implementations.
The collection consists of three parts: framing space, modeling and making space, and

                crossing spaces. Contributors to the first part offer a variety of

                lenses—cyberfeminist, design philosophy, teacher-research, and disability

                studies—for understanding different kinds of spaces for writing and teaching

                writing: learning / course management systems; a brick-and-mortar multimedia

                production classroom; brick-and-mortar BYOT (bring your own technology) classrooms;

                and virtual writing classrooms. Taken together, the chapters in part 1 offer perspectives that readers can apply to their

                own work using, proposing, designing, and adapting spaces for teaching writing.
Contributors in the second part, on modeling and making space, offer specific

                examples of writing spaces they have proposed, designed, created, and/or used at

                their respective institutions, including writing and multimedia composing centers,

                writing classrooms, online writing courses, and computer labs. These rich

                descriptions of specific cases provide details of the authors’ experiences

                that can help readers better understand the processes and challenges involved in

                similar space-related pursuits; further, these chapters offer models for those

                addressing space concerns, exploring space design issues, and/or advocating for

                space-related change on their campuses.
The final part, on crossing spaces, includes contributions that discuss writing

                spaces that cross spaces physically, virtually, institutionally, and/or

                theoretically: a writing center, buildings for an undergraduate writing and

                communication program, a primarily Hispanic high school and two federally designated

                Hispanic-serving institutions of higher education, and two digital classroom

                resources. The chapters in part 3 offer

                discussions of the challenges involved in working in writing spaces that cross

                borders and provide advice and calls to action that readers can heed in addressing

                the complexities of border-crossing spaces.
Taken together, these three parts offer a range of theoretical

                perspectives—feminist pedagogy, actor network theory, disability studies,

                kairotic design, learning ecologies, emergence, and more. They also offer practical

                approaches: granting students administrator access in course and learning management

                systems (C/LMSs); crafting a design philosophy; creating an online classroom that is

                fully inclusive to students of diverse needs; working with upper administration,

                information technology support, and architects to design learning and teaching

                spaces; designing writing assignments that compel students to use digital writing

                spaces outside the brick-and-mortar classroom; and more. These perspectives and

                approaches assist readers in planning, using, changing, defending, and judging the

                writing spaces where we conduct our pedagogical and scholarly work.
Because the collection presents a variety of case studies of writing spaces, chapters

                use a variety of designs rather than following a single web-page template. These

                individual chapter designs are important to the argument of each chapter and to the

                collection’s larger argument that writing instruction and research now happen

                in a range of spaces that require our careful attention. Thus, rather than normalize

                and make less visible design considerations by standardizing the visual and

                navigational features across chapters, we want readers to attend consciously to the

                design of the individual chapters that comprise the volume. To assist in this

                process, we provide notes in each chapter abstract regarding how to navigate that

                chapter’s webtext.
Part 1 on framing space provides literature

                reviews, theoretical grounding, and analyses that prepare readers for more critical

                awareness of writing spaces. In chapter 1,

                “Subverting Virtual Hierarchies: A Cyberfeminist Critique of Course Management

                Spaces,” Estee Beck, Mariana Grohowski, and Kristine Blair consider ways in

                which popular C/LMSs, such as Blackboard, Coursera, and Canvas, remediate physical

                space rather than considering the new instructional possibilities afforded by

                digital space. Through a robust literature review of scholarship on cyberfeminism

                and C/LMSs and analysis of C/LMS interfaces through the lens of cyberfeminism, they

                argue that this approach can confine the virtual space and reinforce unequal power

                dynamics at the expense of student learning.
Chapter 2 moves its focus from a digital

                writing space to a brick-and-mortar writing space. In “A Design Philosophy for

                a Multimodal Composition Classroom,” Aimée Knight shares the process of

                building a multimedia production classroom at St. John’s University. She

                chronicles the creation of this space from its initial proposal through its

                completion. Through recounting this example, Knight not only argues that the design

                philosophy plays a crucial role in discussions surrounding the design of writing

                classrooms, but also demonstrates how a design philosophy can be used to negotiate

                for and shape classroom infrastructural demands.
In chapter 3, “A Picture Is Worth a

                Thousand Words: Understanding Expectations and Mapping Preferences for Writing

                Classroom Design,” Dana Gierdowski and Susan Miller-Cochran continue to focus

                on brick-and-mortar writing spaces, giving voice to the students who use these

                spaces by sharing results of a survey of their expectations for writing

                classrooms—including student drawings of ideal writing classroom spaces. Their

                chapter situates and explains a pilot program of bring-your-own-technology

                classrooms at North Carolina State University and provides insight into student

                expectations and hopes for collaboration, mobility, autonomy, and instructional

                technology in writing classrooms.
The final chapter of part 1, chapter 4, is Christopher Scott Wyatt’s

                “Accessible Writing Spaces: A Framework for Inclusive Design of Virtual

                Composition Classrooms.” Wyatt argues that teachers must consider difference

                and disabilities when designing virtual writing and teaching spaces. Wyatt offers a

                framework for accessible design that actively includes students with physical and

                cognitive differences in virtual writing classes, reviews legal mandates that

                support inclusive space design, and offers links to validation tools for testing

                virtual space compliance with best practices.
To open part 2, on modeling and making space,

                    chapter 5, by David M. Sheridan,

                analyzes the Language and Media Center (LMC) at Michigan State University, a

                technology-rich learning space located in an interdisciplinary living-learning

                program, the Residential College in the Arts and Humanities (RCAH). “Digital

                Composing as a Distributed, Emergent Process: Technology-Rich Spaces and Learning

                Ecologies” focuses on two cases of composing that involve the LMC. Sheridan

                explains how the LMC participates in and nurtures complex ecological networks of

                heterogeneous elements, including people, technologies, compositions, and curricular

                structures. He argues that such spaces play a crucial role in facilitating

                ecological networks that bring together disparate infrastructural elements.
The next chapter in part 2, chapter 6, “A Space to Play, a Space to Compose: A

                Model for Creative Collaborations and Composition Practices,” moves the

                discussion to the writing center and rethinks the kinds of composing and tutoring

                environments writing centers should be. Through providing video interviews with

                students, time-lapse videos of space construction, design plans, and photos, Russell

                G. Carpenter and Shawn Apostel explain how the Noel Studio for Academic Creativity

                at Eastern Kentucky University departs from the traditional writing center model to

                integrate other multimodal composition practices, offering a unique composing and

                tutoring space through its architecture and technological offerings. Carpenter and

                Apostel argue that space plays possibly the most important infrastructural role in

                the teaching of writing and that a space like the Noel Studio fosters creative

                compositional practice.
Lance Cummings, Renea Frey, Ryan Ireland, Caitlin Martin, Heidi McKee, Jason Palmeri,

                and James Porter turn their analysis of space to online writing courses in chapter 7, “Kairotic Design: Building

                Flexible Networks for Online Composition.” Cummings et al. report the results

                of a six-month study at Miami University of Ohio of their work together to design,

                offer, and study a fully online composition curriculum. Drawing on a rich range of

                qualitative data, including instructor narratives, student interviews, and

                curricular plans, the chapter offers recommendations for how to construct

                pedagogically effective virtual spaces for online composition classes. The authors

                argue that such spaces should be kairotically responsive and not aim to replicate

                traditional classrooms, but instead leverage the advantages of distributed,

                networked interaction of contemporary participatory culture.
Andréa D. Davis closes part 2 with chapter 8, in which she recounts the process

                of successfully arguing for computer lab updates at Washington State University,

                Tri-Cities. “Trading Spaces: The Rhetoric of Reconfiguration” offers

                practical advice for navigating and negotiating space needs in the context of

                programmatic, institutional, and philosophical constraints, including severe budget

                cuts. Through sharing her experience, Davis affirms the value of articulating space

                solutions that attend to financial considerations while also making the best use of

                existing physical spaces.
Part 3 turns to writing spaces that cross

                boundaries. In chapter 9, “Activist

                Mapping: (Re)framing Narratives about Writing Center Space,” Christine

                Hamel-Brown, Celeste Del Russo, and Amanda Fields recount how, in response to deep

                budget cuts, their writing center became part of a new student learning center that

                housed numerous campus support services. This chapter reports on the physical and

                intellectual journey of this move for their writing center, addressing issues of

                role confusion, training philosophy, and threatened identities. Ultimately, this

                chapter provides an example of how to fight the damaging narratives often told about

                writing center spaces and how writing centers can successfully cross (into)

                boundaries of student support.
Rebecca E. Burnett, Karen Head, Brandy Ball Blake, Andy Frazee, Diane Jakacki, Chris

                Ritter, Nirmal Trivedi, and Christopher Weedman move the discussion of writing

                spaces that cross borders to three dynamic brick-and-mortar spaces at Georgia

                Institute of Technology designed by members of the Writing and Communication

                Program. Chapter 10, “From the Ground

                Up: Shaping Community, Collaboration, and Multiliteracies at Georgia Tech,”

                explains how Writing and Communication Program representatives worked closely with

                designers, architects, interior designers, landscape architects, and IT experts

                throughout the planning and design stages to create physical spaces that match their

                philosophy, pedagogy, and research practices. This chapter offers philosophical

                approaches, best practices, and examples of actual use of digital writing spaces

                that readers at a range of institutional contexts can consider and apply. The

                authors contend that collaboration—crossing borders, even into unfamiliar

                disciplinary and knowledge territory—is crucial to successful writing space

                design.
In chapter 11, Todd Ruecker and Beth

                Brunk-Chavez turn their attention to three different educational institutions: an

                overwhelmingly Hispanic high school and two federally designated Hispanic-serving

                institutions (one a community college and the other a university). By analyzing how

                digital writing spaces differ across these three institutions and how those

                differences impact writing instruction and student work, “Digital Writing

                Spaces across Institutions on the U.S.-Mexico Border” argues that educational

                spaces have not adapted to the recent population shifts regarding Hispanics in the

                United States.
The collection’s final webtext, chapter

                    12, “The Infrastructure of Space: Expanding Writing Classroom

                Activity into the Extracurriculum,” demonstrates how to apply actor network

                theory in assessing a where of writing that is now permeable

                across classroom borders. Douglas Walls and Leslie Wolcott analyze how two specific

                classroom objects—digital mapping tools and learning/classroom management

                systems—complicate ways we conceive of classroom spaces and public and private

                writing. Their attention to C/LMSs brings the collection full circle, as this

                chapter offers an approach to accomplishing chapter 1’s call for new approaches to C/LMSs that move beyond

                remediating physical space.
What we aim to offer with this collection is a contribution to ongoing conversations

                about space design and infrastructrual considerations—for those in writing

                studies and those in the humanities more generally. We hope this text speaks to

                instructors, writing program administrators, writing center directors, and also to

                undergraduate and graduate students whose work and professional development are so

                greatly influenced by writing spaces.
In an age when writing teacher-scholars at all levels are charged with working

                in—and, further, charged with imagining, developing, designing, and arguing

                for—a variety of writing spaces, we hope that this collection provides

                practical and applicable guidance and insight to assist them in this task.
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Part 1: Framing SpaceChapter 1: Subverting Virtual Hierarchies: A Cyberfeminist Critique of

                Course-Management SpacesEstee Beck, Mariana Grohowski, and Kristine Blair
In this chapter, the authors use a cyberfeminist framework to review discussions of

                networked environments that focus on the potential remediation of physical space to

                create a virtual networked community.
In particular, they consider how current course and learning management systems

                (C/LMSs) remediate physical space in ways that surveil students and reinscribe

                notions of teacherly authority—at the expense of student learning.
Acknowledging how today’s digital writing instructors are often disenfranchised

                in their lack of power to design virtual institutional space, the authors call for

                C/LMS designs that better facilitate students’ multiple learning styles.
[image: mpub7820727-00000001]IntroductionHistorically, theoretically, and pedagogically, scholar-teachers have critically

                    questioned the ability of electronic learning environments to foster a safer

                    space for students who are potentially marginalized within the physical confines

                    of the brick-and-mortar classroom. Throughout the last two decades, institutions

                    have adopted and technically supported a range of popular course and learning

                    management systems (C/LMSs), granting teachers the ability to deliver content to

                    students virtually. Until recently, our home campus of Bowling Green State

                    University used Blackboard as a C/LMS to either augment or replace physical

                    classroom space; however, in the academic year 2012–2013, the institution

                    adopted a new C/LMS program, Canvas. Our inspection of this shift has led us, as

                    feminist scholar-teachers, to consider how current C/LMSs remediate physical

                    space and may ultimately lead to a confinement of virtual space at the expense

                    of student learning.
Just as early computers and writing scholars lamented the frequent inability to

                    control the design of electronic writing spaces, today’s digital writing

                    instructors are often disenfranchised in their lack of power to design virtual

                    space in institutional settings. Thus, our chapter overviews historical

                    discussions of computer-networked environments that have focused on the

                    potential remediation of physical space to create a virtual networked community

                    (Barker and Kemp 1990). These conversations have also addressed the role of the

                    computer interface in power inequities, leading to contested sites and contact

                    zones (Selfe and Selfe 1994). This overview will extend early discussions that

                    problematize the proposed egalitarian potential of computers to demarginalize

                    others in traditional classroom spaces to suggest that a number of

                    C/LMSs—from Blackboard to Canvas to the more recent advent of massive open

                    online course (MOOC) providers such as Coursera—remediate a physical

                    classroom space that reinforces teacher-centered delivery modes over

                    student-centered learning habits. Although there have been similar concerns

                    (Blair 2007; Payne 2005), discussions of C/LMSs, both pro and con, have not

                    engaged in feminist analysis, despite the long tradition of feminist critiques

                    of technology. And given the increasing debate about the role of MOOCs, our

                    discussion is a timely one.
Our framework for this analysis is inherently cyberfeminist. Faith Wilding (1998)

                    reminded us that technology is not devoid of power relations, hegemony, or

                    oppression; instead, all web spaces are marked by socially constructed systems

                    (see also Wajcman 2004). Cyberfeminism, like other strands of feminism, cannot

                    be pinned down to a single, fixed definition. However, at its essence,

                    cyberfeminism represents “a feminist politics on the Net” that seeks

                    to “empower women” users (Wilding 1998, 7). Maria Fernandez and

                    Faith Wilding (2002) outlined two distinctive and “overlapping

                    waves” of cyberfeminism: wave 1, inspired by Donna Haraway’s

                    “A Manifesto for Cyborgs,” advocated (in utopic ways) for the

                    commonalities between women and machines; wave 2 utilized critique in targeting

                    information communication technologies (ICTs) and reproductive

                    technologies’ effects on women’s bodies. And, more recently, Mary

                    Hocks (2009) stressed that the following questions are essential for undertaking

                    cyberfeminist research:
	Who has the power? How can we get it?
	What/who is invisible? What is/is not transparent?
	Where do readers and authors find the pleasures of

                        writing/reading/performing?
	What institutional infrastructures work for and against these pleasures,

                        pushing against bodies that must live in time and space?

Relying upon both Hocks’s (2004) questions and Wilding’s (1998)

                    original call for empowerment, we contend that cyberfeminists must balance the

                    critique of digital space with the design, both technologically and

                    pedagogically, of more collaborative, inclusive spaces for writing teachers to

                    utilize as alternatives to the limiting, primarily text-based options of current

                    C/LMSs, in which students are inevitably positioned as subjects under the

                    surveillance of the various technological functions and tools that enable the

                    teacher role. To counteract these limiting positions, our chapter also includes

                    several curricular benchmarks for writing teachers to facilitate students’

                    multiple learning styles in ways that have the potential to democratize virtual

                    classroom spaces.
To be inclusive of the range of C/LMSs currently in use by writing studies

                    teachers and administrators, and thereby relevant to a broader audience, we

                    assume a wide-lensed approach to LMSs as spaces in need of cyberfeminist

                    critique. While a nuanced, detailed, critique of a single C/LMS would provide

                    significant fodder for this chapter, we find the broader approach adequately

                    substantiates our claims about all C/LMSs as exclusive spaces in need of

                    attention. Indeed, the goal of this chapter is to call for alternative virtual

                    learning environments (whether they be existing spaces or newly designed) that

                    push against the foundations of surveillance and control within the digital

                    spaces students and teachers currently inhabit. A cyberfeminist framework

                    encourages us to develop spaces, within and beyond the varieties of C/LMSs, to

                    accommodate a wider range of learners, learning styles, and digital composing

                    methods.
Even as we call for such design, we recognize that not all faculty possess the

                    expertise or the opportunity to construct alternative digital spaces and thus

                    include discussions of the way such feminist principles even play out within the

                    use of a C/LMS. Inevitably, these principles, aligned with a cyberfeminist

                    framework, allow us to provide pragmatic suggestions for “privileging

                    decentered, multiple, and participatory practices” on the Internet

                    (Gajjala and Oh 2012, 8).
[image: mpub7820727-00000002]View AssetOur Historical Quest for Safe SpacesThe history of computers and composition chronicles the early rhetorics of

                    technology that shaped our rationale for the use of computers in both

                    face-to-face and virtual writing spaces. Among those earliest rhetorics included

                    the belief that the inclusion of computers in the curriculum was democratizing

                    and established a sense of community called for by Carolyn Handa in her edited

                    volume Computers and Community, published in 1990. Mary

                    Flores, one of the contributors to that collection, concluded that
the issue for the composition teacher . . . is to use computers to facilitate

                        an interactive, diverse, and collaborative writing community in which every

                        student has a voice and can engage in dialogue with each and every other

                        member of that community. (109)

In addition to aligning the advent of computer-mediated composition with the

                    paradigm shift from product- to process-based writing, other connections

                    included feminist theory and pedagogy, with scholars such as Billie Wahlstrom

                    (1994) articulating the important role of feminism in moving the field beyond

                    these overly positive rhetorics of technology:
Those of us who rely heavily on the computer in our writing classroom have

                        been naïve to assume the neutrality of the computers or of any

                        techniques we develop for using it. The nature of computer networks and

                        network-supported software, the uses to which we put them, the ways we

                        conceive of their abilities and describe their function—all show

                        evidence of being part of a gender-coded system less hospitable to women

                        than it should be. Feminist analyses help us foresee possibilities for

                        changing this reality. Such a vision critiques technology and its uses,

                        suggesting alternatives that are democratizing and equalizing. (184)

By 1994, the date of Wahlstrom’s chapter in Selfe and Hilligoss’s

                        Literacy and Computers: The Complications of Teaching and

                        Learning with Technology, early utopic rhetorics of techno-pedagogical

                    potential were giving way to the messy realities of the shift from

                    computer-assisted instruction to computer-mediated communication in both

                    asynchronous and synchronous forums. Possibilities for dialogue and

                    collaboration were tempered by “flaming” and the realization that

                    the same cultural biases based on race, gender, and sexual orientation that

                    circulate offline can and do circulate just as easily online.
For Wahlstrom (1994) and many others, the value of feminist critical

                    interrogation was and is to make visible not only the politics of networks but

                    also the politics of software and hardware, leading to questions about whether

                    the integration of technology into the curriculum is as much about perceptions

                    of currency as it is about actual empowerment. This distinction can lead to a

                    “technology for technology’s sake” approach that is inevitably

                    tied to the cultural capital surrounding technology and grand narratives of

                    innovation, progress, and access. Given this gap between rhetoric and reality,

                    Cynthia Selfe (1999) has long advocated the need to “pay attention”

                    to the linkages between technology and literacy as “part of our ethical

                    responsibility to understand how literacy and literacy instruction directly and

                    continually affects the lived experiences of the individuals and families with

                    whom we come into contact as teachers” (xix).
An emphasis on the lived experiences of actual technology users is equally

                    aligned with both techno- and cyberfeminist concerns with the ability of women

                    or any cultural group to access and deploy digital spaces for personal and

                    political purposes (Wilding 1998; Stabile 1994). As Faith Wilding (1998) has

                    stressed:
If feminism is to be adequate to its cyberpotential then it must mutate to

                        keep up with the shifting complexities of social realities and life

                        conditions as they are changed by the profound impact communications

                        technologies and technoscience have on all our lives. (10)

These feminist critiques of technology have been diverse, from analyzing

                    stereotypical representations of women online, to identifying local and global

                    spaces and communities that disrupt such depictions (Blair, Gajjala, and Tulley

                    2009), along with ongoing scholarship that questions the extent to which

                    technofeminist pedagogical practices can equalize digital writing environments

                    for both students and teachers, regardless of gender. Part of the process

                    invariably defines digital literacy acquisition in ways that move students and

                    teachers from consumers to producers within technological spaces and that

                    encourage both groups to be technology critics and not just technology users. As

                    Claudia Herbst (2009) argued, “We should not settle for the mere

                    integration of women into the male dominated world online; integration falls

                    short of granting women full authority. Rather, women need to become authors of

                    technology and thereby self-assured proprietors of virtual spaces”

                    (149–150). Such concerns have led to a range of action research and

                    community outreach initiatives aimed at women and girls to enhance not only

                    aptitude but also attitude about technology use in order to promote early

                    self-confidence, to better balance gender representation in science, technology,

                    engineering, and mathematics (STEM), and to enhance economic opportunity for

                    women and girls internationally.
Based on interdisciplinary efforts to equalize the technological landscape, our

                    own discipline has continued to question the educational and democratizing

                    possibilities and constraints from the earliest of networked tools, such as

                    usenet groups, email lists, Internet relay chats (IRCs), and multi-user domains,

                    object-oriented (MOOs) to the most recent of Web 2.0 tools, including blogs,

                    wikis, and the myriad of other social-networking platforms in use by students.

                    Often the purpose behind teacher integration of these and others tools has been

                    subversive—to disrupt the more traditional teacher-centered space of

                    face-to-face classrooms and to allow students multiple points of entry into

                    educational spaces (Tulley and Blair 2002). For example, a blog that collapses

                    the binary between private journaling and public dialogue has the potential to

                    provide opportunities for student self-reflection and collaborative

                    knowledge-making. It is important to remember, however, that integrating digital

                    tools does not represent a de facto commitment to empowerment and that any

                    technology use must be aligned with curriculum and pedagogical practices that

                    support such a goal.
The CMS ClassroomIn the middle of the decades-long technological tsunami is the rise of course

                        management systems on university campuses, inextricably tied to the rise of

                        fully online course development afforded by the Web. Certainly, there exist

                        many advantages to course management systems, specifically that they are

                        technically and institutionally supported by the universities that purchase

                        them, and that they have given equal rise to the portal-driven interface at

                        institutions across the country, where all student and faculty services are

                        more visible and accessible. From a training standpoint, course management

                        systems represent ease of use; both students and teachers know where to go

                        for what, and the need for instructors to rely on separate external tools is

                        reduced because the system contains chat rooms, bulletin boards, and spaces

                        for document storage, assignment submissions, quizzing, and gradebook

                        functions. The interface of the virtual course management system mirrors the

                        presumed interface of the face-to-face course, which may explain the early

                        popularity of Blackboard and its classroom-based metaphor.
The Blackboard metaphor, however, is not merely an object-based one; it is a

                        spatial one as well, suggesting that, not unlike the traditional classroom

                        where desks or computer workstations face the front of the room (presumably

                        where the teacher is located), the space within Blackboard and other systems

                        is teacher-centered, and ultimately much more difficult for students and

                        teachers themselves to subvert. Blackboard becomes a space in which teachers

                        upload content for students to consume, and thus aligns with Freire’s

                        (1970) concept of “banking education” in that education is

                        one-directional, from teacher to student. Students are inevitably positioned

                        as more passive receptacles in an information transfer model, as opposed to

                        a more genuinely dialogic, interactive model in which students have more

                        coequal control of the space and their learning. Similarly, Doug Brent

                        (2005) distinguished between knowledge-making as dynamic interaction as

                        opposed to knowledge and teaching as a static enterprise, a

                        “thing” that becomes separate from participants and that

                        transfers knowledge through primarily textual processes. As Brent noted,

                        this viewpoint also includes students who think that education is merely the

                        transfer of knowledge through texts. These are the sort of students who

                        regularly ask me at the end of a face-to-face class why I can’t put my

                        course notes on the Web so that they don’t have to come to class.
Since Blackboard’s ascent into the course management hierarchy, there

                        are numerous platforms that attempt to compete: Desire2Learn, Canvas, and

                        even open-source options such as Moodle and Sakai. As Kristine Blair (2007)

                        discussed elsewhere, both online learning and the course management systems

                        that support it respond to more contemporary rhetorics of technology that

                        include convenience, or the model of anytime/anywhere, 24/7 access to

                        learning. While certainly this model is convenient in terms of access to the

                        course among diverse learners, such access does not automatically foster

                        more feminist, democratic pedagogies. For instance, as Darin Payne (2005)

                        argued in his critique of Blackboard, “Pedagogical practices in

                        Blackboard become homogenizing spatial practices that contribute to

                        (re)inscriptions of normalized identities and ways of knowing privileged and

                        maintained through dominant cultural modes of production and

                        reception” (485). Thus, the ability to control the design of online

                        space, including teaching and learning spaces, from a feminist standpoint,

                        is limited. Participants in Blackboard are both controlled and contained by

                        its teacherly template, and the teacher function is one in which

                        surveillance technologies monitor student behavior and overall performance

                        of the student role in ways that reinforce differential power relations

                        between teacher and student. This ultimately leads to a migration of

                        traditional teacher-centered hierarchies from brick-and-mortar classroom

                        space to digital classroom space.
The Search for a “Safer” SpaceC/LMS spaces are not solely responsible for reinforcing ideological

                        hierarchies and preventing users’ agency. In fact, Selfe and Selfe

                        (1994) revealed how the Macintosh interface “presents reality”

                        by upholding “the values of professionalism,” with their use of

                        “manila folders, files, documents” (486). According to Selfe and

                        Selfe, this design choice prevents our students who do not find familiarity,

                        let alone comfort, in a white-collar-driven interface, not only from

                        developing beyond functional users of technology, but also from subverting

                        ideologies of class and power. In an attempt to move away from the

                        institutionally controlled spaces of the C/LMS, many faculty have

                        experimented with social networking in the classroom, tools that often

                        provide students with more control over the design of both course space and

                        their identities within such virtual locales. But admittedly, blogs, wikis,

                        and Web 2.0 online communities can and do suffer a similar fate, with

                        limited ability to move beyond the standardized look and feel of a profile

                        page or a WordPress, Tumblr, or Blogger theme. For Kristin Arola (2010), the

                        belief that design is simply a “vessel” or a

                        “container,” and that content is the real

                        meat of the Web, threatens to make the effects of design invisible:

                        “Those of us committed to engaging with modes of meaning . . . need to

                        work to bring design to a discursive level so that we, along with our

                        students, become attuned to the ways in which design encourages users to

                        participate in online spaces” (13).
No virtual space is ideologically neutral, and as a result space may limit

                        participation and the performance of identity. For instance, while a

                        social-networking application like Facebook may encourage a sense of

                        belonging to a community, both groups and individuals represent themselves

                        and respond to one another in limited ways—Like buttons, status

                        updates, and timelines that do little to move beyond the universal profile.

                        Identity is ultimately reduced to a predetermined set of alternatives

                        (Almjeld 2014).
Regardless of whether it is in consideration of a C/LMS or a more

                        “social” network, a cyberfeminist perspective calls for

                        “an awareness of how power plays not only in different locations

                        online but also in institutions that shape the layout and experience of

                        cyberspace” (Gajjala and Oh 2012, 1). In her theoretical overview of

                        feminist geography in digital space, Yeon Ju Oh (2012) contended that

                        “looking at cyberspace in terms of gender relations is an attempt to

                        unpack the power played out in the space” (252). While certainly there

                        are inhospitable spaces for women and other cultural groups within

                        cyberspace, and while there have been strong critiques such as Arola’s

                        (2010) and Herbst’s (2009) regarding the inability to control the

                        design of space and thus the development of digital identity, the explosion

                        of virtual subcultures has led to both local and global advances for women

                        and other cultural groups within social and educational settings through the

                        use of these free and open-source tools that potentially afford more

                        opportunities for self-expression and social solidarity. For Oh (2012) and

                        other cyberfeminists, the emphasis has been on the concept of a

                        “safer” space (Tulley and Blair 2002), not only for women but

                        also for students whose life experiences and learning styles may be

                        disenfranchised within spaces that reinforce differential student-teacher

                        power relationships.
Our own cyberfeminist analysis of course management systems mirrors these

                        contemporary and historical discussions, drawing on long-standing calls,

                        such as Pamela Takayoshi’s (1994) query whether “computerized

                        communications tools . . . offer the possibility of dismantling these

                        confining roles or are they, as Audre Lorde (1981) says, ‘the

                        master’s tools?’” (21). And just as course management

                        systems may confine students and teachers, to what extent do new tools

                        provide an opportunity for “dismantling the ‘master’s

                        house,’ in this case traditional classroom discourse patterns?”

                        (21). The remaining sections of this chapter address visual and textual

                        power structures within course and learning management interfaces, including

                        MOOCs, and the ways tools within the C/LMS surveil and restrict student

                        identity and participation. In conclusion, we call for more opportunities

                        for both students and teachers to interrogate the existing spaces they

                        inhabit and collaboratively work to align learning spaces with the

                        curricular and cyberfeminist goals of accessibility and inclusiveness.
[image: mpub7820727-00000003]View AssetContested SpacesIn 2009, an Educause white paper showed the ubiquitous nature of course

                    management systems with 95 percent of the respondents reporting using some form

                    for distance or hybrid purposes (Arroway et al. 2010). After all, with the

                    electronic distribution of content, along with conducting projects, providing

                    feedback, and assessing work, it is no mystery why course- and

                    learning-management systems are popular among institutions and faculty members.

                    Course management systems, and arguably learning management systems, let the

                    instructor control the content. On the other hand, there are elements in the

                    C/LMS that allow students to scaffold their experiences through creation of wiki

                    modules or participation in discussion board posts; however, the controls the

                    instructor has at her or his disposal are much greater than the panels the

                    students have access to within their interfaces. This control led us to consider

                    how the design of the overall interface of Blackboard, Canvas, and Coursera link

                    to gender and class. Given the history of computer programming as an exclusive

                    boys’ club, where middle-class men shaped the technology and left out the

                    women (Abbate 2012; Wajcman 2006), it is no surprise that certain ideological

                    values are present within certain C/LMSs. For example, C/LMSs not only reflect

                    middle-class distinctions through the use of icons associated with white-collar

                    labor practices like business cards and manila file folders, but the platforms

                    also have embedded power differentials that affect how students and teachers

                    interact and react in those spaces. This gendered and classed space, once

                    appropriated into institutional spaces like C/LMS technologies, becomes a

                    norming platform where restrictions upon gender, race, and class mark nonwhite

                    males as other, but also all student-learners who do not identify with the

                    value-laden designs, iconography, and infrastructure the platforms provide.

                    These factors, left unexamined, contribute to an overall ethos suggesting

                    familiar scripts of patriarchal influence and hegemonic practices. While

                    learning-management system providers, like Canvas, suggest they have built the

                    online space with learners in mind, we have found through our analysis that

                    C/LMS spaces reinscribe power dynamics through surveillance practices,

                    constraints upon identity expression, and limited student participatory

                    action.
Cyberfeminist Stance on Surveillance Practices in C/LMSsThe ability to use surveillance techniques to monitor behaviors suggests an

                        authoritative relationship, and it is present in the C/LMS platforms,

                        especially in Canvas, where teachers have the ability to use surveillance

                        technologies to track students (see figure

                            1.1). This disturbing trend of providing these features can

                        highlight spatial dominance and marginalization through Michel

                        Foucault’s (1979) notion of panoptic power. Namely, the types of

                        surveillance tools available to teachers within these platforms reinscribe

                        the types of oppressive workplace conditions that mark workers’ bodies

                        as sites of observation and classification to document behavior.
[image: Figure 1.1. Canvas analytics: The array of collected analytics Canvas
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                            students with this illustration.]Figure 1.1. Canvas analytics: The array of collected analytics Canvas

                            offers teachers include page number views over a period of time,

                            percentage of assignments completed by student, and median scores on

                            assignments. The images have been blurred to protect the identity of the

                            students with this illustration.View AssetKevin D. Haggerty and Richard V. Ericson (2000) argued that Foucault’s

                        metaphor of the panopticon helps draw attention to contemporary

                        surveillance; however, the metaphor has gaps in understanding how human

                        bodies are abstracted from their physical, social, and cultural settings.

                        Thus, Haggerty and Ericson theorized that a “data double”

                        equivalent occurs in online spaces from hundreds of data points about a

                        user. The actions and behaviors that the data points reveal about users are

                        divorced from the social and political contexts that people embody in real

                        life, nor do the data reveal ways people learn and engage with online

                        spaces. We apply this perspective to C/LMSs and the analytics and

                        surveillance practices of those environments. Our concern rests with the

                        potential to other our flesh and blood students if teachers take action

                        based upon the data, as the data do not give a full portrait of the ways

                        students engage, interact, and learn from online learning spaces.
Using surveillance tools to observe online behavior and act upon those

                        interpretations may reinscribe power differentials that may lead to

                        subjugation instead of empowerment. An illustration about the claim

                        regarding behavioral expectations and the practices that frame them occurs

                        through the “assessment” feature in the control panel within

                        Blackboard (see figure 1.2) and the

                        “view course analytics” selection in Canvas. Both tools allow

                        the course instructor to view the site activity and actions taken by

                        students in both spaces. For example, Blackboard’s assessment feature

                        allows instructors to view when and how long students engaged in the course

                        space. Canvas, on the other hand, allows teachers more information. Not only

                        can instructors see the number of page views per student, but the

                        information is conveniently color-coded as green, orange, and red in Canvas

                        (see figure 1.3). These behavioral

                        practices of surveilling student electronic activity in Blackboard and

                        Canvas, taken further, create a reinscription of power differentials, with

                        the teacher being the “authority” and the students being

                        subordinate to that power.
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                            course.]Figure 1.2. Blackboard control panel: The control panel in Blackboard

                            gives teachers multiple options to add and recycle course content, as

                            well as view performance and statistics of student users enrolled in the

                            course.View AssetUltimately, our concern with this type of surveillance offered to teachers

                        lies with marking students’ “data double” bodies as sites

                        of classifying student participation in ways that perhaps enforce and

                        reinscribe authorial roles in virtual spaces, especially if the course

                        instructor acts upon the data both C/LMSs provide. The potential to silence

                        or marginalize students by acting upon the data may occur because the social

                        and political matrices students bring with them in online spaces are not

                        captured by the algorithms that collect user clicks, downloads, and time

                        spent in a module in the course space. The act of Blackboard and Canvas

                        tracking certain movements online accounts for a fraction of student

                        engagement in C/LMSs and the course material overall. The data from the

                        analytics simply do not consider the full portrait of student engagement in

                        virtual spaces.
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                            completion ratio of assignments, as well as the current grade for each

                            student.View AssetConstraints upon Identity ExpressionAlong with the surveillance made possible by C/LMSs, this chapter examines

                        the embedded class and gender markers within the interface, which represent

                        a type of learning space corporatization. In some ways, this corporatization

                        is reminiscent of corporate entities with a top-down managerial approach

                        with white men predominately at the helm, and workers busily performing

                        tasks that aptly describe the ways the C/LMSs under discussion operate.

                        Indeed, there are an array of tools and tracking technologies at the

                        instructor’s disposal, but students are left with truncated access to

                        the platform. Thus, Mary Hocks’s (2009, 251), “Who has the

                        power?” leaves us acknowledging that the power rests with the teacher,

                        and not the students in these course spaces.
The teacher-student relationship within these platforms runs parallel with

                        the managerial style of the white-collar/blue-collar dichotomy we see in

                        corporate workplaces. As Shoshana Zuboff (1988) said of the roles of the

                        bodies in these two spheres, “Blue-collar workers used their bodies in

                        the service of acting-on, to transform materials and utilize equipment.

                        White-collar employees use their bodies, too, but in the service of

                        acting-with, for interpersonal communication and coordination”

                        (98–99). The design of each platform allows the power to flow through

                        the teacher as a body “acting with” information through the

                        interface to the students who “act on” that information through

                        task-making of assignments and activities. For example, in the Coursera

                        spaces, the design of the interface, in many cases, is little more than

                        videos of talking heads (see figure

                            1.4), usually professors sitting in their university offices,

                        providing short informational lectures. They are “acting with”

                        the information and disseminating it to the thousands of students who in

                        turn “act on” the lecture by taking multiple-choice quizzes or

                        by participating in discussion board posts. Functioning as a teacherly

                        template, the interfaces vest power with the instructor through the medium

                        of a machine, which transmits material to students who then consume and

                        perform rote-learning tasks. This approach does not leave much for students

                        to work with in terms of expressing material in ways that may make more

                        sense for them.
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                            illustration.View AssetAdditionally, closely examining the design of C/LMS interfaces reveals the

                        embedded power flows of the corporatization of online learning spaces. As

                        Manual Castells (2000) contended, power has shifted from organizations and

                        institutions to the network, and while networks allow for decentering and

                        defragmentation, the network has embedded the cultural codes and power in

                        itself. As Radhika Gajjala and Yeon Ju Oh (2012) noted, this has become a

                        question for cyberfeminists: “How must we respond to the pleasing

                        discourses of women’s empowerment through blogging, networking,

                        financing, or entrepreneurship when we suspect that digital technologies,

                        intertwined with neoliberal market logic, exercise subtle, indeed invisible,

                        power?” (2).
In examining the design interfaces under discussion in this chapter, the

                        iconography and hierarchal structure reveal the kinds of capitalism and

                        class privilege that Selfe and Selfe (1994) noted. As an example, some of

                        the icons in the Blackboard platform—like the computer screen, paper,

                        and business cards (see figure

                        1.5)—link to associations with which corporate codes of

                        middle-class white men stereotypically engage. The most egregious example of

                        embedded power is the icon of the business card. Certainly, a business card

                        provides ways for those in the middle to upper classes to hand off a contact

                        card for networking opportunities. Yet the business card implies a certain

                        cultural code and identity marker about a person’s class and standing

                        more so than their personal information. The card can be a status symbol,

                        depending upon the organization the person works for, or can work for, and

                        acknowledges a person’s rank within an institution. To associate an

                        icon of a business card to personal information in a C/LMS platform works to

                        inscribe cultural codes of identity, class, and standing upon the

                        student.
The association promotes an unspoken hegemonic practice of suggesting what

                        types of identity markers are appropriate for and allowed within such a

                        space, while at the same time silencing or ignoring the types of personal

                        information or expression about identity the student may want to express.

                        Erica Kubik (2012) emphasized that “cultural codes of conduct are

                        organized around patterns of identity, which, while possibly inclusive, are

                        also very rigid in definition” (137). Kubik suggested that the

                        corporate cultural code of the business card forms a narrowed conception of

                        identity. Additionally, the lack of student expression may lead to less

                        participatory action on the part of students because the iconography and

                        hierarchy designs may not be understandable to students who aren’t

                        part of or do not engage with those identity markers.
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                            feature include a business card next to personal information.View AssetLimiting student Participatory Action as Seen through MOOCsWhile both Blackboard and Canvas are primarily used in conjunction with

                        institutions to provide distance and hybrid learning to their enrolled

                        students, there has been considerable movement in the area of massive open

                        online courses, or MOOCs, since Dave Cormier first coined the term in 2008

                        during an invited talk with George Siemens and Stephen Downes (Cormier

                        2012). Since then, organizations like Coursera, edX, Udacity, and Udemy have

                        split from the early model of a MOOC—now known as a cMOOC—into

                        what has been termed an xMOOC. According to Dave Cormier (2012), the MOOC

                        emerged as a response to having large amounts of information at our disposal

                        through distributed networks; the MOOC isn’t just a course, it’s

                        a way to connect with others and share information. Thus, a MOOC is

                        participatory: its very nature facilitates engagement with the material that

                        the course facilitators provide; ideally, the cMOOC could be fashioned into

                        a cyberfeminist space. In contrast to the cMOOC, the xMOOC (which Coursera

                        and other companies have capitalized upon) moves away from the connectivist

                        roots of MOOC and instead promotes video lectures and quiz taking as methods

                        of learning material. Indeed, as George Siemens (2012) noted of cMOOCs

                        versus xMOOCs:
Our MOOC model emphasizes creation, creativity, autonomy, and social

                            networked learning. The Coursera model emphasizes a more traditional

                            learning approach through video presentations and short quizzes and

                            testing. Put another way, cMOOCs focus on knowledge creation and

                            generation whereas xMOOCs focus on knowledge duplication.

Although there is ample discussion board space dedicated to just about any

                        group formation from asking questions, providing more information from

                        outside the course, or even talking about topics unrelated to the course,

                        the Coursera platform operates as an institutional learning management

                        system providing content to thousands of students. In short, the xMOOC is a

                        significant departure from the founding ideas of the cMOOC.
With the variation of the xMOOC, the types of behaviors students must engage

                        in to be successful within the course and its space reflect the types of

                        power differentials and templates of the C/LMS spaces of Blackboard and

                        Canvas. Yet this variation goes one step further by revealing how limiting

                        student participatory action is within the space of an xMOOC, especially

                        with the Coursera platform. Given that the origins of MOOCs valued networked

                        learning with autonomy and creativity, the type of participation needed to

                        achieve those goals suggests that students are culling large amounts of data

                        from the Internet and sharing that information with their peers in an effort

                        to learn more about a subject. Coursera’s platform allows teachers to

                        disseminate content with little connectionist work on the part of the

                        student; thus, the xMOOC spaces continue to reinscribe power differentials

                        that favor the instructor(s) and not the students. The Coursera xMOOC space

                        has become a virtual representation of the traditional model of face-to-face

                        lecture and test, mirroring Freire’s (1970) banking concept of

                        education.
Finding Safe SpacesUnderstanding when C/LMS platforms limit student learning and participation

                        is crucial to conceiving how to usher in alternative online platforms or

                        programs that foster feminist practices of expression, engagement, and

                        sharing, as not only women, but all sexes and genders, interact in an online

                        space. While we admit that any online space has the potential to limit

                        expression and participation, we also see merit in finding spaces that do so

                        in the fewest possible ways. Another characteristic we suggest looking for

                        when choosing an online space for educational purposes is how amenable the

                        space is for identity formation and expression. Ability to alter colors and

                        information display is one thing, but being able to reorganize a space to

                        suite learner needs and desires is another. Finally, we might also reflect

                        upon the theoretical position of the cMOOC—to create open lines of

                        participation and creativity, and to foster engagement and autonomy as we

                        search for and use spaces to share information with each other. With that

                        said, we also acknowledge the pioneering work that the contributors of

                        FemTechNet are doing with their instantiation of a

                        “DOCC”—that is, a distributed online collaborative course

                        that allows institutions, researchers, and students to participate in a

                        collaborative themed course that departs from the xMOOC model by integrating

                        feminist principles in the model (see Juhasz and Balsamo 2012). We look

                        forward to the developing work the DOCC offers our intellectual communities.

                        Finally, by analyzing and reflecting upon course spaces and by moving to

                        more egalitarian spaces, we come closer to lessening some of the constraints

                        we unintentionally place upon students and ourselves.
[image: mpub7820727-00000108]View AssetTaking Back the SpacesAs we have sought to elucidate in previous sections, the limitations C/LMSs place

                    upon users (both teachers and students) offer the potential for users to feel

                    disenfranchised. And although Carol A. Stabile (1994) contended that critique is

                    essential to upholding a feminist agenda, critique in and of itself is not

                    enough. Instead, we must attempt to move beyond critique to envision

                    alternatives or “possible futures” (Stabile, 156) for writing

                    spaces. Heeding Stabile’s advice, in the following section we seek to

                    offer alternatives in the form of two interconnected, pragmatic suggestions; we

                    argue that by implementing these interrelated approaches, writing teachers can

                    foster the cyberfeminist goals of accessibility and inclusiveness within virtual

                    learning spaces.
	Space must be made: Students and teachers develop beyond functional users

                        of technology into critical users (Selber 2004); they respond to the

                        possibilities and constraints of the virtual classroom space and the

                        technologies used for digital writing.
	Knowledge is coconstructed: Students and teachers collaboratively create

                        and share knowledge. This means that the virtual space must allow all users

                        to have the authority and responsibility to edit and publish information, as

                        in the case of platforms like wikis and blogs.

As we see it, both suggestions are useful for not only elucidating the politics

                    of C/LMSs’ power structures to users but also for encouraging and

                    equipping users to consider the potential for subverting such power in the

                    virtual spaces they occupy. Furthermore, the alternative we seek to encourage is

                    for teachers and students to be more creative within (and beyond) C/LMS spaces

                    since, for many of us, C/LMSs are institutionally required and institutionally

                    designed.
Developing Students’ Capacities for Making SpaceStudents and teachers must develop beyond functional users into critical

                        users of technology (Selber 2004) by acknowledging and responding to the

                        barriers and affordances of virtual classroom spaces and the technologies of

                        digital writing. First and foremost, an awareness of the barriers inherent

                        within template-driven spaces of C/LMS platforms is crucial for both teacher

                        and student. Stuart Selber (2004) offered twenty-first-century teachers and

                        students a comprehensive, multidimensional approach to contemporary literacy

                        practices. Selber’s “postcritical” approach to the

                        teaching of technological literacy warns us, as Selfe and Selfe (1994) did

                        before him, that teachers who “fail to adopt a postcritical

                        stance” consequently cheapen student success as well as student

                        ability to perceive “computers in critical, contextual, and historical

                        ways” (13). Moreover, Selber posited that if students are not educated

                        or afforded the opportunities to critique and manipulate the designs of

                        computer environs, our best intentions for providing students the

                        opportunities to develop their technological literacies run the risk of

                        “simply perpetuat[ing] rather than alleviat[ing] existing social

                        inequalities” (13). Thus, Selber’s multiliteracies approach

                        encourages students and teachers to “use, question, and produce”

                        in technological environs (25).
Although we acknowledge and stress that all digital spaces run the risk of

                        limiting the inclusion and accessibility of some users and that no space is apolitical, we also argue, like Selfe and

                        Selfe (1994), that as teachers we must be attuned to and proactive within

                        these spaces. As Blair (2007) argued, C/LMSs can be seen as “gated

                        communities,” in that they privilege teacher learning styles at the

                        expense of student access to learning. Due to the various barriers C/LMSs

                        construct, it is our responsibility as educators to elucidate these

                        obstructions to students, concurrently equipping them with the ability and

                        authority to recognize such barriers in the other template-driven spaces

                        they occupy. As Arola (2010) argued, recognition and analysis are integral

                        to the eventual subversion of barriers to learning and access. Furthermore,

                        the ability for students to recognize barricades in digital and

                        technological environments develops their skills as critical users of

                        technology (Selber 1994), equipping them to be prepared and successful

                        within the composing situations of the twenty-first century.
Joining Forces, Gaining GroundStudents and teachers must work together to create and share knowledge in

                        online spaces. Virtual space must grant all users the authority and

                        responsibility to edit and publish information, as in the case of platforms

                        like wikis and blogs. Although wikis and blogs are still template-driven

                        spaces, unlike C/LMSs, wikis and blogs can be set to allow all users the

                        ability to edit (somewhat) the form and content of these spaces. Choosing

                        settings on wikis and blogs that allow all users to modify, edit, and upload

                        content is one small but important technique for feminist pedagogues to

                        subvert hierarchies in virtual classroom spaces, thereby allowing students

                        to develop beyond functional users into critical and rhetorical users of

                        technology (Selber 2004).
Grohowski has been using wikis for her first-year writing courses in the way

                        her other colleagues engage the institutionally offered C/LMSs (of once

                        Blackboard and now Canvas) for the last two years. Grohowski modified the

                        wiki’s settings to allow all users the liberty to edit content. In

                        addition, Grohowski sets aside class time to instruct students in modifying

                        content and altering the design of the course wiki, assuring students that

                        the wikispace is an opportunity for students to share the responsibilities

                        of authorship and engagement with one another and with course content. Using

                        the template-driven spaces of Web 2.0 in the forms of blogs and wikis

                        upholds the feminist agenda for decentering authority and fostering

                        community. Torrens and Riley (2009) argued that “the very tall and

                        idealistic charge feminist pedagogies take seriously [are] the effort[s] to

                        empower students, to challenge them personally and academically, to share

                        responsibility for learning, to shape activist thinking, and to engage with

                        the self, with the material, with others, and with one’s

                        community” (213).
Although these Web 2.0 tools can enact the decentering of authority and

                        facilitation of engagement and community building that feminist teachers try

                        to uphold—and while Grohowski has designed this space using the

                        institutionally approved logo and branding color students are familiar with

                        from other online contexts they inhabit—this pedagogical agenda is not

                        warmly received by all students. Grohowski has experienced some backlash

                        from students expressing their frustrations with Grohowski’s departure

                        from the “traditional,” in her intentional avoidance of the

                        institutionally available C/LMSs to which many students have grown

                        accustomed. In end-of-semester evaluations, students press Grohowski to

                        reconsider the familiar space of the C/LMS.
These reactions could be attributed to Selber’s (1994) and

                        Arola’s (2010) claims that if students are not instructed in how to

                        critique such spaces, students remain functional users of technology, unable

                        to manipulate or contribute within diverse online spaces. Furthermore, if

                        students are not first made aware of an instructor’s rationale behind

                        using (or avoiding) a given online space, let alone specifics of how the

                        “design of the space shapes understanding” (Arola 2010, 12),

                        students may be less willing to accept alternative learning spaces.

                        What’s more, the conveniences the C/LMS affords the functional user

                        (e.g., a student needs only to log into the C/LMS to access several course

                        shells; the student does not need to remember the course URL in order to

                        access content) can allow students to see alternative spaces as a barrier to

                        their access to course content. Perhaps students rely on the convenience of

                        being functional users of C/LMSs and other template-driven spaces in ways

                        that may preclude their willingness to embrace the alternative spaces

                        teachers provide.
As Pamela Takayoshi (1994) noted, upholding feminist agendas in teaching with

                        technology runs the risk of oppressing the very students she sought to

                        empower. In fact, as Paulo Freire (1970) contended, “We must never

                        provide the people with programs which have little or nothing to do with

                        their preoccupations, doubts, hopes and fears—programs which at times

                        in fact increase the fears of the oppressed consciousness” (96).

                        Freire stressed that only through dialogue can teachers and students gain

                        awareness of the “structural conditions in which the thought and

                        language of the people are dialectically framed” (96). As a result,

                        feminist teachers run the risk of further oppressing students if they try to

                        enact a decentered classroom authority that is not fully desired (or

                        understood) by their students. Due to what Freire (1970) terms “the

                        structural conditions” for which student “thoughts and language

                        are framed” (96), some students have come to expect the familiar,

                        teacherly centered space of the C/LMS.
It is not just undergraduate students that rely favorably on the familiar,

                        authoritative space of the C/LMS. As Blair has found in her teaching of

                        graduate students in a Computer-Mediated Writing Theory and Practice

                        seminar, when given the choice of multiple platforms for delivering course

                        content during student-led facilitations, some students deliberately choose

                        to utilize the affordances of the C/LMS platform. Blair provided

                        “instructor” status to those students so that they could

                        customize and integrate a range of media content for their facilitations.

                        Blair begins her seminar by explaining her rationale for not using the

                        traditional C/LMS platform (Blackboard) as a course space and providing

                        students with a copy of her 2007 chapter “Course Management Tools as

                        ‘Gated Communities’” as an optional reading. This article

                        serves as explanation for her teaching philosophy and rationale for not

                        primarily engaging the C/LMS for disseminating course content. However,

                        Blair provides students a variety of online platforms—including

                        C/LMSs—in addition to blogs (WordPress), wikis, Second Life,

                        VoiceThread, Adobe Dreamweaver, and Google’s suite of programs.
Because an objective of her course is to instruct teacher-scholars in myriad

                        ways for engaging multimodal theory and practice, it is essential that

                        students be afforded opportunities to employ a broad range of technological

                        tools and platforms. Thus, as the students who chose to use Blackboard

                        demonstrated, all tools are malleable by users. Ultimately, C/LMSs, like any

                        tool or medium, can be used from a feminist standpoint and, as these

                        graduate students demonstrated, C/LMSs can be engaged to subvert structural

                        powers they otherwise uphold.
As students in Blair’s seminar, Martha Wilson Schaffer and Mike

                        Salitrynski used the affordances of a C/LMS (Blackboard) in three very

                        pragmatic ways. First, they used the “pages” feature to share

                        resources with classmates, such as links to relevant websites and

                        information; second, they engaged the “discussion board” tool to

                        facilitate a constructive discussion among their classmates. The use of the

                        discussion board was strategic in that it afforded the potential for both

                        asynchronous and synchronous dialogues to occur among colleagues, as well as

                        the ability for the multiplicity of voices and perspectives to be considered

                        that may not have been accommodated within the time constraints of the

                        typical face-to-face, in-class discussion. Third, Schaffer and Salitrynski

                        creatively used the C/LMS by uploading a short (i.e., thirty-second) welcome

                        video, which informed users of the purpose of the space and how to navigate

                        within it.
As Salitrynski’s and Schaffer’s use of the C/LMS demonstrated,

                        C/LMSs can be utilized in creative and constructive ways for the benefit of

                        both teacher and student. Thus, the alternative we seek to elucidate is more

                        of an approach than the recommendation of the engagement of a particular

                        tool or software. It is often the case that instructors either do not have a

                        choice in the C/LMS or are not aware of alternative spaces for delivering

                        course content. Additionally, in the case of online education, C/LMSs are

                        invaluable to accommodating learning for teacher and student.
C/LMSs are not going anywhere, and we are not arguing that teachers should

                        stop using them all together—such is not a practical or realistic

                        argument. Our intention, like that of cyberfeminist Mary Hocks (2009), has

                        been to offer a cyberfeminist-informed analysis of C/LMS spaces and offer a

                        perspective on these writing spaces that elucidates, among other things, the

                        “institutional infrastructures work[ing] for and against these

                        pleasures, pushing against bodies that must live in time and space”

                        (Hocks 2009, 251). Thus, we recommend the two cyberfeminist-informed,

                        interrelated suggestions that began this section:
	Teachers should encourage students to critique online spaces and

                            digital writing tools; doing so will not only subvert the power inherent

                            in such spaces, but will also foster student development—beyond

                            functional users into critical users of the technologies of

                            writing.
	Students and teacher are cocreators of classroom content. Teachers

                            should facilitate such collaborative teaching and learning by affording

                            greater student access to manipulating and creating course content in

                            virtual spaces. Certainly, this can become problematic in the C/LMS if

                            the teacher is using the space to manage grades. However, the proper

                            adjustments can be made to prevent students from access to all C/LMS

                            content areas. This inclusion can foster the cyberfeminist goals of

                            inclusivity and access to a broader range of student abilities and

                            learning styles.
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                    teacherly roles in virtual spaces, the need to critique such spaces must be

                    balanced with the need to design technologically and pedagogically supported

                    virtual spaces for diverse student learning needs. If students are continually

                    positioned as people under surveillance and control, they may learn to privilege

                    authoritative models over their own needs and opportunities for growth. Although

                    the responsibilities of teachers are increasing in today’s market-driven

                    university models of higher education, writing instructors must use their

                    historical and pedagogical knowledge to shape both the discourse and production

                    of C/LMSs for students in their classes. Educators already rely upon a range of

                    existing websites available to democratize the virtual classroom, but may also

                    collaborate with a community of programmers, marketers, and communication

                    experts to design student-centered learning spaces.
Computers and writing scholars have generated pragmatic, collaborative approaches

                    for subverting virtual hierarchies for well over two decades. For example, Selfe

                    and Selfe (1994) offered three recommendations for challenging the power

                    structure of computer interfaces that we see as upholding a cyberfeminist

                    critique and negotiation of online learning spaces:
	Teachers must “recognize and teach students to recognize” the

                        ideological assumptions technological interfaces privilege and squander

                        (455).
	Teachers must “work with students and computer specialists to

                        re-design/re-imagine/re-create interfaces” that afford diversity and

                        inclusion (455).
	Teachers must seek out collaborative opportunities with others who possess

                        other expertise and work together to “revise interfaces as texts by

                        identifying desirable features generally unavailable in primary

                        interfaces” (499).

Selfe and Selfe’s (1994) recommendations are clearly aligned with the goals

                    of cyberfeminist critique and action in online spaces, in that they connect

                    strongly to Hocks’s (2009) questions regarding the identification of power

                    relationships. Hocks (2009), along with Selfe and Selfe (1994), urged educators

                    to question how such relationships control the ability for students, regardless

                    of gender, to construct personal and professional identities; share

                    responsibility for the format and content of the virtual classroom as a

                    collaborative knowledge-making space; and do so in a range of design modalities

                    that meet the learning styles and information access needs of a broader range of

                    learners.
Certainly, virtual learning spaces should provide students with opportunities to

                    compose in a variety of modes while simultaneously experiencing a variety of

                    teaching methods, enabling greater inclusion and accessibility to a range of

                    student learners. Thus, our goal in this chapter has been that our critique,

                    analysis, and call for alternative virtual learning environments (whether they

                    be existing spaces or newly designed) push against the foundations of

                    surveillance and control within the digital spaces students and teachers

                    currently inhabit, as both Hocks (2009) and Wilding (2004) encourage us to do in

                    order to make room for a range of learners, learning styles, and digital

                    composing methods.
We also see merit in working with colleagues to create learning management

                    systems that allow students to use online spaces for their own learning needs

                    and goals. Future research and projects with computer programmers, writing

                    instructors, business-marketing experts, students, and educators from various

                    disciplines will encourage development of C/LMS platforms and tools to transform

                    online curricular spaces. In creating these spaces, we encourage educators to

                    think big—design C/LMSs for both alphabetic and multimodal compositions,

                    and circulate such virtual spaces to large national markets for the benefit of

                    many students and educators. The design of a transformative learning management

                    system, most importantly, rests with student feedback and input. Thus, any work

                    in designing such spaces must include student engagement at all stages of the

                    project, a process inherently feminist in principle. That said, with the

                    intention of being inclusive of various options for subverting existing C/LMS

                    platforms in use by our writing studies colleagues, Tiffany Koszalka and Radha

                    Ganesan (2004) remind us that our efforts to subvert virtual spaces must move

                    beyond the well intentioned to the well conceived. In other words, as Koszalka

                    and Ganesan posited, integrating sound instructional design principles that work

                    well in classroom-based courses may not be successful in online courses if

                    course philosophy, learning expectations, and online features are not well

                    matched. Using learning goals and an understanding of the value of C/LMS

                    features can help inform distance education in ways that are more likely to

                    support learning, rather than impede it (255).
Important in Koszalka and Ganesan’s approach to C/LMSs use is their

                    attention to designing and using online spaces in ways that support both

                    learning goals and an instructor’s course philosophy, as well as foster

                    accessibility for diverse learning preferences and needs. Thus, we share

                    Koszalka and Ganesan’s (2004) work to further substantiate our claim for

                    the need for cyberfeminist pedagogues to be mindful designers of online learning

                    spaces, in order to effectively best facilitate student learning and one’s

                    instructional goals regardless of tool. Indeed, as Takayoshi (1994) stressed,

                    students and teachers require encouragement, freedom, and multiple opportunities

                    to use the “master’s tools” for their own curricular and

                    pedagogical purposes, and in ways that are potentially transformative. Such use

                    of the “master’s tools”—whether C/LMSs, MOOCs, or Web

                    2.0—subverts more managerial and hierarchical power structures, proving

                    that all tools and all spaces can be shaped by user values. In this way, we

                    encourage both current and future educators to uphold Takayoshi’s

                    eloquent, early cyberfeminist call that teachers offer students

                    “technology as a tool with which to build new houses—houses with

                    open doors and windows and space for everyone” (1994, 33).
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Chapter 2: A Design Philosophy for a Multimodal Composition ClassroomAimée Knight
Knight recounts the story behind the construction of a multimedia production

                classroom at St. John’s University and argues that an explicit design

                philosophy was crucial in the successful realization of this space. Following the

                classroom from its initial proposal stage through to completion, this chapter

                details how the new classroom and accompanying design philosophy developed.
Through this retelling, Knight explores how a design philosophy can be a crucial

                component of space design. Although focused on one specific case study, the chapter

                offers advice others can use regarding the development and implementation of a

                design philosophy.
What Is a Design Philosophy?What is its purpose? Why did we need one to build a

                    classroom? How might a design philosophy help others? These are the questions

                    this chapter explores, as it tells the story behind the building of a multimedia

                    production classroom, my department’s second classroom renovation to date.

                    Following the space from its initial proposal stage (Fall 2012) through to

                    completion (Fall 2013), this chapter details how our new classroom and our

                    accompanying design philosophy developed. Action verbs serve to guide the reader

                    through the text, much as they guided my department through a yearlong process

                    of production.
ApproachFaculty in my Communication Studies department approach communications through

                    the study of digital media and through a commitment to digital innovation and

                    collaboration (with our colleagues, our students, and our community). Our

                    curriculum emphasizes hands-on, experiential learning. All students in our

                    department “learn by doing,” as they produce digital artifacts that

                    combine multiple modalities through sound, image, and user interaction. When I

                    was asked by my university to design a classroom for the new Communication

                    Studies program in Spring 2009 (before I officially arrived), I knew I wanted to

                    design an environment that would facilitate the teaching and learning of

                    multimedia composing. I borrowed from the designs of my dissertation director,

                    Dànielle DeVoss, as she was (and still is) researching university

                    infrastructure and class design (which led to the initial floor plan shown in

                        figure 2.1).
[image: Figure 2.1. Original Proposed Classroom Floorplan]Figure 2.1. Original Proposed Classroom FloorplanView AssetAfter dozens of meetings with IT, facilities, and outside architects over an

                    eighteen-month period, the classroom came online in January 2011. This initial

                    classroom, Merion 150, is a flexible space, designed so that pedagogy—not

                    architecture—drives student participation and interaction. The room

                    features eight wall-mounted HDTVs with notebook VGA connections, breakaway

                    tables and chairs, and notebook and tablet computers for student use. In March

                    2013 we added Xbox video game consoles to each HDTV.
This flexible and easily modified space supports
	Individual student work,
	Collaborative group work,
	Small-group discussion, and
	Large-group seminars and presentations (see figures 2.2 and 2.3).

From Spring 2011 to Spring 2013, Merion 150 supported all of the Communication

                    Studies course offerings. In addition, the space was regularly used for meetings

                    and workshops. By Fall 2012, my fast-growing department needed a second

                    classroom. Our objective was to obtain another physical classroom space that

                    would help us best teach digital media studies in theory and practice. As we

                    (the teaching faculty) entered into daily conversations concerning the new

                    space, we found our understanding of the teaching and learning of digital

                    composition deepened. In advocating for a space that aligned with what we valued

                    pedagogically, we came to develop a design philosophy—that is, our ideas

                    about the purpose of a built environment and what it should accomplish.
[image: Figure 2.2. Students with laptops]Figure 2.2. Students with laptopsView Asset[image: Figure 2.3. Students with shared displays]Figure 2.3. Students with shared displaysView AssetYet the particular classroom we designed in academic year 2012–2013 and the

                    design philosophy we crafted are not the main focus here. While the story

                    involves specifics from our unique case, including schematics and a cast of

                    characters, I do not wish to necessarily advocate for a specific kind of

                    classroom or philosophy. Classroom designs and philosophies are situational and

                    best crafted with care on a case-by-case basis. The ultimate purpose of this

                    chapter is to demonstrate the rhetorical agency of a design philosophy.

                    Developing a philosophy was essential for my department to
	Build the most effective teaching and learning space possible,
	Communicate our ideas to a variety of stakeholders,
	Negotiate our classroom vision from a strong bargaining position,

                        and
	Effectively solve problems and work within constraints in the process of

                        completing the project.

ProcessA design philosophy is, in essence, a statement of guiding principles that inform

                    and shape real-world deliverables. Whether implicitly or explicitly, successful

                    designers often subscribe to certain theories, attitudes, values, and beliefs

                    that drive their design process and translate ideas into real-world goods. It

                    was helpful to look at the creative process of other designers as we worked to

                    envision our new classroom space. Some notable design philosophies include the

                    work of Ray and Charles Eames, Frank Lloyd Wright, Apple, and 37 Signals.
Ray and Charles EamesImportant twentieth-century designers of architecture and modern furniture,

                        Ray and Charles Eames also pioneered innovative technologies and processes.

                        The Eames design philosophy (see figure

                            2.4) identified the intersecting needs of client, society, and

                        designer. The company focused its energies on developing products that met

                        the needs of all three.
[image: Figure 2.4. Statement of the Eames Design Process by Charles Eames for

                            the Louvre Show, “What is Design” (1969); retrieved from the

                            Library of Congress.]Figure 2.4. Statement of the Eames Design Process by Charles Eames for

                            the Louvre Show, “What is Design” (1969); retrieved from the

                            Library of Congress.View AssetFrank Lloyd WrightRenowned modern architect Frank Lloyd Wright (1945) designed buildings that

                        were in harmony with the surrounding environment, according to a philosophy

                        he called organic architecture: “Form and function thus become one in

                        design and execution if the nature of materials and method and purpose are

                        all in unison” (298; see figure

                            2.5).
[image: Figure 2.5. Fallingwater]Figure 2.5. FallingwaterView AssetAppleThe Apple design philosophy was in place before Apple Computer had made its

                        first product, and it now informs all of the company’s consumer

                        electronics, computer software, and personal computers. Central to

                        Apple’s design philosophy is the axiom “Simple is good.”

                        According to Jonathan Ive, senior vice president of industrial design at

                        Apple, in order for a product be simple, “You have to deeply

                        understand the essence of a product in order to be able to get rid of the

                        parts that are not essential” (Issacson 2011, 343).
37 SignalsThe web application company 37 Signals (http://37signals.com/) is known as

                        much for its software design process as for innovative products like

                        Basecamp and Ruby on Rails. In 2006, 37 Signals published a manifesto that

                        expressed the company’s “major ideas and philosophies that drive

                        the Getting Real process.” These include tenets such as interface

                        first, epicenter design, and context over consistency. Getting Real

                        demonstrates how the design philosophy itself guides the company in its

                        day-to-day processes as it develops web applications.
Design philosophies are tools to navigate the process of production, whether

                        one is constructing a building, furniture, a computer, or web app. Although

                        they may be little more than a statement of ideas, they are proactive

                        statements that guide a process of production to effect a change.
HackThe Communications Studies program is a recent addition to Saint Joseph’s

                    University, first becoming a minor in 2009, a major in 2011, and achieving

                    departmental status in June 2012. In the program’s short existence,

                    however, it has seen tremendous student demand. In the first official year of

                    our new department, 2012–2013, we had a fast-growing major and limited

                    faculty and resources. With over 250 students enrolled, we had only three

                    tenure-track faculty to serve this student population and one (marvelous)

                    classroom (see table 2.1).
Table 2.1. Growth in department between 2009 and 2014	year
	students
	tenure-system faculty

	2009–2010
	44
	1

	2010–2011
	81
	1 ½

	2011–2012
	188
	2

	2012–2013
	252
	3

	2013–2014
	280+
	4


The university administration was slow-paced with regard to the allocation of

                    resources and facilities. During this time, the university administration asked

                    us repeatedly (1) to raise our course caps (all of our courses were capped at

                    seventeen) and (2) to teach in existing (less than ideal; see figures 2.6 and 2.7) classrooms and labs, which we resisted.
[image: Figure 2.6. Less than ideal lab]Figure 2.6. Less than ideal labView Asset[image: Figure 2.7. Less than ideal classroom]Figure 2.7. Less than ideal classroomView AssetMeanwhile, faculty in my department entered into almost daily conversations about

                    what we valued pedagogically. Our pedagogical values necessitated arguments for

                    small class sizes and studio-type teaching environments. We repeatedly returned

                    to these pedagogical arguments, in reports, in meetings, in conversations, in

                    emails—anytime we needed to advocate for resources that would help us to

                    best teach communication studies in theory and practice. These repeated ideas

                    and approaches became the basis for what we call our design philosophy—our

                    particular ideas about the purpose of built environments and what they should

                    accomplish. Written in plain English with minimal jargon, the statement reflects

                    our shared beliefs and specific objectives regarding teaching spaces. Our design

                    philosophy became a tool to effectively interface with a variety of

                    stakeholders, from administration to facilities to IT. It became a tool to guide

                    our process of production; at times, it served as our creed, or manifesto.
A design philosophy is akin to a philosophy of teaching, a genre with which many

                    teachers and scholars of computers and writing are familiar. The design of

                    curriculum, syllabi, even lesson plans and activities is often informed by these

                    philosophical statements. Many teachers craft public statements of teaching, the

                    purpose of which is to explain our personal pedagogical attitudes, values, and

                    approaches to a variety of stakeholders, including search committees,

                    departments, administrators, colleagues, and even ourselves, as we reflect on

                    what shapes and guides our own practice in the classroom. The design philosophy,

                    as we see it, is different in that it is a collective

                    department document that guides a process of production in order to effect

                    change.
In the spirit of “Hacking Spaces” (Walls, Schopieray, and DeVoss

                    2009), we view design philosophies as tools for “hacking” our

                    classrooms. In this article, the authors take a hacktivist approach to analyzing

                    instructional spaces. Taking their cues from The New

                        Hacker’s Dictionary, they situate a hacker as one who enjoys the

                    intellectual challenge of creatively overcoming or circumventing limitations. By

                    offering a five-part analytical framework, Walls et al. help teachers identify

                    how spaces can be hacked to better support their pedagogical goals and values as

                    well as “hack slow-moving institutional structures” (272). A design

                    philosophy operates similarly to this analytical framework; it is another kind

                    of tool for departments to make local arguments to hack instructional space

                    design.
Although individual teachers or collective departments might not see themselves

                    as designers (or hackers, for that matter), there are inevitably things we each

                    want to change at our institutions. A design philosophy can set those changes in

                    motion. According to social scientist Herbert Simon (1981), “Everyone

                    designs who devises courses of action aimed at changing existing situations into

                    preferred ones” (129). A design philosophy is just that: a proactive

                    statement that reflects the goals and intentions of the department. Design

                    philosophies are forward-focused documents for change. They provide departments

                    with a tool for negotiating change and are in and of themselves change

                    agents.
ProactWe borrowed freely from teachers, designers, artists, start-ups, and architects

                    while thinking about what a design philosophy is and how one should be

                    crafted.
Think Like a DesignerDesign thinking is a human-centered approach to problem solving that helps

                        people think innovatively and creatively about a problem or situation.

                        It’s about applying a designer’s sensibility and methods to

                        problem solving in order to create a viable strategy for change that meets

                        people’s needs. It’s more of a philosophical approach than a

                        particular tool or technique (Lockwood 2009). In fact, design thinking

                        “is all about exploring different possibilities” (Brown 2009, 6)

                        and may involve various methods, both informal and formal. The specific

                        methods, however, are not as important as the overall approach to creative

                        problem solving and working within constraints.
Focus on ExperienceAccording to Jared Spool (2009), founder of User Interface Engineering, a

                        research, training, and consulting firm, there are five kinds of design

                        decision styles:
	Unintended design: design that just happens
	Self design: designing for oneself
	Genius design: designing for others based on experience and

                            research
	Activity-focused design: Large-group seminars and presentations
	User-focused design: designing for the overall user experience.

Teams that adopt a user-focused design decision style are framed by user

                        research and look beyond just activities, examining in-depth the goals,

                        needs, and contexts of users, using that information to drive decisions. Our

                        own design philosophy was informed by a user-focused approach. (We do also

                        have plans to make user-centered research more concrete in the years to

                        come. Although we had two years of field research in our first classroom, we

                        have not formally researched student learning and experience in a

                        collaborative learning space. We need more empirical, user-focused design

                        research that addresses how physical classroom designs influence

                        students’ learning experiences. As we collect data, we will better

                        understand the contextual nature of student’s experience in the

                        multimedia classroom, which will inevitably lead to an evolving design

                        philosophy in the years to come.)
Move from Data to StoryWhichever design style is used, whatever methods are employed, a design

                        philosophy is born from data. It may be as simple as entering into

                        departmental conversations about the beliefs and aspirations that drive

                        faculty, then looking for certain patterns to emerge. It may be a full-scale

                        research study. The idea is to synthesize the data to tell a meaningful

                        story. According to Tim Brown (2009), “Synthesis, the act of

                        extracting meaningful patterns from masses of raw information, is a

                        fundamentally creative act; the data are just that—data—and the

                        facts never speak for themselves” (70). Crafting a story around the

                        data is a generative, collective enterprise that becomes the scaffolding for

                        the guiding principles of a department’s design philosophy.
Frame Principles ProactivelySimon Sinek (2008), a strategic communicator and consultant, suggested

                        framing situations proactively, rather than reactively: “When we

                        react, we look to point fingers and assign blame (to others or ourselves)

                        for the existence of the situation. We work to compensate or prevent bad

                        things from happening. When we proact, we accept the situation as fact and

                        start looking for solutions or alternatives. We work to make good things

                        happen.” Sinek’s “forward focused” approach

                        encourages people to unite around their goals and intentions. Our philosophy

                        reflected, in tangible ways, the motivations and proactive arguments that

                        informed our classroom design. The principles clearly expressed our purpose

                        in a way that helped us to garner support from those outside of the

                        department.
Qualify and QuantifySinek (2009) also encouraged people to state their goals as actionable verbs:

                        “For values or guiding principles to be truly effective they have to

                        be verbs. It’s not ‘integrity,’ it’s ‘always

                        do the right thing.’ It’s not ‘innovation,’

                        it’s ‘look at the problem from a different angle.’

                        Articulating our values as verbs gives us a clear idea—we have a clear

                        idea of how to act in any situation” (67). With verbs, there is road

                        map for decision making and measurement. Instead of a vague or abstract

                        concept, there is a principle people can act on or act out. Action verbs

                        help to both qualify and quantify ambitions. The department then has a road

                        map to action.
JustifyOur design philosophy details a variety of concrete, tangible elements in the

                    classroom. It also justifies those elements, pedagogically, in a persuasive

                    fashion. Although it’s written in a Q & A format below, it’s a

                    script we all know by heart, as we have repeated it many times throughout the

                    year. Whether we are talking to our students, instructional technology staff,

                    administration, architects, facilities, or faculty in other departments, we make

                    a habit of telling everyone that we, as a department, are committed to digital

                    innovation and collaboration with our colleagues, our students, and our

                    community. Our objective is to build hands-on learning spaces that help us work

                    together to reach those goals.
Why Do You Create a Studio Environment?
We Value Active, Hands-on Learning

Our curriculum, centered on digital production, emphasizes hands-on, experiential

                    learning. All students in our Communication Studies department combine theory

                    and practice as they “learn by doing.” A studio setting is important

                    because we believe theory isn’t enough; students must have practice

                    applying the skills and knowledge they learn about in class. Class projects

                    focus on the creation of media-convergent texts that combine multiple modalities

                    including sound, image, and user interaction. Students build their knowledge of

                    techniques and media to develop a digital portfolio over a number of years. Open

                    studio hours are an important part of the learning process, as students have a

                    place to practice new skills and abilities.
Why Do You Need Small Class Sizes?
We Value Contact between Instructor and Student

Teachers and scholars of multimodal composition recognize production-oriented

                    work as labor intensive. When asked to produce multimodal compositions (e.g.,

                    video, audio production, web design), students are often required to work in

                    new, unfamiliar, and shifting spaces. The work of producing these compositions

                    requires a range of learning activities, including close interactions between

                    teacher and student (e.g., tutoring, training, and mentoring), peer-to-peer

                    interactions, collaborative group work, lecture, seminar, and discussion. Small

                    class sizes ensure that students receive the support they need as they explore

                    new rhetorical genres and experiment with new technologies.
Why Do You Use Large Display Screens?
We Value Collaborative Work

Collaborative group work is a way for students to pool resources and skills to

                    complete complex tasks (that they might not be able to accomplish alone).

                    Peer-to-peer interaction enables students to work within their own zone of

                    proximal development (Vygotsky 1978) and helps them navigate unfamiliar terrain

                    with more confidence. Our pedagogical directive is to provide the space and

                    guidance necessary for rigorous student engagement. Multiple large-panel display

                    screens ensure that students have an optimal experience and are not crowded

                    around one small screen while working together. Multiple laptop/tablet inputs

                    mean that each student is part of an active, hands-on experience, even in a

                    group setting.
Why Is Your Furniture Mobile?
We Value Learning in Communities

Rather than knowledge being something that is “discovered,” we

                    believe knowledge is socially constructed. To that end, we seek to design spaces

                    that encourage students to engage in the process of learning together. Learning

                    communities are defined as “groups of people working together with shared

                    interests, common goals, and responsibilities toward one another and the group

                    as a whole” (Brophy 2004, 27). Moveable, ergonomic furniture allows

                    students to assemble in multiple configurations to complete shared tasks and

                    achieve objectives, while the professor moves among them interacting,

                    facilitating, and fostering opportunities for engaged learning. Movable,

                    reconfigurable tables and chairs allow students freedom to explore

                    possibilities; learning can happen in unstructured, nonpredictable ways.
Why Is Your Technology on the Periphery?
We Put Learning First (Technology Second)

We believe the focus of classroom design, even technology-rich classroom design,

                    needs to be on students first, not technology. When the focus is placed on

                    fostering active, social, experiential learning, technologies often move into

                    the background. While students have access to cutting-edge resources as they

                    make and reflect upon media, our core learning outcomes are based not on

                    ever-changing technological skills, but on effective communication, teamwork,

                    innovation, design thinking, and social entrepreneurship.
VisualizeBased on an early Fall 2012 report issued from our fast-growing department to the

                    dean, all parties agreed that a new classroom was a necessity. Originally, the

                    university administration suggested a small classroom on the third floor of

                    Merion Hall (Room 352). While this classroom offered the advantage of keeping

                    class sizes small (around twelve students), the tiny space was not very

                    flexible. After some deliberation, my department suggested the renovation of a

                    much larger classroom in Merion Hall (Room 174; see figure 2.8). This classroom offered more open space

                    and natural sunlight.
Based on conversations with my department, I drafted a sketch of our new

                    classroom using free, online 3D design software. Once I created a schematic (see

                        figure 2.9), I showed the design to my

                    colleagues for their input. I then sent the sketch on to administration and IT.

                    All stakeholders found these renderings useful and a concrete vision of our

                    ideal classroom began to take shape.
[image: Figure 2.8. Former Merion 174]Figure 2.8. Former Merion 174View Asset[image: Figure 2.9. Original sketch with AutoDesk Homestyler. This sketch was also

                        promptly critiqued by Joe Petragani (associate vice president, Office of IT,

                        CIO.]Figure 2.9. Original sketch with AutoDesk Homestyler. This sketch was also

                        promptly critiqued by Joe Petragani (associate vice president, Office of IT,

                        CIO.View AssetBelow are some email transcripts highlighting conversations with a variety of

                    stakeholders, dealing with some of the finer points of the renovation of the

                    classroom. Of interest is the rhetorical role of our design philosophy and how

                    it helped us in our design process and negotiations.
View from Administration: Paul Aspan, Associate Dean, College of Arts and

                        Sciences“One key factor to consider is that the original cost of converting

                        this room to an updated version of MH 150 would cost $250K. As you see from

                        Joe’s comments below, the inclusion of the breakout space probably

                        doubles that cost. I am not trying to discourage you all, but during my

                        previous discussions with Bill [the dean] Brice [the provost], Joe and Alex

                        Oleykowski [facilities managers)] nobody blinked at $250K. $500K changes the

                        game. That does not mean it cannot or will not happen, but it does make the

                        slope significantly steeper than what we currently face. Thus, the pertinent

                        question for AY 13–14 is: does the department need the breakout rooms

                        now, or can these be deferred until the next phase, now projected for

                        Academic Year 2014–15 (though projected in the most vague terms,

                        seeking a building or other expansive space for offices and

                        teaching)?” (Aspan 2012).
View from Information Technology: Joseph F. Petragnani, Associate Vice

                        President, Office of IT—CIO“Aimee’s ideas go beyond the scope of what was originally

                        discussed, which was to create another version of Merion 150. In particular,

                        adding two video gaming/usability rooms raises the stakes significantly.

                        This will impact heating, air conditioning, ventilation, lighting and

                        electrical in a way that is not reflected in the original request. So, if

                        this design represents the objective, I think it is vital to submit a

                        revised project request form that not only changes the location (174 instead

                        of 352) but also details this change of scope.
Assuming for the moment that the gaming rooms are part of the scope, we do

                        not believe these should be placed on the west side of the existing room. We

                        have a couple of reasons for taking this position: first, the existing

                        teaching station would be difficult to move far enough out of the way to

                        accommodate these rooms. Underneath that station is a floor box (less than

                        eight feet off the west wall) with conduits embedded into the concrete floor

                        to enable audio/visual and tele/data cabling to be run inconspicuously from

                        the teaching station, out to the corridor wall, and up to the ceiling area.

                        It would be an expensive proposition to move all of this. Secondly, and

                        perhaps more significantly, if these new rooms are located along the west

                        wall, access will be limited when class is in session (which will be most of

                        the time as I understand things). No one would be able to enter these rooms

                        without passing through the main classroom space.
Our drawing suggests (see figure 2.10;

                        dashed blue lines) locating the new gaming rooms along the east wall, with

                        part of the classroom space set aside for a new corridor providing access to

                        the two gaming rooms as well as to the classroom. We’d remove the

                        current entrance door (converting the doorway to a passage); create a new

                        north to south classroom wall with a doorway; and, create two new rooms to

                        the east of this corridor for gaming—formed by a second north to south

                        wall as well as an east-west wall dividing that space. We believe this would

                        not only provide for greater accessibility to the gaming rooms, but also

                        allow for better noise control and less class disruption. Please note that

                        we have not validated this concept with architects or engineers—this

                        is something that would have to occur if a decision is made to move in this

                        direction.
[image: Figure 2.10. Rendering by Media Services.]Figure 2.10. Rendering by Media Services.View AssetWhen we’ve discussed budgetary figures for this project, the idea of

                        gaming rooms (and whatever technology would be needed to complement these

                        spaces) was not in the mix. I think it is reasonable to anticipate the cost

                        of the project at least doubling if gaming is added. We spoke yesterday

                        about this being a “design/build” project in which we had

                        limited outside help. With the changes we anticipate to construct the gaming

                        spaces, it is quite likely that the support of an architect and an engineer

                        will be a requirement.
As I type this, our Media Services team is trying to assess options for how

                        to do the classroom display sharing in a cost effective way that reduces the

                        amount of cabling that must be run to each LCD (since several of the

                        displays would be located on block walls.) There are some new technologies

                        that have matured since we did Merion 150 that may help with this”

                        (Petragnani 2012).
A day later, in response to Joe Petragnani’s comments, I drafted a

                        second version of the classroom, which didn’t involve separate

                        breakout rooms. Due to the long silence that followed, I doubt anyone ever

                        looked at these sketches.
[image: Figure 2.11. Second sketch without breakout rooms.]Figure 2.11. Second sketch without breakout rooms.View AssetView from Media Services: James Wilson, Director and Chief Engineer, and

                        Justin Fowler, Engineer“The decision to go with the Brown Innovations Sound Domes in Merion

                        174 started with interest in using them in previous applications. Media

                        Services showed interest in them in the past but the implementation always

                        fell by the wayside due to cost and budget limitations. For Merion 174 we

                        were able to get a budget that would allow us to purchase the Sound Domes.

                        They play an integral role in the design of the collaboration spaces to

                        allow the teams to work independently on a project without disturbing one

                        another with various sounds and levels. The sound domes are designed to keep

                        all audio confined to the listeners in the general area under each dome.
We were also able to save on some costs because Merion 174 already has

                        technology installed that we were able to work into the design of the new

                        system. Based on ideas proposed to us by faculty, we wanted to implement a

                        system that was completely wireless. This has a number of benefits. It makes

                        for a highly flexible collaborative work environment, it is neat and

                        aesthetically pleasing, and it requires less support and management of

                        cables and connectors. With this in mind, we could not implement standard

                        speakers at each station because the sound would be distracting to students

                        at other stations.
This led to bringing back the Sound Dome idea. With the Sound Dome, students

                        can listen to audio at a station without plugging in headphones and without

                        distracting other students in the room. The sound is completely isolated to

                        their station. Although the final decision for technology implementation is

                        made by the Media Services engineering team (Jim Wilson, Justin Fowler and

                        Kyle Tucker), we rely on faculty input to guide us in the right direction to

                        ensure we are meeting the needs of professors and students. We take their

                        ideas and requests and mold them into a design that best suits their

                        needs” (Wilson and Fowler 2013).
ReviseThrough our design philosophy, we were able to convey our goals and beliefs to a

                    variety of stakeholders. In many instances, people involved went out of their

                    way to help us build a collaborative learning classroom. We found that the

                    stakeholders were almost as excited as we were about the prospect of having a

                    new kind of teaching and learning space on campus, a space that could be a model

                    for other renovated classrooms in the future. This section references not only

                    the return of the gaming area to the project, but also the inclusion of Sound

                    Domes and ClassSpot (two firsts at our university) to facilitate collaborative

                    learning.
Our Communication Studies department had initially been informed that the video

                    game breakout room could not be built due to cost concerns. Months later at a

                    March meeting, Media Services provided us with a sketch that reinserted the

                    gaming area (with couches, tables, and divider screens). In an email, I asked

                    Media Services for clarification on how this decision had come to pass.
View from Media Services: James Wilson, Director and Chief Engineer, and

                        Justin Fowler, Engineer“We heard that the breakout rooms would not happen because of cost. The

                        initial idea was to build a separate room which would require building walls

                        and re-doing the HVAC system. It was off the table for a while and we

                        brought the idea back by saying ‘why does the game room have to be

                        completely closed off? Can’t we just keep an open concept and use

                        moveable dividers to section off the room?’ We thought some sort of

                        wall was necessary to block off the students in the game room to keep from

                        distracting the rest of the class but didn’t feel you needed to

                        construct a completely sectioned off room to do it.
This is also a key reason the Sound Domes were implemented so students could

                        have a game room, in an open concept, without distracting others around

                        them. Again it came down to doing what we could to meet the requests of

                        faculty while staying within budget” (Wilson and Fowler 2013).
At the early spring meeting we were also told that our classroom could

                        feature ClassSpot, a system that encourages collaborative work spaces and

                        file sharing. We had been looking at this system for years, but it had

                        always proved cost prohibitive. In an email, I asked David Lees, Executive

                        Director, Academic Technology and Distributed Learning, for details.
View from Academic Technology and Distributed Learning: David Lees,

                        Executive Director“We began looking at TideBreak’s ClassSpot a few years ago for

                        collaborative class spaces. Unfortunately, at the time ClassSpot was too

                        expensive to purchase and maintain. The university has experimented with

                        some other options for collaboration, ranging from basic hardwired switching

                        devices to an experiment with WOWvision this upcoming summer. The university

                        decided to use ClassSpot in 174 because it was the best match for the

                        faculty members’ functionality and the pricing structure of the

                        product can now be supported by the university. The decision is usually made

                        by IT trying to meet faculty needs with products that are affordable and can

                        be affordably maintained. Annually, IT requests capital funding to upgrade

                        existing classrooms. The university will continue to add collaborative

                        learning spaces in the future. These rooms are much more expensive than

                        traditional classrooms. We are considering that about 10% of the university

                        teaching spaces will need to incorporate collaborative teaching technologies

                        in the not too distant future” (Lees 2013).
ClarifyAlthough my department was vigilant about clearly and consistently communicating

                    our ideas about teaching and learning to all stakeholders on campus, we found

                    that the designing and planning process was not at all transparent. In fact, we

                    were often in the dark about how any given decision was made or even who made

                    it. For example, when the administration initially offered us a small classroom

                    for conversion (Merion 352), we suggested a much larger space (Merion 174).

                    Below are different viewpoints about why the university was willing to let us

                    convert the larger classroom to suit our department’s needs and insight

                    into that decision-making process.
View from Faculty: Tim Lockridge, Assistant Professor, Communications

                        Studies“Regarding the conversion of a large classroom, I think it is connected

                        to a push for increasing cap sizes. Our classes have a very small number of

                        seats, and I assume this is read (institutionally) as

                        inefficient—especially for a private university. I can’t help

                        but read the large classroom size as an attempt to increase the number of

                        available seats in each section. In response to this, I think our department

                        has to develop a strong system of internal assessment and argue (with data)

                        that the small class sizes yield better instruction. It is also worth noting

                        that we were initially offered a very small classroom, which we declined. I

                        sometimes worry that, in accepting the larger space, we’ve conceded

                        too much” (Lockridge 2013).
View from Faculty: Mike Lyons, Assistant Professor, Communication

                        Studies“The university understands that students value and even are beginning

                        to expect alternative learning spaces. That said, I don’t think this

                        would have happened without the persistent effort of the department. The IT

                        people are excited, the architects are excited, it’ll just a little

                        longer for the administration to get onboard. I’m not sure who made

                        the decision, but it probably was a pretty easy one once they saw the

                        admissions numbers” (Lyons 2013).
View from Administrative: Paul Aspan, Associate Dean, College of Arts and

                        Sciences“The decision was made by the Provost and the Dean of Arts and

                        Sciences, with input from the COM Studies Department, SJU IT and Facilities

                        Management. This constituted a very positive exercise in shared

                        decision-making, as all of those constituencies practiced openness and

                        critical thinking as collaborative planners and stakeholders in this

                        project. Merion 174 was chosen with input from all four decision groups due

                        to its size, location and pre-existing conditions, e.g., the ease with which

                        it could be converted, its insulation from the elements and overall

                        security. This will suit the COM department’s needs in that the

                        unprecedented growth of the department requires more lab space for the

                        pedagogy that drives the program, and with the addition of one professor

                        this year and two more next year, plus a lab coordinator, both labs should

                        be running to near capacity in terms of available schedule slots as well as

                        seating for students by August 2014. Thus, the Communication Studies

                        Department will require significantly more office space and other

                        facilities, including break out rooms and a third lab by the time August

                        2014 dawns” (Aspan 2013).
CollaborateWhile the design/build process was often opaque, my department still felt that we

                    had a large degree of agency in renovating a space on campus to suit our needs.

                    With much collaboration, our goals were achieved and we now have an ideal space

                    for teaching and learning. We attribute this achievement to having a design

                    philosophy that helped us to communicate our ideas clearly to a variety of

                    stakeholders.
View from Faculty: Mike Lyons, Assistant Professor, Communication

                        Studies“I think input from the COM department was the guiding force for the

                        project. The space design would not look like it does without the persistent

                        efforts of the COM department to consistently push for the original

                        vision” (Lyons 2013).
View from Media Services: James Wilson, Director and Chief Engineer“The COM department was essential in helping us shape Merion 174. They

                        had this idea of a completely flexible collaborative workspace that the

                        students can take control of the learning experience and the professor acts

                        as kind of a mediator. They wanted the class to focus on student to student

                        project based learning rather than traditional teacher lecture methods.

                        These ideas led us to research technology that would help reach this

                        goal” (Fowler 2013).
View from Administration: Paul Aspan, Associate Dean, College of Arts and

                        Sciences“The key has been the seamless approach to teaching, research and

                        service evinced by the current COM faculty. Partnership is as important for

                        any academic department as intellectual formation and technical competence.

                        Ancient Greek texts have a word for the reality of the current COM program:

                        koinonia. It is often translated as ‘partnership’ or

                        ‘fellowship,’ but in fact stems from the ideal of the ancient

                        polis, where the citizens understood themselves as bound together

                        interdependently for the promotion of the common good. The input from the

                        COM department in this case reflected that sort of ‘partnership’

                        and thus provided a clear vision that spoke not only to an ideal classroom,

                        but also to the practical components needed to create and sustain it. I

                        would be remiss if I did not add that both Facilities and IT ‘bought

                        into’ this well conceived vision, and have supported it, as have the

                        Dean and the Provost. But, to use a variation on a theme, the success of the

                        project can be attributed directly to the solidarity of the COM department

                        as colleagues and partners in teaching and research informed not only by

                        their individual training, but also by their respective commitments to the

                        mission of education in the Jesuit tradition.
A successful argument for ideal classroom space stems from a well conceived

                        program of research and pedagogy. The COM Department was able to craft a

                        thoroughly convincing argument for a new lab, for the proposition grew

                        organically out of the conversations and collaboration that happens on a

                        daily basis in the department. It would be mistaken to think that COM is

                        simply a department that is adept at the newest developments in digital

                        communication. Rather, the colleagues who comprise the department have

                        established a paradigm within the department for collaboration on building a

                        major and minor curriculum, the ways and means of pedagogy, and for research

                        and publication. I can think of no other department in the University where

                        the faculty cohort has such a forward leaning vision that is so cohesive and

                        oriented toward partnership in teaching and research. Thus, in this case,

                        the department was able to make a strong case for an ideal classroom space

                        by stating, in essence, ‘here is what we need for what we do. Here is

                        what we do, together, and individually, and here is how the space we

                        envision will help us accomplish our mission with and for the

                        students’” (Aspan 2013).
NegotiateDuring the academic year 2012–2013, my department learned a great deal

                    about making arguments for ideal classroom spaces. Still, there is much to

                    learn. In hindsight, it would have been beneficial to have a clearer

                    understanding of the entire decision-making process at our university and the

                    specific roles of each stakeholder involved in the process. Below are viewpoints

                    from faculty and media services about the process of making an argument for an

                    ideal classroom space. Of note is the use of our design philosophy, which helped

                    us negotiate our classroom vision from a strong bargaining position.
View from Faculty: Tim Lockridge, Assistant Professor, Communication

                        Studies“I think vision is key: A department needs to communicate a vision that

                        aligns with a set of curricular goals as well as the larger university

                        mission” (Lockridge 2013).
View from Faculty: Mike Lyons, Assistant Professor, Communication

                        Studies“I think the first thing you need to do is lay out your pedagogical

                        philosophy very clearly and then design a space that fits that philosophy.

                        Don’t rely on administrators to connect the dots” (Lyons

                        2013).
View from Media Services: James Wilson, Director and Chief Engineer, and

                        Justin Fowler, Engineer“Unique systems like Merion 174 usually start with a request from a

                        faculty member looking for something unique. When this happens we meet with

                        them to hear their ideas and requests and do our best to meet them. A

                        perfect example is the Nicolette Music Studio. A professor brought the idea

                        of having a classroom with a professional grade 7.1 surround sound system

                        for music composition. We got a budget together and designed a system around

                        exactly what they were looking for.
If it were up to me, Merion 150 and Merion 174 would absolutely be prototypes

                        for future classrooms at St. Joe’s. The pedagogy of today advocates

                        for collaborative peer to peer work and these classrooms provide students

                        with exactly that. If implemented correctly, the students will have the most

                        effective learning experience . . . in any . . . classroom. It is not to say

                        that these classrooms are the be-all end-all for every class and subject,

                        because we know not all classrooms and subjects are the same, but I hope at

                        the very least they serve as a model of how the classroom experience should

                        be” (Wilson and Fowler 2013).
ReflectIn late August 2013, the Merion 174 classroom renovation was complete, just in

                    time for classes. The process took one calendar year, as we started the

                    production process in August 2012. By sharing our design philosophy and

                    classroom sketches with administration, we were able to develop a teaching and

                    learning space that suited our needs. Collaboration with IT refined those ideas,

                    making the classroom even more ideal for collaborative teaching and learning.

                    The project reflects a collective approach to collaboration and creative problem

                    solving.
The photographs in figures 2.12–2.17 demonstrate how students and faculty

                    are using the renovated classroom, including the workstations, gaming/focus

                    group area, Sound Domes, and ClassSpot.
[image: Figure 2.12. Students in the renovated classroom.]Figure 2.12. Students in the renovated classroom.View AssetIn the article “Making Peace with the Rising Costs of Writing Technologies:

                    Flexible Classroom Design as a Sustainable Solution,” Susan Miller-Cochran

                    and Dana Gierdowski (2013) reported that “in computer classrooms, the

                    technology tethered us (sometimes literally) to a specific classroom

                    design” (52; in chapter 3 of this

                    volume, Gierdowski and Miller-Cochran further discuss this flexible classroom

                    design and student expectations for such instructional spaces). We too believe

                    that technology should not dictate classroom design, which is why we opted for a

                    BYOD (bring your own device) model. Our Communication and Digital Media program

                    requires laptops for all majors. Theoretically, the twelve laptops provided in

                    the stationary laptop cart are for our minors. Our design philosophy dictates

                    that technology should be ubiquitous yet unobtrusive.
[image: Figure 2.13. Soundome in the renovated classroom.]Figure 2.13. Soundome in the renovated classroom.View AssetThe Sound Domes installed in the classroom (see figure 2.13) have directional speakers that localize sound. They

                    focus the sound for small groups directly under the speaker dome, which keeps

                    the overall classroom noise level to a manageable level. The new space has a

                    significant impact on how we teach. We place an emphasis on collaboration in our

                    design philosophy: Collaboration with our students, each other, and the

                    community. As collaboration is part of our mission, we are constantly learning

                    what that means, pedagogically. To make the most of the classroom, including

                    Tidebreak’s collaborative software ClassSpot, we must design our lessons

                    with collaboration in mind.
[image: Figure 2.14. The renovated classroom.]Figure 2.14. The renovated classroom.View Asset[image: Figure 2.15. The renovated classroom.]Figure 2.15. The renovated classroom.View AssetAlthough the whiteboard screens in the focus groups area were a compromise, they

                    work well—perhaps even better than the original idea to separate the areas

                    by glass walls. Not only would the glass walls have almost doubled the cost of

                    the renovation, due to HVAC, they might not have been the best solution for our

                    pedagogical needs. The whiteboard dividers are not only useful to write on, but

                    are mobile. The privacy they offer is adequate for our needs.
[image: Figure 2.16. The renovated classroom.]Figure 2.16. The renovated classroom.View Asset[image: Figure 2.17. The renovated classroom.]Figure 2.17. The renovated classroom.View AssetOur finished classroom is now a showpiece for our university. The admissions

                    office takes potential students and their parents through the classroom while on

                    campus visits. Curious instructors and students come by to have a look. The room

                    is always occupied; when class is not in session, the classroom is used for

                    digital media labs and digital writing consulting.
We now find ourselves promoting an awareness of the role of learning space design

                    on campus. We help other departments craft design philosophies that support

                    clear visions to make changes in classroom design, most recently assisting

                    faculty in their argument for flexible Steelcase Node chairs to redesign a

                    first-year seminar classroom. Due to the success of this project, we are now

                    beginning a faculty research initiative on campus to promote the Scholarship of

                    Teaching and Learning (SoTL), especially in the areas of learning space design

                    and learner-centered teaching methods.
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Chapter 3: A Picture Is Worth a Thousand Words: Understanding Expectations and

                Mapping Preferences for Writing Classroom DesignDana Gierdowski and Susan Miller-Cochran
Gierdowski and Miller-Cochran describe the evolution of their approaches toward

                computer writing classrooms at North Carolina State University, particularly given

                the increasing costs of maintaining these spaces.
The chapter focuses specifically on space use studies the authors conducted regarding

                student expectations for and perceptions of teaching and learning spaces. Their

                study reveals that students expect classroom spaces to allow for mobility and

                collaboration, but students no longer necessarily expect to have technology provided

                for them—either because they do not anticipate writing classrooms to include

                this technology or because they can bring their own.
IntroductionOver the last two decades, classrooms with individual computers for students have

                    slowly begun to replace non-technologically enhanced classrooms as the default

                    environment for writing instruction at many higher-education institutions. In

                    these spaces, students have access to university-supplied computers for class

                    use; however, the technology in computer classrooms quickly becomes dated, and

                    maintenance of such classrooms is expensive.
The associated costs of maintaining computer-provided classrooms can become

                    overwhelming in a program at a large university. In our own program, we offer

                    200–220 sections of first-year writing each year, taught for many years in

                    six classrooms with computers provided for students and six classrooms without

                    computers for students but with an instructor station for projection. In the

                    rooms with computers provided, students were either in “desktop”

                    classrooms (see figure 3.1), which

                    resemble computer labs and are outfitted with university-supplied desktop

                    computers, or “laptop” classrooms (see figure 3.2), which are outfitted with

                    university-supplied laptop computers tethered to group tables, which seat

                    between four and six students. The technology in the classrooms had become

                    outdated, and the costs of replacing the machines were monumental

                    (Miller-Cochran and Gierdowski 2013).
[image: Figure 3.1. Laptop classroom. Click image for full-size view]Figure 3.1. Laptop classroom. Click image for full-size viewView Asset[image: Figure 3.2. Desktop classroom. Click image for full-size view]Figure 3.2. Desktop classroom. Click image for full-size viewView AssetOur first solution was to design a computer classroom where students could

                    “bring your own technology” (BYOT) through a pilot program launched

                    in 2008. The BYOT room was arranged in fixed groups around tables and contain an

                    electrical outlet hub for charging student computers (see figure 3.3). BYOT sections were designated with a

                    footnote in the registration system so students would be aware that they were

                    registering for a class that required them to provide their own writing

                    technology. The financial efficiency of the design and student satisfaction with

                    it (represented by few requests to change sections at the beginning of the

                    semester and anecdotal evidence that students enjoyed being able to use their

                    own computers for writing in their classes) encouraged us to redesign all of our

                    non-technologically enhanced classrooms as BYOT rooms, moving half of our

                    first-year writing sections to BYOT environments. This redesign meant that all

                    writing classes were taught with student access to technology with minimized

                    cost.
[image: Figure 3.3. Bring-your-own-technology (BYOT) classroom. Click image for

                        full-size view]Figure 3.3. Bring-your-own-technology (BYOT) classroom. Click image for

                        full-size viewView AssetOn the surface, the BYOT design seemed to address the problem, but then a new

                    dilemma emerged: The instructors teaching in the room reported that they were

                    frustrated with the inability to rearrange the BYOT classrooms. Even though

                    students were bringing mobile technology to the BYOT classrooms, the tables were

                    heavy and fixed and arranged next to power supplies. The mobility of student

                    technology paired with the fixed nature of the classroom furnishings highlighted

                    the disconnect between our classroom design and the instructional technology our

                    teachers wanted to be able to use in the classroom. We learned that instructors

                    wanted furnishings that could be easily reconfigured for a variety of

                    activities, from peer review workshops to group activities of varying sizes. As

                    a result, our attention turned toward the design of the classroom itself instead

                    of just the available technology. We wanted the design of our writing classrooms

                    to reflect, as much as possible, the values and principles that also guided our

                    pedagogical and curricular choices.
To respond to instructor needs, we redesigned one of our BYOT classrooms to

                    include all mobile furnishings, mobile whiteboards, and multiple LCD screens for

                    projection to better support the pedagogical needs of writing instructors and

                    the needs of students. Thirteen of our first-year writing courses each semester

                    could meet in this new classroom (approximately 12 percent of our total course

                    offerings). We also found that such a redesign was a more sustainable,

                    economically feasible approach (Miller-Cochran and Gierdowski 2013). We realized

                    that redesigning space alone would not change what was happening in the space,

                    but a flexible design would better support the existing pedagogical values and

                    practices of our program. Learning space scholar Jos Boys (2011) noted that

                    having a flexible space with mobile furnishings “does not automatically

                    mean that students will feel empowered or that equipment will be moved . . . it

                    depends on the conventions and assumptions—the ordinary social and spatial

                    practices—that participants bring to a space, the activity and the

                    context” (129–130). These experiences, expectations, and social

                    practices could be influenced by a number of variables, including differences in

                    age, race, gender, ability, class, and/or culture, not only for students, but

                    also for instructors. Although the new design would well match our curriculum

                    and pedagogical practices, we needed to systematically investigate these new

                    flexible writing spaces to see what really was happening in the spaces and how

                    they were being perceived by teachers and students.
Drawing on the work of learning space researchers in a variety of disciplines, we

                    began to systematically study writing classes held in our flexible classroom. In

                    a pilot study of the new space during its first semester, instructors claimed

                    that the space enabled them to do more varied, active learning activities with

                    their classes, and students felt that the flexible room had a positive effect on

                    their learning. During the pilot study, we conducted an end-of-semester survey

                    with 353 student respondents. The students gave very high scores to emotional

                    descriptors for the classroom such as “comfortable,”

                    “engaged,” “productive,” and “relaxed.” They

                    also indicated with high frequency that they felt the design of the classroom

                    contributed to their learning and that they would prefer a flexible classroom to

                    a more traditional, fixed room. The results from the pilot study interested us

                    in understanding on a deeper level what expectations students bring with them

                    into a writing classroom, and we wanted to understand those expectations in

                    conjunction with their perceptions of the flexible classroom space they

                    encountered in their writing class.
To understand student expectations and perceptions further, we designed a study

                    of expectations and preferences for the design of the space through the use of

                    conceptual mapping exercises. In this chapter, we ground our research design in

                    a review of literature that combines research in the areas of rhetoric and

                    composition and leaning space studies. We also present the data we collected,

                    discuss our analysis of and interpretation of the results, and then discuss the

                    implications of these findings for learning space design and writing

                    instruction.
Review of LiteratureComplicating SpacesSimilar to the early discussions taking place in our writing program,

                        scholarly discussions of instructional environments for writing tend to

                        focus first on the modalities of instruction and the approaches that are

                        most pedagogically effective in a variety of mediated learning environments.

                        In discussions of these learning environments, the actual places in which we

                        teach and learn are often neglected as a focus. Composition scholar Nedra

                        Reynolds (2004) reminded us in Geographies of Writing:

                            Inhabiting Places and Encountering Difference that we should not

                        ignore the physicality and materiality of learning environments, asserting

                        that “places are hugely important to learning processes and to acts of

                        writing because the kinds of spaces we occupy determine, to some extent, the

                        kinds of work we can do or the types of artifacts we can create”

                        (157). In “Hacking Spaces: Place as Interface,” Doug Walls,

                        Scott Schopieray, and Dànielle Nicole DeVoss (2009) wrote that scholars

                        in computers and writing have focused on issues of space related to

                        software, access, virtual space, and physical design. However, they argued

                        that “physical space is perhaps one of the most important, yet often

                        overlooked, issues of interface that we negotiate as writers, researchers,

                        and teachers” (273). The design of learning spaces “often takes

                        a back seat to budgetary concerns, institutional politics, and physical

                        constraints” (Carpenter et al. 2013, 316).
The scholarly conversations in rhetoric and composition regarding place and

                        learning spaces have largely been discussed in broad terms, such as the

                        impact of the spatial metaphors used in composition spaces, as well as the

                        pedagogical approaches useful in a variety of learning environments.

                        Scholars in the field have suggested approaches that encourage us to be more

                        mindful of place, including a reconceptualization of spatial metaphors to

                        better understand student writers (Reynolds 1998, 2004), as well as

                        pedagogical practices that afford students greater freedom to explore their

                        identities through the influence of place on their lives (Ball 2004; Benson

                        2010; Burns 2009; Gruenewald 2003; Lauer 2009; Mauk 2006; Shepley 2009).

                        Inspired by the point made by Anne Frances Wysocki and Julia Jasken (2004)

                        that “the design of software is thus also the design of users”

                        (35), Walls et al. (2009) asserted that “the design of spaces is thus

                        also the design of users—and, importantly, also the design of the uses of particular spaces” (273).
We extend this argument by asserting that writers are also actively designing

                        learning and composing spaces through their uses and perceptions of that

                        space. In Natural Discourse, Christian Weisser and

                        Sidney Dobrin (2001) pointed directly to the theoretical importance of place

                        in composition studies and argued, “Discourse does not begin in the

                        self, as some expressivist theories and pedagogies have erroneously

                        suggested; rather, writing begins externally in location. Writers write by

                        situating themselves, by locating themselves in a particular

                        space/context” (8). Reynolds (1998) pointed out that the territorial

                        metaphors (such as frontier, city, and cyberspace) historically associated

                        with rhetoric and composition are imagined and, as a result, mask the

                        politics of space and place, such as institutional power, gender, race, and

                        cultural inequalities. In other words, such metaphors can be a challenge for

                        students to relate to given the diverse backgrounds from which they come.

                        The consequence, then, is the neglect of “material spaces and actual

                        practices” (Reynolds 1998, 14). Tangible space is very much tied to

                        the discursive spaces of instruction, and these areas deserve critical

                        attention. Therefore, we have designed our study to invite students into a

                        conversation about learning space design, to share their perceptions of

                        learning spaces, and to show us the ways they would prefer to situate

                        themselves in learning spaces.
Exploring Learning Space DesignTo develop a design for a systematic study of student expectations for and

                        perceptions of our new flexible learning space, we looked to some of the

                        foundational scholarship on learning space design. Learning spaces have been

                        studied from a variety of perspectives in recent years; however, the bulk of

                        the empirical research in this area has come from the field of science

                        education. The work of Robert Beichner and his colleagues (Beichner et al.

                        1999; Beichner et al. 2007) is of particular note, as their development and

                        research of the SCALE-UP (Student-Centered Active Learning Environment with

                        Upside-down Pedagogies) Learning Initiative in physics education spans

                        nearly two decades and has been implemented and adapted at institutions

                        worldwide. Active learning is encouraged through hands-on pedagogy, as well

                        as through the physical design of the classroom, which includes round

                        tables, LCD monitors and whiteboards on the walls, and no formal classroom

                        “front.” They wrote, “An effective studio class will take

                        place in a room where the instructors can easily move around to interact

                        with each group, identifying and helping students with difficulties, as well

                        as ensuring that no student can avoid interacting with instructors by hiding

                        in the middle of the row, away from the lecture hall aisles” (Beichner

                        et al. 2007, 3–4). Results from studies in SCALE-UP learning

                        environments have shown an increase in conceptual understanding; improved

                        attitudes; higher class attendance; and reduced failure rates for women,

                        minorities, and other “at risk” student populations.
We also looked to studies that have examined student expectations about

                        classroom design as guides. Gaffney, Housley-Gaffney, and Beichner (2010)

                        examined student expectations when working with SCALE-UP pedagogy by

                        surveying physics students at three universities regarding their

                        expectations about having class in a SCALE-UP room, which the researchers

                        posited could be a “jarring reality for a college student entering a

                        classroom that is not only physically different, but also promotes

                        participation in ways that are unfamiliar or uncomfortable.” The

                        results of student surveys revealed that students initially expected a

                        lecture-style class that would not require them to share their work or

                        communicate regularly with their peers. Gaffney et al. noted that prior

                        classroom experiences inform student expectations, which have the potential

                        to affect their “satisfaction, motivation, and perhaps even their

                        ability to learn.” Sawyer Hunley and Molly Schaller (2009) also found

                        that students’ perception of the classroom space was influenced by

                        their previous experiences. Ultimately, Gaffney et al. (2010) claimed that

                        “investigating the complex relationship between student expectations

                        and their perceived experiences in reformed physics classes is an important

                        step toward understanding what makes for successful implementations of

                        pedagogical reforms that have demonstrated the potential to produce strong

                        learning gains.” We add that parsing student expectations about and

                        perceptions of what they will experience pedagogically in class from their

                        expectations about and perceptions of the learning space design itself can

                        be challenging. For this reason, we turned our attention to two types of

                        data collection: data to help us understand student expectations about what

                        they would experience in a first-year writing class and data about their

                        perceptions of the design of the learning spaces in which they took those

                        writing classes.
Building upon the work of other learning space scholars, as well as those

                        within the field of rhetoric and composition who have studied space and its

                        relationship to writing and writing pedagogy, we designed a study that would

                        allow us to systematically investigate student expectations about a writing

                        class and their preferences for writing classroom design. In this study, we

                        respond to three research questions:
	What do students expect they will experience in their first-year

                            writing class?
	How would students design an “ideal writing classroom,”

                            given no budgetary or administrative constraints?
	What expectations about writing classrooms are evident in those

                            designs?

MethodsTo address our research questions, we conducted a survey at the beginning of the

                    semester to ask students about their expectations for their first-year writing

                    class. Additionally, we used a concept mapping technique where participants were

                    asked to design their ideal writing classroom, given no budgetary constraints.

                    Conceptual mapping exercises have the potential to shed light on student

                    expectations, perceptions, and uses of spaces (see Fosters and Gibbons 2007). We

                    wanted to use quantitative and qualitative data to inform each other in response

                    to our research questions (Johanek 2000), knowing that the qualitative data

                    gathered from the concept maps would help contextualize and strengthen our

                    interpretation of the quantitative data gathered in the surveys.
Surveying StudentsIn the first phase of this study, our goal for the survey was to collect data

                        that would help us better understand what incoming college students expect

                        to experience in their first-year writing course. The expectations survey

                        used in this study was adapted from the survey instrument authored by

                        Gaffney et al. (2010) in their study of student expectations in SCALE-UP

                        physics classrooms. In the first survey administered in Gaffney et

                        al.’s study, students were asked to rate the frequency with which they

                        expected to experience a variety of activities and interactions in their

                        physics class (such as “lecture,” “laboratories separate

                        from the rest of class,” and “to interact with my peers during

                        class time”). With this framework in mind, we modified the instrument

                        to include activities and interactions that are or could be associated with

                        a composition classroom, such as “writing multiple drafts,” and

                        “giving feedback to my peers on their writing.” In addition to

                        these composition-related activities, elements of classroom design were also

                        incorporated into the survey; for example, students were asked to rate how

                        frequently (on a Likert scale from “always” to

                        “never”) they expected to experience different kinds of

                        classroom environments (i.e., “working in a computer lab,”

                        “a classroom arranged with chairs/desks in rows”), as well as

                        how much they expected to use certain kinds of resources and technology in

                        their writing classes (such as “using my own computer during

                        class” and “using LCD screens to view/share work”). The

                        expectations survey was administered to students enrolled in English 101

                        classes in the program’s pilot classroom during the fall of 2012 and

                        the spring of 2013 to obtain a large cross section of student responses.

                        Instructors who taught the thirteen sections offered in the flexible

                        classroom administered the confidential, online survey to their classes

                        during the first week of each semester. A total of 371 surveys were

                        collected over the course of these two semesters, and we looked at measures

                        of central tendency in our analysis.
Making Conceptual MapsWe followed the expectations survey by inviting students to participate in a

                        conceptual mapping exercise at the end of the fall 2012 semester. The use of

                        conceptual mapping for this study was inspired by the methods employed by

                        library researchers Nancy Fried Foster and Susan Gibbons (2007) and

                        composition scholar Nedra Reynolds (2004). Foster and Gibbons

                        ethnographically examined the study habits of students in relationship to

                        their use of space so that they could incorporate data into the design of

                        new library spaces. Borrowing from urban planning and design, Foster and

                        Gibbons employed a charrette-style workshop where they asked students to

                        design their ideal library study space.1 Their

                        findings from the student designs included spaces that are flexible,

                        comfortable, and provide access to technology and support resources.

                        Although the needs of students in libraries may differ from their needs in

                        classrooms, the charrette technique, as demonstrated by this research, is

                        effective in gauging the expectations, perceptions, uses, habits, and needs

                        of learners.
Mapping techniques have also been used by Reynolds (2004) in her research of

                        student perceptions of the surrounding areas at the University of Leeds.

                        Reynolds argued that the body “is imprinted with and affected by the

                        spatial and social world in which it moves” (42). The term

                        “mental mapping” denotes an individual’s “cognitive

                        capacity to understand where things are in relationship to one another,

                        sense of direction, or sense of distance” (82). She explained that

                        mental maps hold “cognitive images in our own minds about a place, a

                        route, or an area” (82); accordingly, they reveal much about how we

                        perceive the world and the ideologies behind those perceptions. Conceptual

                        mapping techniques such as the ones described above have the potential to

                        shed light on the specific characteristics of a learning space that students

                        prefer, which could be tied to a number of factors including their prior

                        experience in learning environments before coming to college as well as how

                        much they are influenced by the learning spaces in which they are currently

                        situated as new college students.
Although the work of Foster and Gibbons reflects student habits in informal

                        learning spaces in libraries and Reynolds’s research examines

                        attitudes of difference regarding spaces outside the boundaries of campus,

                        conceptual mapping can be applied to formal composition spaces to reveal

                        deeper, more nuanced information that students and instructors might not

                        disclose via other methods of data collection. As Reynolds (2004)

                        asserted:
The same geographies that construct our notions of gender, race, class,

                            age, or abilities also construct spaces of learning, which in turn

                            become particularly complicated or fraught with meaning. When students

                            walk into classrooms, they come with years of experience walking into

                            classrooms; each person’s mental map of past classrooms will be

                            different. (162)

Our specific purpose in employing this method was to ascertain student

                        preferences in classroom design and isolate particular features that all

                        users considered helpful for their teaching and learning processes.
Gathering the DataThe participants in the conceptual mapping phase of this study included

                        twenty-four students taking writing-intensive courses at a large

                        southeastern university. Of the total number, twenty-two students were

                        enrolled in the English department’s first-year writing course,

                        English 101: Academic Writing and Research. The required first-year course

                        at this institution is a four-hour, one-semester course taken primarily by

                        incoming freshmen. One student in the study was enrolled in English 100:

                        Introduction to Academic Writing, the department’s introductory

                        writing course that students may opt to take if they feel they need

                        additional preparation with college-level writing before taking English 101;

                        and one student was enrolled in the department’s 200-level

                        introduction-to-film class (English 282; see table 3.1).2 All maps

                        were created after the student participants had completed almost a full

                        semester of the respective writing courses in which they were enrolled.
Table 3.1 provides additional

                        information about these student participants. We noted the classroom type

                        (desktop, BYOT, BYOT/flexible, laptop, or auditorium-style lecture hall) in

                        which the students were taking their current courses to be certain we had

                        diverse representation from different classroom environments and to

                        determine whether students’ current classrooms seemed to be

                        influencing their conceptual maps.
Table 3.1. Student participant gender, major, course, and room.}3	Student
	Gender
	Major
	Course
	Room

	2
	F
	Chemistry
	101
	BYOT

	3
	F
	Business Admin
	101
	BYOT

	4
	M
	Undecided
	101
	BYOT

	5
	M
	English
	101
	Laptop

	6
	F
	English
	282
	Auditorium-style lecture hall

	7
	M
	Chemistry
	101
	BYOT

	9
	M
	Engineering
	101
	BYOT

	10
	M
	Bio Medical Engineering
	101
	Laptop

	11
	M
	Chemistry
	101
	BYOT

	12
	F
	Undecided
	101
	BYOT

	13
	F
	Undecided
	101
	Laptop

	15
	M
	Bio Medical Engineering
	101
	BYOT/Flexible

	16
	M
	Computer Engineering
	101
	BYOT

	17
	M
	Civil Engineering
	101
	Laptop

	18
	F
	Anthropology
	101
	BYOT/Flexible

	19
	M
	Nuclear Engineering
	101
	BYOT/Flexible

	20
	F
	History
	101
	BYOT

	21
	F
	Elementary Education
	101
	Laptop

	23
	F
	Sports Management
	101
	BYOT

	24
	F
	Undecided
	101
	BYOT

	30
	M
	Undecided
	100
	Desktop

	35
	M
	Microbiology
	101
	BYOT/Flexible

	36
	F
	Animal Science
	101
	Laptop

	37
	F
	Animal Science
	101
	Laptop


Participants were solicited for this study on the department’s email

                        list, which all instructors subscribe to; in our message, we invited

                        instructors to participate and asked them to share the invitation with

                        students either via email or by way of an in-class announcement.4 Volunteers were invited to attend one of two

                        charette-style workshops that we held over two days at the end of the

                        semester, where they were asked to design their ideal writing classroom.
Incentives were offered to all volunteers, which included lunch and the

                        opportunity to win gift cards to several local eateries. Each participant

                        was given a large sheet of easel paper, markers, and self-sticking notes in

                        several sizes to create his or her design (see figure 3.4). Before the participants began,

                        informed consent was obtained, and they were directed to include anything in

                        the space that they felt made a difference in their teaching and learning.

                        Twenty-four student maps and twelve instructor maps were collected, for a

                        total of thirty-six maps (see figures

                            3.5 and 3.6 for example

                        maps). This chapter focuses solely on the data collected and analyzed

                        related to the student participants (n = 24).
[image: Figure 3.4. Participant creates conceptual map. Click image for

                            full-size view]Figure 3.4. Participant creates conceptual map. Click image for

                            full-size viewView Asset[image: Figure 3.5. Sample conceptual maps. Click image for full-size

                            view]Figure 3.5. Sample conceptual maps. Click image for full-size

                            viewView Asset[image: Figure 3.6. Sample conceptual maps. Click image for full-size

                            view]Figure 3.6. Sample conceptual maps. Click image for full-size

                            viewView AssetCoding the DataUsing an emerging coding process, we reviewed several of the maps and then

                        constructed a code sheet that included a number of prominent patterns and

                        themes. Variables represented on our code sheet included resources

                        participants included in the designs, such as type and shape of furniture

                        (i.e., tables/chairs and tablet-arm chairs), provided technology (laptop

                        computers, iPads, etc.), student-owned technology (laptop computers), types

                        of projection and/or display equipment (LCD screens, Smart Boards), and

                        varying kinds of writable surfaces (i.e., fixed whiteboards, mobile

                        whiteboards). In addition to these variables, we also included a category on

                        our code sheet to note where participants positioned the instructor in the

                        space (such as front, center, or corner), how they arranged students in the

                        space, and if they indicated those positions as mobile. Additionally, we

                        included a category for different room aesthetics, such as wall color and

                        number and position of windows.
Using our code sheet, we analyzed each of the maps to determine mutual

                        agreement; a sample of 10 percent of the data was then given to an

                        independent rater for reliability testing. The results of the reliability

                        testing were calculated with Cohen’s kappa; the strength of the

                        weighted kappa was .805 (“very good”) with a 95 percent

                        confidence interval in relation to the categories from our code sheet.
ResultsUnderstanding Student Expectations about Writing ClassesThe results from phase 1, the student expectations survey (n = 371), reveal that 30 percent of the participants never

                        expected to work in a computer lab for their writing class, while 47 percent

                        occasionally expected to be in a lab setting (see figure 3.7). The majority of the participants (73

                        percent) expected to use their own computers either “always” (38

                        percent) or “regularly” (35 percent) in their first-year writing

                        course (see figure 3.8).
[image: Figure 3.7. Expectations for working in a computer lab.]Figure 3.7. Expectations for working in a computer lab.View Asset[image: Figure 3.8. Expectations for using student-owned technology in

                            class.]Figure 3.8. Expectations for using student-owned technology in

                            class.View AssetSeventy-seven percent of the respondents indicated that they occasionally or

                        never expected to be in a computer lab. This could mean that they expected a

                        classroom that would facilitate the transmission model of education, further

                        supported by data in figure 3.9

                        related to their expectations to hear lectures regularly in class. But it

                        could also mean that they expected to be in an environment where they would

                        have the ability to use their own technology instead of using

                        university-provided technology.
Students were also asked to rate with what level of frequency they expected

                        to experience certain activities in their writing classes. Of particular

                        interest were student responses about their expectations of hearing lectures

                        by the instructor. When asked about the frequency with which they expected

                        to hear lectures, 35 percent responded “always,” 51 percent

                        responded “regularly,” 13 percent responded

                        “occasionally,” and 1 percent reported “no

                        expectation” (see figure 3.9);

                        of note is the fact that no respondent reported “never”

                        expecting to hear a lecture. The implications of these results are discussed

                        in the discussion section of this chapter.
[image: Figure 3.9. Student expectations for hearing lectures.]Figure 3.9. Student expectations for hearing lectures.View AssetAddressing Student Preferences about Classroom DesignStudent conceptual maps included several repeated elements that we coded in

                        our analysis to provide an indication of what elements students preferred in

                        their “ideal” writing classroom. These elements are grouped into

                        categories in the three sections below. The maps were created after students

                        had completed almost a full semester of first-year writing.
Overall positioning and arrangement. In their

                        conceptual maps, students indicated where they would place the instructor,

                        how they would arrange the seating for students, and sometimes whether or

                        not those positions were changeable and facilitated by mobile furnishings

                        (see figure 3.10).
[image: Figure 3.10. Instructor positioned at center of classroom. Click image

                            for full-size view]Figure 3.10. Instructor positioned at center of classroom. Click image

                            for full-size viewView AssetInstructor positioning. The majority of student

                        designs favored a teacher-centered model, either with the teacher appearing

                        at the front of the room or in the center or the room (see figure 3.11). Students placed the instructor at

                        the front of the classroom over twice as often as they placed the instructor

                        at the center of the classroom, 54 percent versus 25 percent respectively.

                        Four other students placed the instructor’s station in the corner of

                        the room, but still in the classroom front. Only one student did not clarify

                        the instructor position. A teacher’s desk was provided near the back

                        of the room, but the instructor appeared to be mobile during the class, able

                        to move among student groups.
[image: Figure 3.11. Instructor positioned at front of classroom. Click image

                            for full-size view]Figure 3.11. Instructor positioned at front of classroom. Click image

                            for full-size viewView AssetTable 3.2. Instructor position on student conceptual maps.	
	Front
	Center
	Corner
	Other

	Instructor position in room
	13
	6
	4
	1


Student arrangement. When coded to account for

                        the ways students arranged seating in the room, the maps showed that

                        students placed themselves in groups 33 percent of the time (see figure 3.12), in a horseshoe or

                        semicircle 21 percent of the time, in rows 17 percent of the time, and in a

                        circle 17 percent of the time. The three other arrangements that students

                        created included two maps that placed students in stations around the room

                        working on different aspects of projects or for different purposes. The

                        remaining map had desks arranged in a somewhat haphazard fashion around the

                        room.
[image: Figure 3.12. Students arranged in groups. Click image for full-size

                            view]Figure 3.12. Students arranged in groups. Click image for full-size

                            viewView AssetTable 3.3. Arrangement of student desks/tables on student conceptual

                            maps.	
	Groups
	Horseshoe
	Rows
	Circle
	Other

	Arrangement of desks/tables
	8
	5
	4
	4
	3


Instructor mobility. Three maps indicated a

                        level of mobility for the instructor during the class session, generally

                        indicated by the kind of technology provided for the instructor and a

                        notation. For example, one map indicated that the teacher would have a

                        tablet computer, but the instructor was positioned at a lectern in the front

                        of the room. Another map provided the instructor with a laptop, which could

                        be interpreted as providing a level of mobility. By contrast, fifteen of the

                        student maps made furnishings for the students mobile (see figure 3.13). Of those, nine indicated that both

                        chairs and desks/tables would be mobile. Five students only indicated that

                        the chairs in the room would be mobile, and one student indicated that just

                        the tables would be mobile (but not necessarily the chairs).
[image: Figure 3.13. Students with mobile furnishings. Click image for

                            full-size view]Figure 3.13. Students with mobile furnishings. Click image for

                            full-size viewView AssetClassroom technology. All student maps indicated

                        some kind of technology in the classroom, but the maps varied widely in

                        terms of what technology was included and for whom the technology was

                        intended. When coding the maps, we focused on technology for students and

                        for instructors and have divided the results for discussion accordingly.
Student technology and resources. Many student

                        maps indicated what writing technologies students would have access to in

                        the classroom. The vast majority of participants indicated that individual

                        technology would not be provided by the institution; either technology was

                        provided by the student (see, for example, figure 3.14) or not included on the map at all. Of the seven maps

                        including institutionally provided technology for students, four indicated

                        the provided technology would be something other than a traditional desktop

                        or laptop computer. All participants suggested that students have access to

                        a tactile, touchscreen technology such as an iPad, tablet, or surface

                        table.
[image: Figure 3.14. Student-provided technology. Click image for full-size

                            view]Figure 3.14. Student-provided technology. Click image for full-size

                            viewView AssetTwo maps also indicated that one or two desktops would be provided in the

                        room for community use. On one map, one desktop was provided as a

                        “loaner” computer for students who might have forgotten their

                        own technology, and in the other map, two desktops were provided in a

                        research area for student use.
Instructor technology. Student participants were

                        far more likely, if they included instructor technology, to include

                        technology provided by the institution. Six students provided desktop

                        computers for the teacher, and only one of those also provided the same

                        technology to students. One participant gave the instructor a laptop; ten

                        participants did not include technology for the instructor on their maps at

                        all (see table 3.4).
Table 3.4. Technologies provided for instructor use on student

                            conceptual maps.	
	What Technology is Included?
	Total

	Arrangement of desks/tables
	Desktop
	6
	14

	Laptop
	1

	Other *
	7

	No Instructor Technology Included on Map
	
	6


On the seven maps that included a technology we classified as

                        “other,” two students gave the instructor tactile surfaces for

                        computers such as an iPad, tablet, or surface table. Both of these were

                        participants who gave the same technology to students. Three students

                        included surround sound and speakers as the primary instructor technology in

                        their classroom designs. One student included two gaming consoles, and one

                        student only included a document camera as an instructor technology. Three

                        other students who gave the instructor a desktop computer also included

                        document cameras. Only one student provided the instructor with remote

                        technology for computing.
Room aesthetics. Student participants included

                        several elements of room aesthetics in their classroom designs. Sixteen

                        students (64 percent) included windows in their designs, and several made

                        mention of natural lighting. One specified no natural light, but lighting

                        that changes color to set a mood. Six students made specific requests

                        regarding seating. Two indicated that they would like reclining chairs, and

                        four included soft seating in their design: two couches and two with bean

                        bags (see figure 3.15). Two students

                        even included snacks in their classroom designs. Additionally, two students

                        included resources that fall outside of the traditional resources used to

                        teach writing; one included a Lego play area in his classroom design, and

                        one student, who included gaming consoles in the design, included a

                        fireplace in the middle of the room along with art on the walls see figure 3.16).
[image: Figure 3.15. Diagram includes soft seating. Click image
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                                fireplace. Click image for full-size viewView AssetDiscussion: Identifying Emerging ThemesIn our analysis of the results from the expectations survey and the student

                    conceptual maps, we identified several emerging themes. Although the participant

                    sample for phase 3 of the study is small (n = 24), the

                    emerging themes were prominent across the sample. Of note were themes that

                    clustered around the following trends: technology (not) included on student

                    conceptual maps, an emphasis on mobility, the positioning of the instructor, and

                    a focus on comfort.
Technology (Not) Included on Student Conceptual MapsOne of the trends that stood out to us in our analysis was the pattern of

                        technology that students chose to include—and sometimes not to

                        include—on their maps. Specifically, we noticed that several students

                        did not include specific notations about technology included in the

                        classroom. Six students did not include student technology in the room, and

                        ten students did not include instructor technology. An additional three

                        students only included instructor technology that might seem outside the

                        norm: gaming consoles and surround-sound speakers.
We also noticed that twelve students—half of the participants—did

                        not include writable surfaces in the classroom. One explanation for this

                        trend is that students might be assuming what is, by default, included in a

                        classroom. In the classroom building where this study took place (and where

                        most students had class), all of the classrooms are smart classrooms with

                        instructor desktop computers, projection capabilities, and document cameras.

                        They all have whiteboards in the front (and in some rooms, the back) of the

                        classroom as well. If students assume that such technology is included in

                        all classrooms, then they might not think to include it on a map of their

                        ideal classroom, instead choosing to focus on the elements that aren’t

                        typically in a writing classroom that they want to highlight. This might

                        also explain the frequency with which students referenced tactile interfaces

                        and touch screen technology such as tablet computers, Smart Boards, iPads,

                        and surface tables. These technologies, at least at the institution in this

                        study, fall outside the norm for classroom technology provided in writing

                        classes, so it would make sense that students would take time to include

                        elements that would be unusual.
When students included technology for themselves on their conceptual maps,

                        they tended to include student-provided technology instead of

                        institution-provided technology. When these results are interpreted in

                        conjunction with the expectations survey, the frequency with which students

                        expected to use their own computers helps explain the absence of provided

                        technology on the maps. On the expectations survey (n =

                        371), 73 percent of respondents “always” or

                        “regularly” expected to use their own technology in the

                        classroom. Perhaps what we can learn from these results is that students

                        prefer to provide their own technology in the classroom, and they are also

                        open to using mobile technologies outside of the typical laptop and desktop

                        computers found in a typical computer classroom design.
Student expectations to use their own writing technology in class have

                        several implications for the design of learning spaces for writing

                        instruction and represent a departure from common writing classroom designs

                        and assumptions about institutional provision of instructional technology.

                        If students bring their technology to class, then instructors can teach them

                        to work in their natural writing environments. The instructor’s role,

                        then, shifts to one of helping students customize their writing environments

                        and learn to work efficiently and effectively with the tools at their

                        disposal. The walls of the classroom become less of a barrier, allowing

                        students to take their work—and the technology that feels familiar and

                        comfortable to them—inside and outside of the classroom. If one of the

                        goals of first-year writing is to help students develop tools they will take

                        to writing tasks outside of the immediate classroom environment, then it

                        makes sense that students would practice using those tools in the digital

                        environment in which they would write outside of the classroom walls.

                        Designing learning spaces where students are invited to use their own

                        technology in the classroom also renders debates about banning student

                        technology in (at least some) learning spaces irrelevant.
Emphasis on MobilityOver half of the student maps indicated that some or all of the student

                        furnishings would be mobile. Movement in the classroom space seems appealing

                        to students, and it was most evident in the designs that incorporated

                        learning/writing “stations” throughout the room. Student

                        participants (n = 24) in the conceptual mapping portion

                        of the study came from all four of the different classroom environments in

                        our program; only four were in the flexible classroom. Even though most of

                        the student participants had not been in a flexible classroom for their

                        writing class, they recognized the potential advantages of being able to

                        easily rearrange furnishings to facilitate group work and active

                        learning.
Because students tended to design spaces that could facilitate a variety of

                        pedagogical configurations—including small-group work and active

                        learning—it seems logical that their learning space designs would

                        follow less of a teacher-centered, transmission model. Surprisingly, though,

                        students still gravitated to this more traditional perception of the

                        position of the instructor in the classroom.
Position of InstructorAlthough the majority of students made student furnishings in the classroom

                        mobile, they still tended to position the instructor at the front or center

                        of the classroom, maintaining a teacher-centered space. On these maps, the

                        instructor remains in a central position of authority in the room. The

                        results from the expectations survey shed light on a possible explanation

                        for this trend, however. Students participating in the expectations survey

                            (n = 371) at the beginning of the semester came to

                        their first-year writing classes with a high expectation that they would

                        experience a transmission model of education: 86 percent of the respondents

                        indicated that they “always” or “regularly” expected

                        to hear lectures in a writing class.
Although the student conceptual maps indicate that some students had shifted

                        their perspective to include an element of group work in the classroom by

                        the end of the semester, the positioning of the instructor in the classroom

                        indicates that they still hold onto the notion of the teacher as the

                        authority figure and knowledge provider in the classroom. These results seem

                        to conflict with the tendency to design the room with the ability to move

                        into group configurations, ostensibly to facilitate engaged group work.

                        Hunley and Schaller (2009) provide some direction on how to interpret these

                        findings and draw conclusions from them. They wrote that students in their

                        study reported feeling less responsibility to participate in a traditional

                        classroom (with the instructor positioned at the front); as a result, they

                        concluded that student engagement is more profound when students are

                        situated in a learning space where they “hold ownership” (34).

                        Therefore, we argue that even though students seem to place the instructor

                        in the position of authority in their mobile classrooms, decentering the

                        space and giving students more ownership of the space in the room could

                        increase student engagement.
An expectation of hearing primarily lectures could also contribute to a sense

                        of rootedness in a particular space in the classroom, contradicting the

                        mobility provided for on the student conceptual maps. Such rootedness could

                        impede students in participating in the group writ large and hinder the

                        benefits they might gain from exchanging ideas and coconstructing knowledge

                        with their peers. In researching learning spaces, Boys (2011) suggested

                        that
we need to explore how different learning spaces can make participants

                            (tutors as well as learners) feel safe or uncomfortable, and the impact

                            this can have on their learning. If a space is very

                            “recognisable,” for example, a lecture theatre, then is it

                            likely that students will fall into standard assumptions about their

                            “place” as a passive rather than an active learner, and may

                            in fact prefer such a location, since it represents what they already

                            know. On the other hand, the strangeness of having

                            “standard” routines shifted, without clear alternative rules

                            being offered, may undermine confidence. (46)

Some of the student conceptual maps included elements that seem to fall into

                        these standard assumptions. The competing nature of the mobile student

                        furnishings in a teacher-centered space indicate that, after a semester of

                        first-year writing, students seem willing to accept an active learning model

                        with a participatory focus, but they are still more comfortable with the

                        idea of a teacher-centered classroom. Such a result points to the need to

                        orient students to an active learning model instead of assuming that

                        students will already be prepared to participate in active learning or will

                        adjust on their own. That is, we must teach students how to interact and

                        collaborate in a class where such participation will be expected and an

                        integral part of learning.
Focus on ComfortA final trend that we noticed in our analysis was a distinct emphasis on

                        comfort in the classroom setting and an attention to aesthetics. A prominent

                        theme was that students seek comfort in their seating, including elements

                        such as soft seating, couches, and bean bag chairs. They also seek comfort

                        in the lighting in the room, with several students indicating the need for

                        “natural light.” Students are drawn into a space that might feel

                        unfamiliar to them in a writing class, and their designs show ways that they

                        are reintroducing an element of comfort into a learning space.
Conclusion: Moving ForwardThe results of our study confirmed that students expect to use their own

                    technology in a writing class. Our programmatic resources should be spent not on

                    providing computers to each student for the hour that he or she sits in the

                    physical writing classroom, but on designing spaces that are accommodating and

                    inviting for all students’ use of their own technology. We must partner

                    with others on campus to consider how to design sustainable learning spaces that

                    will grow and adapt with students’ changing use of technology. Our BYOT

                    classrooms began to respond to this need, but as we mention in the introduction

                    to this chapter, we quickly learned that instructors felt stifled by the

                    inflexibility of the space in contrast to the mobility of student technology.

                    Student responses in our study seem to agree with the instructors; students

                    prefer a flexible learning space as well.
If we move toward more flexible learning spaces that can accommodate a variety of

                    student-provided technology and physically adapt to the pedagogical needs of the

                    students and instructor, we must prepare instructors for teaching in a learning

                    space that shifts to accommodate these needs. New questions are introduced into

                    the writing classroom when different technological platforms are present: What

                    technologies best facilitate certain writing tasks, and how do we help students

                    gain access to them? How can we help students write effectively and efficiently

                    with the technologies to which they have access? Additionally, preparation for

                    instructors must include discussion of how to use space to accomplish

                    pedagogical goals. Instead of assuming a default classroom setup that cannot be

                    adjusted, instructors can work with an increasingly fluid learning space design.

                    The mobility of the technology and the learning space opens up possibilities,

                    but it can also increase anxiety and time for preparation for many

                    instructors.
In spite of the desire for this mobility, however, students still expect the

                    teacher to be the focus of attention, even as they adopt an understanding of an

                    active learning classroom. The classroom design itself becomes a physical

                    manifestation of the tension many students—and instructors—feel

                    about the physical and authoritative position of the instructor in the

                    classroom. In our program, we designed our newest learning space (finished in

                    fall 2013) to further decenter the classroom, giving the instructor a mobile

                    station and remote access to technology in the classroom. Additional research

                    could investigate the relationship between the mobile environment, the

                    instructor’s position, and student engagement: Assessing, perhaps, how

                    student engagement is affected if the learning space is designed to decenter the

                    classroom—physically move the instructor from a position of

                    centrality—and give students freedom of movement throughout the

                    classroom.
Students’ focus on physical comfort and their reliance on an instructional

                    model that feels familiar (one of transmission) also point to a potential move

                    into a “comfort zone” (Boys 2011). Although we might want to help

                    students feel comfortable in the classroom, we don’t want to let them fall

                    into a comfort zone that detracts from their learning. Decentering the classroom

                    and having the teacher work from an unexpected position in the learning space is

                    a way to disrupt that feeling of comfort while still providing students with

                    many of the elements that help them feel comfortable enough to maintain a focus

                    on learning.
Ultimately, the flexible writing classroom leaves us with new questions about

                    effective learning space design in classrooms with increasing mobility for

                    instructors and students. As Hunley and Schaller (2009) noted,

                    “Institutions that assess the use of learning spaces on their campuses

                    must also ascertain pedagogical practices that yield optimal learning”

                    (34). Each of these changes in technology use, learning space design, and

                    instructor preparation calls for assessment of new instructional approaches and

                    their impact on student learning.
Notes1. A charrette is defined as the “creative process

                        akin to visual brainstorming that is used by design professionals to develop

                        solutions to a design problem within a limited timeframe”

                        (Aurand).

2. English 100 is a four-hour course that counts as elective credits for

                        students. Students are asked to take a self-assessment inventory to aid them

                        in their placement decision.

3. Participants were assigned identification numbers in the order in which they

                        arrived at the mapping workshop; as a result, student numbers were

                        interspersed with instructor identification numbers and do not always follow

                        sequential order.

4. Some instructors in the Department of English shared this email with students

                        in classes outside the first-year writing program, which is how a student in

                        the introduction to film class became a participant.

ReferencesAurand, Martin. N.d. The charette. Retrieved from http://www.andrew.cmu.edu/user/ma1f/ArchArch/Charette/what.html
Ball, Kevin. 2004. Excavating neglected space(s): Asserting community in

                        the composition classroom. In Ed Nagelhout and Carol Rutz, eds., Classroom Spaces and Writing Instruction, 167–187.

                        Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press.
Beichner, Robert, Leis Bernold, Ernest Burniston, P. Dail, Richard Felder,

                        John Gastineau, . . . John Risley. 1999. Case study of the physics component

                        of an integrated curriculum. American Journal of Physics

                        67(S1), S16–S24.
Beichner, Robert, Jeffrey M. Saul, Duane S. Abbott, Jeanne J. Morse, Duane

                        Deardorff, Rhett J. Allain, . . . John Risley. 2007. The student-centered

                        activities for large enrollment undergraduate programs (SCALE-UP) project.

                        In E. F. Redish and P. J. Cooney, eds., Research-based reform

                            of university physics (pp. 2–42. College Park, MD: American

                        Association of Physics Teachers.
Benson, Shiela. 2010. “I Don’t Know If That’d Be Third

                        English or Not”: Third space theory and literacy instruction. Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy 53(7),

                        555–563.
Boys, Jos. 2011. Towards creative learning spaces.

                        London: Routledge.
Burns, William. 2009. Public and private: The trialectics of public

                        writing on the street, on campus, and in third space. Composition Studies 37(1), 29–47.
Carpenter, Rusty, Leslie Valley, Trenia Napier, and Shawn Apostel. 2013.

                        Studio pedagogy: A model for collaboration, innovation, and space design. In

                        Rusty Carpenter (Ed.), Cases on higher education spaces:

                            Innovation, collaboration, and technology (pp. 313–329.

                        Hershey, PA: IGI Global.
Foster, Nancy Fried, and Sarah Gibbons. 2007. Studying

                            students: The undergraduate research project at the University of

                            Rochester. Chicago: Association of College and Research Libraries.

                        Retrieved from http://www.ala.org/acrl/sites/ala.org.acrl/files/content/publications/booksanddigitalresources/digital/Foster-Gibbons_cmpd.pdf
Gaffney, Jon D. H., Amy L. Housley-Gaffney, and Robert J. Beichner. 2010.

                        Do they see it coming? Using expectancy violation to gauge the success of

                        pedagogical reforms. Physical Review Special

                            Topics–Physics Education Research 6(1). Retrieved from http://journals.aps.org/prstper/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevSTPER.6.010102
Gruenewald, David A. 2003. The best of both worlds: A critical pedagogy of

                        place. Educational Researcher 32(4), 3–12.
Hunley, Sawyer, and Molly Schaller 2009. Assessment: The key to creating

                        spaces that promote learning. Educause Review 44(2),

                        26–35.
Lauer, Claire. 2009. Constructing the self in/as thirdspace: New

                        potentials for identity exploration in the composition classroom. Composition Studies 37(1), 54–74.
Mauk, Johnathon. 2006. Location, location, location: The

                        “real” (e)states of being, writing, and thinking in composition.

                        In Peter Vandenberg, Sue Hum and Jennifer Clary-Lemon, eds., Relations, Locations, Positions: Composition Theory for Writing

                            Teachers, 198–225. Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers

                        of English.
Miller-Cochran, Susan, and Dana C. Gierdowski. 2013. Making peace with the

                        rising costs of writing technologies: Flexible classroom design as a

                        sustainable solution. Computers and Composition 30,

                        50–60.
Reynolds, Nedra. 1998. Composition’s imagined geographies: The

                        politics of space in the frontier, city, and cyberspace. College Composition and Communication 50(1), 12–35.
Reynolds, Nedra. 2004. Geographies of Writing: Inhabiting

                            Places and Encountering Difference. Carbondale: Southern Illinois

                        University Press.
Shepley, Nathan. 2009. Places of composition: Writing contexts in

                        Appalachian Ohio. Composition Studies 37(1),

                        76–90.
Walls, Doug, Scott Schopieray, and Dànielle Nicole DeVoss. 2009.

                        Hacking spaces: Place as interface. Computers and

                            Composition 26, 269–287.
Weisser, Christian, and Sidney Dobrin. 2001. Ecocomposition:

                            Theoretical and Pedagogical Approaches. Albany: State University

                        of New York Press.
Wysocki, Anne Frances, and Julia I. Jasken. 2004. What should be an

                        unforgettable face . . . Computers and Composition 21,

                        29–48.
AcknowledgmentsWe are indebted to our colleague, David Rieder, who graciously helped us by

                        designing and creating the digital version of this chapter. We are also

                        grateful to the faculty in the writing program at NC State University who

                        have supported this project and who encouraged their students to participate

                        in the conceptual mapping exercise.
Chapter 4: Accessible Writing Spaces: A Framework for Inclusive Design of Virtual

                Composition ClassroomsChristopher Scott Wyatt
Wyatt suggests an approach for actively including students with physical and

                cognitive differences in virtual writing classes. Wyatt argues that good virtual

                classroom design benefits all students and instructors—not only because

                inclusive space design leads to effective instructional strategies for a broader

                range of students, but also because instructors learn about their own instructional

                practices by teaching inclusive writing courses.
After exploring ways in which virtual classrooms can be more challenging to navigate

                than physical spaces for some students, this chapter offers an overview of legal

                mandates regarding accommodations and resources instructors can use to check that

                their virtual classroom spaces comply with rules and best practices.
IntroductionProposing a conceptual framework for the design of virtual classrooms requires an

                    appreciation for the tradition of inclusion within first-year college

                    composition courses. First-year composition courses and writing centers are

                    among the few, shared academic experiences at many institutions (Crowley 1998).

                    Although a student might select from several history or science courses,

                    first-year composition uniquely connects students across the disciplines.

                    Virtual writing spaces share this tradition and expand our ability to serve

                    traditionally marginalized populations (Conrad and Donaldson 2004; Maeroff 2003;

                    Palloff and Pratt 2001).
Striving for inclusion of students with what we describe as disabilities helps

                    all students by recognizing and honoring differences in learning styles and

                    communication methods. No single design or design approach for writing spaces,

                    physical or virtual, accommodates all students with special needs. Our designs

                    reflect myriad writing pedagogies, further complicating any suggestions for

                    planning writing spaces. This chapter thus offers a flexible framework for

                    evaluating the designs of virtual classrooms for online first-year composition

                    courses, while embracing the differences of courses and instructors.
After providing an overview of the increasing need to provide students with

                    accessible composition courses in online settings, I propose a framework for

                    inclusive design. First, I discuss the student community historically

                    marginalized by inaccessible physical and virtual classrooms; this discussion

                    offers a context for the framework. I then introduce the proposed framework for

                    inclusive design and explore current adaptive technologies and the limits of

                    those tools. I conclude by offering design recommendations based on the

                    framework for inclusive design and the current limitations of adaptive

                    technologies.
Composition scholars recognize that designs of physical writing spaces affect

                    pedagogy, as spaces constrain our teaching methods (Bissell 2004; McGregor 2004;

                    Weinstein 1979). Migrating to virtual composition classrooms potentially removes

                    some barriers while foregrounding other barriers. Most scholarship addressing a

                    “digital divide” focuses on issues of class (Monroe 2004), though

                    scholars have extended the discussion to include issues of gender, ethnicity,

                    and culture (Gurak 2001; Taylor 1997). There remains, however, a need to

                    consider divides based on disability (Seale 2006).
College composition instructors aim to create spaces that foster inclusion and

                    community, yet our virtual writing classrooms often present unintentional

                    barriers for students with special needs (Seale 2006). To help students develop

                    multiliteracies, we often include audio, video, and interactive features in our

                    virtual composition classrooms and writing labs (Wysocki et al. 2004), media not

                    accessible to all people. Composition class spaces should be inclusive, from the

                    moment we outline the course content through the teaching of the course. We must

                    move beyond “accommodating”—a term that stresses

                    difference—and shift toward inclusive spaces.
Those of us with disabilities do not wish to be tolerated or accommodated; we

                    seek inclusion. Unfortunately, the most common approach to addressing special

                    needs is adapting or extending existing technologies and pedagogies (Seale

                    2006). Literature offers adaptive approaches to accommodation in physical and

                    virtual spaces (Bruch 2003; McAlexander 2003). The assumption is that adapting

                    existing practices sufficiently brings the disabled into the community, but such

                    approaches highlight difference as an obstacle, despite good intentions.

                    Consider the use of voice recognition software by students with physical

                    limitations. When reviewing spelling and mechanics, would we be grading the

                    student or the software? Yet to ignore errors potentially caused by the adaptive

                    technology might be unfair to other students. The student with an adaptive

                    technology accommodation remains “different” from other students,

                    including how he or she is assessed. Sometimes, there might not be an ideal path

                    toward inclusion, but inclusion should always be our goal.
Too often, institutions promote the presence of students with special needs as

                    evidence of accommodation, or even inclusion (Pollak 2009; Seale 2006). Genuine

                    inclusion requires more than the presence of disabled students within a writing

                    space, something composition instructors often recognize regardless of

                    institutional pressures. Well-designed inclusive first-year composition virtual

                    classrooms promote student retention and success (Higbee 2003). However, we also

                    have to help students understand that we cannot eliminate all barriers, even

                    with the best of technologies (Maeroff 2003; Pollak 2009; Seale 2006; C. Selfe

                    1999; Taylor 1997).
By increasing awareness of disabilities, just as we have increased awareness of

                    other differences, we can foster a sense of responsibility and justice among our

                    students. As the number of college students with special needs increases, we

                    have an opportunity to be allies and advocates.
Student CommunityOur higher-education student populations are changing. For a variety of reasons,

                    from better supports to better diagnostic methods (Government Accessibility

                    Office 2009), the percentage of postsecondary students with disabilities has

                    risen significantly since 2000. Students with special needs account for

                    approximately 11 percent of enrollment at our universities and colleges. Some

                    states have experienced dramatic changes in student communities:
From 1999 to 2007, California public post-secondary schools reported an

                        almost 20 percent increase in the number of undergraduate students with

                        disabilities, and New York schools reported about a 40 percent increase in

                        the number of undergraduate and graduate students with disabilities.

                        (Government Accessibility Office, 8)

In the United States, the Americans with Disabilities Amendments Act of 2008

                    defines disability as any condition limiting a regular life activity. Students

                    now entering our first-year composition courses have experienced the benefits of

                    the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004, which mandates supports

                    for students in our public schools. The Office of Special Education and

                    Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) sets eligibility standards for programs and

                    institutions receiving federal funds. Students classified as disabled during

                    high school generally are recognized as disabled and eligible for supports when

                    entering college (Government Accessibility Office 2009).
Obtaining supports for disabilities requires official documentation, presented to

                    a college’s disabilities services department; this requirement limits

                    access to supports. McAlexander (2003) observed that “it is mainly the

                    children of middle-class parents who are diagnosed with learning disabilities;

                    their parents have the money and the incentive to have them tested” (107),

                    but if we design inclusive composition courses, students with special needs

                    would receive support regardless of legal eligibility.
We have only vague federal laws and regulations to guide us toward accommodating

                    students with disabilities at the postsecondary level. Laws are not best

                    practices; rather they are the minimum required of us. To design truly inclusive

                    writing spaces, we should turn toward those with the most insights: students

                    living with various special needs. The framework for inclusive design offered

                    later in this chapter places more weight on student experiences and our ethical

                    obligations to them than it does on legal and regulatory compliance.
Physical DisabilitiesPhysical assistive devices, such as wheelchairs or crutches, pose no access

                        barriers in virtual spaces when compared to physical spaces, which may have

                        narrow aisles or poorly designed desks. Yet there remain potential barriers

                        in virtual composition classrooms for those with physical challenges.
The limited motor control associated with paralysis, palsy, dystrophy, and

                        other conditions affects the ability to interact in real time with students,

                        instructors, and tutors via text-based chats. Typing speed and typing method

                        might be affected by a physical impairment. Some students generate texts

                        with adaptive input devices, such as eye-trackers, breath tubes, and finger

                        sensors. Any exercise or discussion that emphasizes at least average typing

                        speed will exclude some students, especially those with special needs. For

                        example, a synchronous chat session represents a text

                        “conversation” with a speed and pacing similar to physical

                        in-class discussions. As Paul Jaeger and Bo Xie (2009) noted,
Features such as chat that occur in real time can be very difficult for

                            users with a range of disabilities or with slower cognitive capacities.

                            Synchronous discussions can be difficult for some types of assistive

                            technologies, such as screen readers, to keep pace with. For individuals

                            with cognitive impairments, keeping up with a synchronous discussion,

                            much less participating in one, can still be quite difficult. (59)

Our traditional composition classrooms exist within larger campuses, limiting

                        our abilities to control the classroom environment. Physical spaces tend to

                        overlap, with the sounds, smells, sights, and other stimuli from outside the

                        writing space potentially affecting students and instructors (Pollak 2009).

                        Students with seizure disorders, migraine headaches, tactile sensitivity,

                        photophobia, synesthesia, aural sensitivity, and other challenges might

                        experience distress for reasons beyond our control.
A student with extreme sensitivity to stimuli could react to scents such as

                        perfumes or colognes, noises in adjoining classrooms or hallways, problems

                        with lighting, high-pitched tones from electronic devices, or any number of

                        other stimuli beyond an instructor’s control (Pollak 2009; Wyatt

                        2010). By comparison, the same student could work from his or her residence

                        and avoid problematic stimuli. (This is not to say that institutional

                        choices don’t constrain our virtual composition classrooms; for

                        example, the adoption of a campus-wide learning management system constrains

                        many of our choices, as Estee Beck, Mariana Grohowski, and Kristine Blair

                        address in chapter 1 of this

                        volume.)
Cognitive Disabilities and Organizational DifferencesCognitive challenges are among the most common disabilities eligible for

                        supports among higher-education students (Government Accessibility Office

                        2009). Studies have determined that “dyslexic students . . . comprise

                        30 to 40 percent of all students classified as disabled” in K–12

                        settings (Maeroff 2003, 217) and approximately 10 percent of students

                        receiving accommodations in postsecondary settings (Government Accessibility

                        Office 2009). Because dyslexia affects so many students, several research

                        projects have sought to improve the accessibility of online spaces for these

                        learners (Seale 2006).
Self-discipline, organizational skills, and intrinsic motivation are

                        essential to success in virtual spaces (Eaton 2005; Maeroff 2003). Online

                        writing courses and virtual writing labs offer students flexibility, but

                        these spaces “can backfire if students are irresponsible”

                        (Breuch 2005, 146). However, some disabilities resemble

                        “irresponsible” behavior. Cognitive disabilities include

                        attention and executive challenges that might affect online performance

                        (Pollak 2009). Unfortunately, only limited research has been conducted to

                        determine how students with some cognitive disabilities work online (Moore

                        et al. 2005).
Inclusion and EqualityAppreciating that more students with special needs are entering our

                        composition classrooms, our field needs to consider potential frameworks for

                        course development that promote inclusion and equality of opportunity.

                        Recognizing student experiences and insights can help us design more

                        effective composition classrooms. These students deserve to be active,

                        engaged members of the composition community.
For example, consider how we include blind students. In a physical space, we

                        rely on speech and braille texts to deliver content. Instructors can speak

                        while writing notes on a whiteboard, which includes not only students with

                        visual challenges, but also helps students who are auditory learners.

                        Online, we might offer audio recordings of lectures and text-to-speech

                        technology. Again we will be accomplishing more than accommodating a

                        disability because audio lectures have other advantages. Audio can be

                        downloaded to a portable player and listened to when and where it is both

                        conducive and convenient. All students might benefit from many of the

                        features of podcast lectures.
Avoiding reliance on a single mode for content delivery or processing is key

                        to inclusive design. This holds for physical and virtual writing spaces.

                        When viewed from this perspective, inclusive design is pedagogically sound

                        design.
Proposed Framework for Inclusive DesignA framework for inclusive design should extend existing theories of online

                        education. Several frameworks for online space design exist (Bradbard and

                        Peters 2010; Moran 2001); here I aim to extend these with inclusive design.

                        As other scholars remind us, technology should support pedagogy, not dictate

                        it (Cook 2005). However, we also know that the media used in a writing space

                        inevitably shape the content, experiences, and outcomes of writing courses

                        and writing centers. We can extend our models with the following inclusive

                        design framework:
	Consider inclusion during each step of course development.
	Incorporate technology into the writing spaces with a pedagogical

                            rationale and an inclusive rationale.
	Adopt constructivist pedagogies, in which students and instructors

                            create a community of inquiry and discovery.
	Embrace the experiences of all students, instead of ignoring or

                            downplaying differences.
	Guide students toward appreciating the rationale and purpose for each

                            lesson and exercise.
	Comply with local, state, and federal regulations.

The guiding principles for inclusive online writing spaces apply to all

                        writing spaces. The framework suggested offers strategies for accommodating

                        students with special needs without altering the educational goals of our

                        writing spaces. The inclusive design framework privileges constructivist

                        pedagogies because it stresses communities of discovery (Garrison and

                        Vaughan 2008). The goal is to incorporate the experiences of students

                        actively and affirmatively into the writing space. If we find it necessary

                        to alter writing pedagogies to accommodate any student, including those

                        students with disabilities, we should question the validity of those

                        pedagogies. A pedagogy that resists inclusivity may be flawed. As E. A.

                        Draffan (2009) argued:
In a neurodiverse world, the way all learners can be supported by some of

                            the very latest technologies can be both empowering and enabling. We

                            must not allow the divisions between what is considered assistive and

                            what may be fashionable to blur our vision as to how successful this

                            application can be in supporting study strategies. (220)

Step 1: Consider Inclusion from Concept to CompletionInstead of adapting classes and writing centers to accommodate individuals with

                    special needs, consider inclusion from the moment a course is conceptualized,

                    through the design process, and during the delivery of class materials (Seale

                    2006). A simple metric guides inclusive writing pedagogy: “Will this

                    decision actively include as many students as possible?” An example

                    consideration: If I decide to include a video or animation in course materials,

                    how will students with visual, auditory, or other sensory challenges access the

                    content?
Ideally, inclusive design and inclusive pedagogy address physical or cognitive

                    challenges. Adaptations for some disabilities serve as a good starting point for

                    considering course designs because the technologies and pedagogical rationales

                    are well documented. For example, the American Foundation for the Blind—an

                    organization at the forefront of usability, accessibility, and inclusive web

                    design—actively encourages inclusion with detailed online guides

                    (available at http://www.afb.org/).
Step 2: Incorporate Technology with Strong, Sound RationalesIdeally, composition instructors embrace technology by choice and with defined

                    pedagogical rationales. Unfortunately, the leading rationales for adopting

                    online spaces in higher education, including courses and support centers, are

                    often fiscal and competitive (Cook 2005; Cuban 2001; Garrison and Vaughan 2008).

                    Neither of these rationales should drive educational decisions, yet they do.

                    Many institutions are rushing to follow online trends (Wahlstrom and Clemens

                    2005). Kelli Carlyle Cook (2005) wrote that the desire to create online writing

                    spaces often has little to do with pedagogy. Although the use of a virtual

                    classroom might be forced upon a composition program or individual instructor,

                    we still have a responsibility to apply our best pedagogical practices and

                    ideals within these spaces. As Cook argued:
Concurrently, the availability of technology to deliver courses online and

                        the enthusiastic marketing of this technology have encouraged administrators

                        to migrate university instruction to the Internet. Another compelling force

                        behind this movement is the market for online education itself—a

                        workforce whose educational needs continue to grow. (50)

Adoption of Online Writing CoursesThe administrative embrace of online education and academic support

                        represents a response to the challenging financial environment in higher

                        education (Anson 1999; Cook 2005). For-profit institutions have become

                        models of online efficiency by serving large communities with part-time

                        instructors. Developing inclusive courses likely asks yet more of a faculty

                        receiving minimal technical training and support.
For a public university illustration of the pressure to migrate writing

                        instruction and supports to virtual spaces, consider the University of

                        Minnesota and Minnesota State Colleges and Universities. Political leaders

                        in Minnesota established a formal goal of migrating a quarter of course

                        credits earned by undergraduate students to online settings by 2015 (Ross

                        2009). The university administration believes first-year writing courses and

                        writing lab supports are ideal candidates for virtual spaces at Minnesota

                        campuses, as these courses do not require laboratories, studios, or other

                        physical spaces. First-year composition classes are, from this viewpoint,

                        among the easiest courses to migrate online and meet the new state mandates

                        for units earned online.
Technology trends are often sudden and disruptive. Although scholars had

                        forecast the rise of online writing instruction and virtual writing labs,

                        few predicted the sudden shifts we have witnessed within the last five

                        years. In 1999, the National Center for Educational Statistics predicted

                        that 54 percent of universities and colleges would offer online courses by

                        2000 (Cook 2005). Instead, we are approaching near-universal adoption of

                        online education and supports. Designing effective and inclusive online

                        spaces requires the investment of time, money, and human expertise. If the

                        adoption of online spaces in higher education is driven by the desire to

                        maintain or increase course enrollments, then the investments in designing

                        virtual writing spaces is justified readily. The best online designs serve

                        the broadest community of students. However, we should acknowledge that

                        verifying virtual writing spaces comply with regulations and inclusive

                        ideals requires testing and ongoing evaluation of designs (Seale 2006).
Pedagogical RationalesVirtual writing spaces enable alternative views of what constitutes a text

                        and the teaching of composition with digital technologies (Bernhardt 1993).

                        Our composition pedagogies often embrace these new forms of writing. When we

                        consider the Web, e-books, smartphone apps, and more, texts have evolved

                        toward hyperlinked, interconnected, and interactive experiences readers

                        shape (Bolter 1991; Bolter and Grusin 1999; Kalmbach 2004; Kress 2003;

                        Wysocki et al. 2004).
One key to online pedagogies is the ease with which we can tailor our

                        feedback and discussions to particular classes and individual students.

                        Writing scholars recognize that students perceive writing instructors as

                        wielders of red pens, not as the mentors we seek to be, so we must reassure

                        students that we are working with them (Conrad and Donaldson 2004; Garrison

                        and Vaughan 2008). Because research indicates that frequency and quality of

                        input from instructors correlates with student perception and satisfaction,

                        virtual composition courses with active discussion forums and online chats

                        nurture this desired connection with instructors and tutors. As Angela Eaton

                        (2005) reported:
The two least-liked features of the online classroom are the lack of

                            face-to-face interaction with classmates (selected by 59 percent of

                            respondents) and the lack of face-to-face interaction with professors

                            (65 percent). (36)

Collaboration online does not erase differences, but it can mitigate

                        differences if composition instructors mediate discussions and offer

                        positive interactions. In asynchronous virtual composition courses,

                        disabilities are in the background if the course is effectively planned and

                        managed.
Writing instructors should adopt technologies that complement a pedagogical

                        foundation and guide students toward clear learning objectives, regardless

                        of the physical or cognitive challenges a student might have. Although we

                        often have technologies chosen for us, we should use only those features of

                        online classrooms that align with composition pedagogies and do not isolate

                        students with special needs.
Step 3: Adopt Constructivist PedagogiesInclusion embraces aspects of constructivist pedagogies, in which students and

                    instructors create a community of inquiry (Garrison and Vaughan 2008) and

                    discovery. Supportive communities can form online, although scholars suggest

                    this takes more time to establish than in physical writing spaces (Breuch 2005).

                    Effective first-year composition courses require a sense of community; Garrison

                    and Vaughan (2008) suggested a model for virtual writing spaces:
A community of inquiry is a cohesive and interactive community of learners

                        whose purpose is to critically analyze, construct, and confirm worthwhile

                        knowledge. The three key elements for a viable community of inquiry are

                        social presence, teaching presence, and cognitive presence. (9)

Writing center scholars have long advocated for designs that encourage

                    collaborative learning (Hobson 2001). The small-group designs so effective in

                    physical writing spaces are easily implemented online. We can adapt these

                    small-group pedagogies to online composition courses by employing features of

                    many learning management systems; virtual writing spaces generally support

                    groups and pairings. Additionally, it is much easier to reassemble groups or

                    have task-specific groups online if we wish to expose students to more of their

                    peers during a writing course.
Inclusive design encourages asynchronous communication to accommodate students

                    with limited motor control and cognitive differences (Bruch 2003). Asynchronous

                    groups have time to consider questions individually, and then bring insights and

                    questions to the group. This approach fosters constructivist activities: the

                    discovery, creation, and exploration of meaning (Garrison and Vaughan 2008). The

                    instructor becomes an online guide, not a lecturer, embracing the nature of

                    virtual composition classrooms.
Step 4: Embrace Student ExperiencesAlthough scholars from across disciplines have anticipated a time when

                    technology, including virtual spaces, would democratize writing instruction and

                    support, research indicates students from different communities use equivalent

                    technologies in significantly different ways (Taylor 1997). Further, divisions

                    in the physical world are recreated in virtual spaces: socioeconomic, ethnic,

                    religious, political, and other divisions might even be exacerbated by the ease

                    with which people can self-sort online (Lee 2007). Virtual writing spaces should

                    be monitored to address the self-segregation we see on campus, which likely will

                    occur online.
To help students express their lived experiences, we need to design virtual

                    spaces that embrace online personas. There is significant literature on the

                    construction of online identities (Bolter 1991; Bolter and Grusin 1999; Kress

                    2003; D. Selfe 2004; Turkle 1995). Some scholars suggest we adapt

                    “icebreaker” activities to virtual writing spaces, fostering student

                    connections (Conrad and Donaldson 2004). We should also consider open

                    forums—unmoderated online spaces for students to interact casually. Such

                    conversations reinforce the sense of community necessary for productive

                    collaboration, peer editing, and peer feedback exchanges (Garrison and Vaughan

                    2008).
Creating an online persona and profile should be purposefully academic in virtual

                    writing spaces and should allow all students an equal opportunity to express

                    themselves, because research suggests patterns of introversion and extroversion

                    continue in online settings (Garrison and Vaughan 2008). The ideal profile

                    evolves, with the student adding information across the time he or she

                    participates in the online community.
For inclusion to be the unifying ideal underlying writing classrooms and writing

                    centers, we must foreground the obstacles we seek to remove. Only by admitting

                    current and historical barriers can we appreciate their power and the inertia

                    that maintains them. One pitfall we must avoid is the tendency to pressure

                    students to define or examine their lives primarily by disabilities or difficult

                    circumstances they have experienced. Some advocates for the disabled refer to

                    this as the “supercrip” persona, a mythology that celebrates

                    overcoming a disability with an exceptional effort (Nazeer 2006).
Step 5: Guide StudentsStudents with disabilities rightfully question why exercises requiring skills and

                    abilities they might not possess are required in some courses. Consider any

                    visual composition exercise from the perspective of a blind or vision-impaired

                    student. The valuable assignment of asking students to design websites has been

                    explored by writing scholars (Kalmbach 2004; Selfe 2004). Immediately, however,

                    a visually impaired student might feel excluded from such a task, illustrating

                    the important role of the composition instructor as a guide. We should take such

                    assignments as an opportunity to discuss inclusive design theories and how we

                    need to test all media to ensure the greatest number of people receive a

                    message. A disabled student might discover that he or she offers unique

                    perspectives as part of a design team.
Other scholars have examined audio, video, and other multimodal forms of

                    expression (Wysocki et al. 2004). Consider how including these activities

                    affects students with visual, auditory, or other sensory limitations. If any

                    aspects of an activity will exclude students, facilitate discussions on the

                    reasons for that exclusion and what it might represent. As Garrison and Vaughan

                    (2008) suggested:
Teaching presence in terms of design and facilitation is necessary to ensure

                        that communities come together in a productive manner. Communities of

                        inquiry do not automatically or quickly move to integration and application

                        phases of inquiry unless that is the objective and a teaching presence

                        creates and maintains cohesion.. . . Familiarity developed through sustained

                        purposeful discourse creates the cohesion necessary for participants to

                        progress through the phases of inquiry. (44)

We also need to remind students that activities such as peer review and peer

                    editing are not the same online as in traditional settings (Breuch 2005). We

                    might serve as guides by introducing peer exercises to students with

                    explanations of how collaborating online presents unique challenges.
Step 6: Ensure Legal ComplianceVirtual writing classes and labs occupy a unique space, academically, because the

                    concepts and skills we teach and support, interpersonal interaction and

                    communication, are mentioned specifically in federal legislation and

                    regulations. According to the U.S. Government Accountability Office (2009):
The ADA Amendments Act rejected several Supreme Court decisions which had

                        narrowed the definition of an individual with disabilities. In addition, the

                        ADA Amendments Act set out guidelines for determining who qualifies as an

                        individual with disabilities and provided a non-exhaustive list of

                        “major life activities,” which includes learning, reading,

                        concentrating, and thinking. (3–4)

The Americans with Disabilities Amendments Act of 2008 applies to university

                    courses, as clarified by 1990 amendments that explicitly extended legal

                    protections to postsecondary students. Consider the weight of this

                    responsibility: Our virtual writing spaces, and our physical spaces, are helping

                    individuals with disabilities that might affect the same skills considered

                    essential for academic success. Key to fostering these skills in a virtual space

                    is designing for effective communication. The ADA website emphasizes the

                    following regulatory language:
III-4.3200 Effective communication. In order to provide equal access, a

                        public accommodation is required to make available appropriate auxiliary

                        aids and services where necessary to ensure effective communication. The

                        type of auxiliary aid or service necessary to ensure effective communication

                        will vary in accordance with the length and complexity of the communication

                        involved.

While consultation is strongly encouraged, the ultimate decision as to what

                    measures to take to ensure effective communication rests in the hands of the

                    public accommodation, provided that the method chosen results in effective

                    communication.
Notice that no specific accommodations are described within the ADA. The only

                    guideline is that we “make available appropriate auxiliary aids” in

                    our classrooms and labs, including virtual spaces. The Higher Education

                    Opportunity Act of 2008 added new provisions to the Higher Education Act of

                    1965, requiring supports for disabled students, yet it also offers no specific

                    accommodations.
For clear technology recommendations, we must turn to Sections 504 and 508 of the

                    Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The official Section 508 website (http://www.section508.gov/) features

                    technology guidelines issued by federal regulators. These guidelines are updated

                    regularly as technology evolves. The Web Accessibility Initiative (WAI), a

                    subcommittee of the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) also maintains a website

                        (http://www.w3.org/WAI/)

                    with guidelines similar to Section 508 (Seale 2006).
Although writing instructors and tutors can use the legal mandates to help

                    persuade administrators of the need for inclusive virtual spaces, the laws

                    contain a serious weakness. If designing an inclusive space presents a

                    “burden” to an institution, another vaguely defined standard,

                    administration can deny instructors or students access to accommodative

                    resources. As Adam Milani (1996) articulated,
While schools are required to provide reasonable accommodations to qualified

                        students and bear the costs, schools are not required to provide

                        accommodations that would fundamentally alter the nature of a program, lower

                        or waive essential academic requirements, or result in undue financial or

                        administrative burdens. (4)

A final legal concern in writing spaces is that of privacy and disability

                    disclosure. Under the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) of 1974,

                    the disability services office of a college or university only informs

                    instructors of the accommodations required by a student, not the underlying

                    disability. An instructor may not disclose any accommodations provided to a

                    student, nor the underlying disability. Realistically, in a physical space

                    accommodations are often obvious to other students. However, a virtual space

                    complicates issues of disclosure.
Having a clear inclusion policy posted in an online space is essential. You

                    cannot and should not ask students to disclose any special needs to their peers.

                    You can, however, encourage students to discuss important issues and experiences

                    affecting their lives.
Adaptive TechnologyKnowledge of legal mandates for, accommodation for, and empathy toward those

                        with physical and neurological challenges might be insufficient to inform

                        design choices. One way to discover if a virtual composition classroom

                        includes all people or instead presents barriers to some individuals is to

                        experience the space firsthand. Composition instructors responsible for

                        designing online composition courses should visit the sites using tools that

                        emulate the experiences of those living with challenges.
Accessing Virtual SpacesText-only browsers provide one way to experience virtual settings as students

                        with impairments do. Although intended to help individuals with visual

                        impairments, text-only browsers also help others to appreciate the

                        experiences of students with sensory processing issues. Text-to-speech

                        programs work best when multimedia content and complex layouts are removed

                        (Seale 2006). An unfortunate side effect is that embedded audio content

                        might be missing from a text-only rendering of a website.
Two text-only browsers that work well with other adaptive technologies are

                        Lynx (http://lynx.isc.org)

                        and WebbIE (http://www.webbie.org.uk). Figure

                            4.1 shows a view of a web page through Lynx; figure 4.2 shows a view of a web page through

                        WebbIE. Versions are available for most computing platforms and are endorsed

                        by the World Wide Web Consortium for usability testing purposes.
[image: Figure 4.1. Lynx visiting Yahoo.com]Figure 4.1. Lynx visiting Yahoo.comView Asset[image: Figure 4.2. WebbIE visiting Yahoo.com]Figure 4.2. WebbIE visiting Yahoo.comView AssetThe Web Accessibility in Mind (WebAIM) project of Utah State University

                        offers another tool for testing websites in text-only mode. The WAVE

                        Accessibility Tool is a Firefox browser plug-in that includes compliance

                        testing and a text-only browser mode (http://wave.webaim.org/about/). WAVE is discussed elsewhere in this

                        chapter as a design tool. Some individuals with disabilities use WAVE within

                        Firefox to remove or block inaccessible content. For example, individuals

                        with seizure disorders can use WAVE to block videos and animation. Keyboard

                        commands permit the user to control the display of multimedia content to

                        suit their specific needs, including screen sizing, volume control, video

                        contrast, and playback speed.
Writing with Adaptive TechnologyHow a student writer gets words onto a screen or page should not matter if

                        the final product meets expectations. Common adaptive methods for composing

                        include voice recognition software, braille keyboards, and alternative input

                        devices (Seale 2006). To comply with federal regulations, all major software

                        vendors provide alternative input methods for individuals with disabilities.

                        Apple, Microsoft, and other companies provide instructions on using

                        accommodations within their applications and operating systems (see table

                        4.1). Current versions of Microsoft and Apple operating systems include

                        basic voice recognition software. If instructors and tutors experiment with

                        dictation applications, they will gain an appreciation for how some students

                        with disabilities compose.
Regulators have requested that software publishers include accommodation

                        information online. Composition instructors should consult these resources

                        when designing inclusive online classrooms. Learning to write documents

                        using these accessibility features will help instructors appreciate the

                        experiences of students with special needs.
Design RecommendationsA gap exists between what researchers know about designing inclusive online

                        spaces and the designs of many virtual writing spaces. Writing instructors

                        and writing center administrators often lack direct control over the designs

                        of the virtual spaces in which they teach (Rubens and Southard 2005).

                        Colleges and universities seem to prefer commercial learning management

                        software solutions, with 60 percent of institutions using software from

                        Blackboard (Kowitt 2009). Predesigned solutions, whether commercial or open

                        source, often lack the flexibility a virtual writing space should

                        embrace.
As stated earlier, trying to recreate physical writing spaces in virtual

                        settings overlooks the differences between the two settings. Unfortunately,

                        much of the literature on virtual spaces reflects a bias toward re-creating

                        the social cues and norms of physical interactions (Byron and Baldridge

                        2007; Hawisher and Pemberton 1997; Hawisher and Selfe 1991; Kreijns et al.

                        2004; Lee 2007; Mayer et al. 2003; Nicol, Minty, and Sinclair 2003; Sia,

                        Tan, and Wei 2002; Swan 2002; Tanis and Postmes 2003; Tu 2002; Walther, Loh,

                        and Granka 2005). Clinging to metaphors and biases from physical spaces

                        limits our ability to craft inclusive online spaces. Research indicates that

                        “the social context of online learning is qualitatively different from

                        face-to-face learning and that this has significant implications for online

                        learning design” (Nicol et al. 2003, 270).
Use Resources for Accessible DesignCrafting an accessible space requires knowledge of both web standards and

                        legal requirements. Before designing virtual writing spaces, visiting

                        several online guides to accessible design will benefit instructors and

                        writing center staff. One of the best resources for educators is the Web

                        Accessibility in Mind (WebAIM) project hosted by Utah State University.

                        Table 4.2 presents accessibility resources.
Table 4.2. Resources for Accessible Design	Title
	URL
	Description

	Web Accessibility in Mind
	http://webaim.org/
	WebAIM consolidates materials on best practices, Web standards,

                                    and compliance for accessible design.

	WAVE Interactive
	http://wave.webaim.org/
	WAVE Interactive allows visitors to test any public URL against

                                    Section 508 mandates and WAI standards.

	WAVE for Firefox
	http://wave.webaim.org/toolbar/
	A version of WAVE for the Firefox Web browser.

	Section 508 Official Site
	http://www.section508.gov/
	The Section 508 site features current regulatory guidelines for

                                    accessibility. The content is updated whenever new regulatory

                                    findings are issued.

	Web Accessibility Initiative
	http://www.w3.org/WAI/
	The World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) standards for the Web

                                    Accessibility Initiative.

	Creating Accessible Websites
	http://www.afb.org/section.aspx?SectionID=57&topicID=167z
	American Foundation for the Blind recommendations for

                                    accessibility.


Make Text PrimaryAs discussed earlier, many adaptive technologies work by analyzing the text

                        in a virtual space. In accessible designs, all content includes textual

                        labels; all graphics and media files should have “alt”

                        (alternate) tags to help users navigate the spaces. Resisting the temptation

                        to create visually appealing sites with minimal text is important. Keep

                        layouts simple. Multicolumn layouts, especially those based on tables,

                        confuse some adaptive technologies.
Focus on StructureInclusive designs focus on the structure of documents and spaces and then

                        address the visual appeal of layouts (Seale 2006). Inclusive content uses

                        logical HTML tags, with cascading style sheets (CSS) controlling the

                        physical layout. Unfortunately, some learning management systems abstract

                        the underlying HTML and CSS code via graphical editors. Whenever possible,

                        verify that headings, paragraphs, and other logical elements of a document

                        are properly coded.
Recognize That Asynchronous Is FlexibleAsynchronous virtual spaces provide participants additional time and

                        flexibility to participate via email, discussion forums, journals, blogs,

                        wikis, and other text-based exchanges (Breuch 2005). Being able to take

                        extra time includes students with motor challenges and cognitive challenges.

                        The flexibility of asynchronous settings also helps students with other

                        physical limitations that might interrupt daily routines.
Test the SpaceTest virtual writing spaces for best practices, using tools such as WAVE and

                        browsers like WebbIE. Accessing the online composition course with the same

                        tools individuals with disabilities might use, before students enter the

                        space, must be a step in inclusive course design. One of the challenges

                        facing composition instructors is that our classrooms are not publicly

                        accessible; they are typically protected behind passwords and other security

                        measures. One suggestion for testing composition courses is using WAVE

                        locally as a web browser add-on.
Figure 4.3 shows a WAVE report on a

                        writing course offered to undergraduate statistics and economics majors at

                        Carnegie Mellon University. Training and supports are provided to

                        instructors to ensure compliance with regulations and best practices. As

                        this image indicates, WAVE “detected no accessibility errors” in

                        this online writing classroom. After passing a WAVE analysis, the course was

                        tested with the WebbIE browser. Even when a site is designed carefully for

                        Section 508 and WAI compliance, it is possible to overlook minor

                        accessibility issue that could exclude students.
[image: Figure 4.3. Sample WAVE report of Blackboard course]Figure 4.3. Sample WAVE report of Blackboard courseView AssetFor comparison, an example WAVE text of Yahoo appears in figure 4.4.
[image: Figure 4.4. Sample WAVE report of Yahoo! main page]Figure 4.4. Sample WAVE report of Yahoo! main pageView AssetNotice that WAVE detected twenty-one accessibility errors on the Yahoo main

                        page. Many major websites focus on visual appeal instead of usability. It is

                        tempting to create similar websites for our composition courses; our

                        students live in the multimedia-rich Internet, not the text-based interfaces

                        of the past.
Listen to the CommunityThe reality is that a virtual writing space is never finished. Students,

                        instructors, and tutors using the site will have different experiences,

                        ideally leading to suggestions for improvements to the design of an online

                        composition course. Encourage members of the community to critique the

                        virtual writing space, reflecting on what does and does not encourage

                        thoughtful writing, collaboration, and critical thinking. If the design is

                        acting as a barrier, make minor adjustments when possible. Sometimes it

                        becomes clear that major changes to a virtual writing space are necessary.

                        When that is the case, acknowledge that members of the community helped

                        improve the learning environment.
ConclusionOur rationales for technology in physical writing spaces and the creation of

                    virtual writing spaces should begin with the desire to educate students and

                    provide writing support as effectively as possible. Creating an inclusive online

                    writing space is neither easier nor more difficult than designing an inclusive

                    physical space; the challenges are different, but the questions we must ask

                    ourselves are similar.
Scholars have found that students sometimes assume an online course will be

                    easier than a traditional course (Eaton 2005; Maeroff 2003; Rubens and Southard

                    2005). Knowing this perception exists, we must ensure our writing spaces are not

                    less rigorous or less pedagogically sound than their physical counterparts. In

                    fact, it could be argued that we must create superior online composition

                    classrooms.
Virtual spaces often provide convenient access to students with challenges

                    navigating physical spaces. If online writing spaces come to be seen as primary

                    methods of accommodation, we risk virtual spaces becoming “separate but

                    equal” classrooms and labs for students perceived as different. We must

                    avoid the segregation of students, however unintentional. Inclusive

                    instructional and support spaces must improve upon traditional writing

                    spaces.
Not only are our institutions serving a broader population of

                    “college-aged” students, but we are also serving more nontraditional

                    students who find virtual classrooms and supports more convenient (Eaton 2005).

                    To provide the ideal inclusive experience, we must attract

                    “traditional” students to virtual writing spaces where they will

                    gain new insights alongside nontraditional students and those from historically

                    marginalized communities.
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Part 2: Modeling and Making SpaceChapter 5: Digital Composing as a Distributed, Emergent Process: Technology-Rich

                Spaces and Learning EcologiesDavid M. Sheridan
Sheridan describes a technology-rich teaching and learning environment called the

                Language and Media Center (LMC), located in Michigan State University’s

                Residential College in the Arts and Humanities (RCAH).
The chapter begins by summarizing current conversations on living-learning

                communities (LLCs), on learning spaces, on writing centers, and on networks and

                ecologies. Sheridan then shares the experiences of one RCAH student who visited the

                LMC as she worked on a series of related compositions.
This student’s experience, Sheridan argues, reveals a composing process

                distributed across a range of human and nonhuman agents. Tracing the activities of

                this student reveals the presence of a larger learning ecology, which the LMC

                participates in and helps to nurture.
IntroductionIn October 2010, sculptor John Van Alstine visited the Residential College in the

                    Arts and Humanities (RCAH) to attend the dedication ceremony for his newly

                    installed Funambulist. At thirty feet high and forty feet

                    wide, this black and red steel sculpture is prominently visible on the grounds

                    outside the Snyder-Phillips cafeteria. The view of the sculpture and the curved

                    glass wall behind it are commonly used to represent the college (see figure 5.1).
[image: Figure 5.1. Postcard showing north side of Snyder]Figure 5.1. Postcard showing north side of SnyderView AssetOn the evening before the dedication ceremony, Van Alstine led a series of events

                    aimed at helping participants understand the process of proposing, developing,

                    and installing large public sculptures like Funambulist. The series began with a

                    talk in the RCAH Theater (figure 5.2). Van

                    Alstine walked attendees through a set of slides that depicted his sculptures

                    and his process of proposing, designing, making, and installing them. Large

                    works, like Funambulist, cost a lot of money, require a

                    considerable amount of time and machinery to install, and are highly visible. He

                    stressed that all stakeholders need to take steps to ensure the end result is a

                    satisfying one. Van Alstine discussed his strategies for helping stakeholders

                    envision what a proposed sculpture will look like when it is completed and

                    installed: He takes photographs of the target site and then digitally inserts a

                    model of the proposed sculpture into the photograph. If done with care, the

                    rendering can help stakeholders anticipate the final result and can foster good

                    decision-making. After Van Alstine’s talk, a number of those

                    present—including students, faculty, John Van Alstine, other artists, the

                    dean of the RCAH, the RCAH instructional technology coordinator, and

                    myself—walked down the hall to the RCAH Art Studio (figures 5.3 and 5.4) to participate in a workshop in which we went through a process

                    that echoed the one Van Alstine had just described. Sitting in a circle around a

                    large worktable, we made our own sculptures out of clay and metal scraps

                    provided to us by Doug DeLind, a ceramicist who teaches part time in the

                    college.
[image: Figure 5.2. RCAH Theater]Figure 5.2. RCAH TheaterView Asset[image: Figure 5.3. RCAH Art Studio]Figure 5.3. RCAH Art StudioView Asset[image: Figure 5.4. Worktable, RCAH Art Studio]Figure 5.4. Worktable, RCAH Art StudioView AssetI was attending this event because one of the hats I wear in the college is

                    director of the RCAH Language and Media Center (LMC, figures 5.5–5.8), a technology-rich facility with the mission of supporting

                    world-language proficiency and media production. After participants created our

                    sculptures, we photographed them using a digital camera against a green-screen

                    background, two items borrowed from the LMC. Participants then walked across the

                    hall to the LMC, where John Van Alstine and I guided them through the process of

                    opening the digital images of their sculptures, bumping out the green-screen

                    background, and then inserting the sculptures into photographs of public spaces

                    across campus—photos taken earlier by student consultants who staff the

                    LMC. Participants added elements to their photos to make them more realistic.

                    Some gave their sculptures concrete foundations; others added grass, flowers,

                    and passersby. Once the images were complete, we printed them out on one of the

                    LMC’s color printers. The next day, the prints were displayed at the

                    Funambulist dedication ceremony in the LookOut! Gallery (figures 5.9 and 5.10). Later they were moved to a set of glass display cases down the

                    hall, where they were exhibited for several weeks (figure 5.11).
[image: Figure 5.5. RCAH Language and Media Center (LMC)]Figure 5.5. RCAH Language and Media Center (LMC)View Asset[image: Figure 5.6. Conference Room, LMC]Figure 5.6. Conference Room, LMCView Asset[image: Figure 5.7. Lounge area, LMC]Figure 5.7. Lounge area, LMCView Asset[image: Figure 5.8. Sample media production equipment, LMC]Figure 5.8. Sample media production equipment, LMCView Asset[image: Figure 5.9. LookOut! Gallery ]Figure 5.9. LookOut! Gallery View Asset[image: Figure 5.10. LookOut! Gallery.]Figure 5.10. LookOut! Gallery.View Asset[image: Figure 5.11. The second floor classroom hallway leads away from the

                        LookOut! Gallery. Glass cases on the walls of the hallway provide additional

                        exhibition space for student work and the work of others.]Figure 5.11. The second floor classroom hallway leads away from the

                        LookOut! Gallery. Glass cases on the walls of the hallway provide additional

                        exhibition space for student work and the work of others.View AssetI’ve thought about this series of events many times over the past few years

                    because it crystallizes for me something about the way the RCAH is

                    designed—spatially, curricularly, communally. There was a fluid quality to

                    the activities Van Alstine facilitated: people came together, made stuff

                    together, talked and joked about what they made, and then shared their work with

                    the larger RCAH community. We made use of many different tools and resources:

                    clay, scrap metal parts, large worktables, a digital camera, a green screen,

                    computer workstations, swivel chairs, Adobe Photoshop, SD cards, multiple

                    digital images, Google Image search, flash drives, a color printer. The

                    activities of that night crossed various life domains. They were academic in the

                    sense that they were supportive of an interdisciplinary arts-and-humanities

                    curriculum. They were community-building activities in the sense that we all

                    worked together on a common set of projects, and this shared experience

                    reinforced a feeling of connectedness. They were recreational in the sense that

                    we all elected to participate “for fun.” Finally, these activities

                    were enabled by various and proximate spaces: spaces for presenting, for making

                    things with physical materials, for making things with digital materials, and

                    for displaying the things we made.
The RCAH is the convergence of various elements: people, ideas, structures,

                    paintings, sculptures, musical instruments, books, technologies, display cases,

                    furniture. At any given time, some combination of these things is present in the

                    various and proximate spaces of the College, located in a single building. Each

                    day, there are new connections: one student bumps into another and initiates a

                    conversation. A student discovers a new tool—like a digital paper

                    cutter—and creates something in a new medium. A book falls into the right

                    hands. A YouTube video watched by one person remains on the screen for another

                    person to discover. I picture each of these connections as the kind of flare

                    that happens when a handful of dry tinder is thrown into a campfire. Heat and

                    light are given off.
In the series of activities that unfolded during John Van Alstine’s visit,

                    many heterogeneous elements connected, forming something larger, lively,

                    engaging. A solar flare. These connections, flares, and the conditions that lead

                    to them, are what I wish to explore here.
In this chapter I focus on the way various kinds of learning spaces can enable

                    the formation of complex networks of various elements. I am particularly

                    concerned with one “informal learning space,” the RCAH Language and

                    Media Center (LMC), and the way that space participates in and helps to nurture

                    larger networks that are supportive of learning. I argue that it is productive

                    to talk about the LMC as functioning within a larger “learning

                    ecology”—a distributed, partially self-organizing system of learning

                    processes.
I focus here on a series of multimodal compositions produced by one student.

                    Based on this case, I formulate three hypotheses: (1) The production of

                    multimodal compositions can be seen as a process of emergence enabled by complex

                    networks operating within a broader learning ecology. (2) The ecology exceeds

                    the boundaries of classes and classrooms. (3) While learning ecologies are

                    unpredictable and contingent, design—the shaping of materials by humans

                    for human goals—has a role to play.
Theoretical BackgroundLiving-Learning CommunitiesAs a residential college, the RCAH is a “learning community”

                        (LC). The distinguishing characteristic of LCs is that they provide students

                        a set of common experiences that extend beyond a single course. The simplest

                        form of an LC is a pair of linked courses; for instance, the same group of

                        students might enroll in a writing course and a history course (Tinto 2003).

                        The RCAH is actually a special kind of LC known as a “living-learning

                        community” (LLC)—a learning community that includes a

                        residential component. In this model, students participate in shared

                        academic experiences and live proximately to one another (e.g., on the same

                        floor of a residence hall).
Research suggests that LCs foster greater success in college, as measured by

                        a number of metrics, including grades and engagement (see, for instance,

                        Stassen 2003; Tinto 1997; Tinto 2003; Tinto and Goodsell 1993; Tinto, Russo,

                        and Love 1994; Zhao and Kuh 2004). Alongside this academic success, a number

                        of researchers claim that LCs foster greater social connectedness. Tinto

                        (2003) found that LC students “tended to form their own

                        self-supporting groups which extended beyond the classroom” and

                        “spent more time together out of class” compared to students who

                        were not participating in an LC (5). Tinto also found that students adopted

                        a more collaborative attitude about their own learning. Similarly, Stassen

                        found that “students in LCs are significantly more likely to have

                        contact with peers around academic work [and] engage in group

                        projects” (602). Stassen (2003) and Zhao and Kuh (2004) also found

                        that students have more interaction with faculty.
For my purposes, the most interesting finding is that, according to several

                        researchers, the academic gains are the result of

                        increased social connectedness. Social connectedness seems to lead to

                        academic success (Pascarella and Terenzini 1991; Tinto 1997, 2003).
This two-part finding—that LCs facilitate social connectedness and this

                        connectedness results in greater academic success—suggests that as we

                        design learning experiences for students within the context of postsecondary

                        institutions, it is useful to broaden our attention—to look not just

                        at courses and course sequences, but at how we can foster

                        learning-supportive activities that take place outside the confines of

                        classes and classrooms. This broadened focus leads to an inquiry into the

                        design of educational spaces, broadly conceived. If social connections are

                        important, can we design spaces to support these connections? What roles

                        does space play in fostering connections? Research on learning communities

                        is largely silent, however, on these matters.
Learning SpacesLargely independent of work on LCs is a set of conversations focused on

                        learning spaces. Several strands of this conversation are relevant here.

                        First, many space theorists challenge the assumption that space is a neutral

                        container of learning. Instead, as Torin Monahan (2002) wrote, “The

                        design of built spaces influences the behaviors and actions of individuals

                        within those spaces. To a certain extent, these spaces embody the

                        pedagogical philosophies of their designers” (1). Monahan (2002, 1)

                        and others (Oblinger 2006; Thomas 2010; Chism 2006) use the phrase

                        “built pedagogy” to refer to the way space embodies

                        pedagogy.
A second major theme is that we need to expose and critique the notion that

                        learning is or should be confined to classes and classrooms. Nancy Van Note

                        Chism and Deborah Bickford (2002) wrote that traditional approaches to space

                        reflect the assumptions that “learning only happens in

                        classrooms,” “learning happens at fixed times,” and

                        “learning is an individual activity” (94). As architect Chantal

                        Hall (2010, i) put it: “Education has been based on classroom-centered

                        teaching, and in turn, educational architecture has consisted of box rooms

                        and connecting corridors.”
In contrast to this narrow focus on classes and classrooms, space theorists

                        embrace the idea that “learning happens everywhere” (Chism and

                        Bickford 2002, 94). This realization has led to an increasing sense that

                        “informal learning spaces” are valuable. There are many

                        different kinds of informal learning spaces, but they are typically

                        nonclassroom spaces where students can come and go freely. Such spaces often

                        blur the domains of learning, playing, and living. They often provide for

                        bodily comforts, such as soft furniture and food. Many are “technology

                        rich” (providing access to resources such as computers, specialized

                        software, etc.). One great hope for such spaces is that they will engender

                        social interaction, including conversation, collaboration, and chance

                        encounters (see Crook and Mitchell 2012; Hall 2010; JISC 2006; Oblinger

                        2006; Thomas 2010).
Most discussions of space are speculative, taking a deductive approach. They

                        begin with a set of principles, and then they move to conclusions about the

                        kinds of spaces we need. If learning is or should be a collaborative

                        activity, for instance, we need spaces that can accommodate collaboration.

                        The truth of the converse is often implied: If we design and build

                        collaborative spaces, students will engage in more collaborative learning

                        activities. Is this true? Discussions of space rarely cite actual data that

                        would help us answer this question. As Crook and Mitchell (2012) observed,

                        “There remains little direct observation of what students actually do

                        in these spaces” (122).
Crook and Mitchell’s (2012) own study is an exception to this trend,

                        providing rich qualitative data related to how students use one informal

                        learning space (“the Hub”) located in the arts and sciences

                        library of a UK university. Crook and Mitchell concluded that as we approach

                        our understanding of such spaces, it is useful to adopt a “more

                        nuanced conception of the ‘social’ in learning” (136).

                        Based on triangulated data collected in their study of “the

                        Hub,” they suggested that we look for “four verities of social

                        engagement,” including “focused collaboration,”

                        “intermittent exchange,” “serendipitous encounter,”

                        and “ambient sociality.” In their explication of the fourth

                        category, they wrote that “students appeared to gain inspiration or

                        reassurance from merely being among others they knew were in a shared

                        predicament: that is, one of intentional and systematic learning (i.e.,

                        ‘study’)” (136). Social ambience is particularly important

                        for my purposes here, as it suggests that students perceive a more general

                        sociality in particular places that cannot be reduced to specific

                        interactions referred to in the other three categories.
Writing Centers and Multiliteracy CentersOne type of informal learning space familiar to those in composition and

                        rhetoric is the writing center. Centers have long challenged the assumptions

                        that “learning only happens in classrooms,” “learning

                        happens at fixed times,” and “learning is an individual

                        activity” (Chism and Bickford 2002, 94). Writing centers are

                        nonclassroom spaces where writers go at times of their own choosing to talk

                        about their writing with knowledgeable peers. These conversations about

                        writing are essential to the identity of centers. Invoking Michael

                        Oakeshott’s “Conversation of Mankind,” Kenneth Bruffee

                        (1984) observed that “what the peer tutor and tutee do together is not

                        write or edit, or least of all proofread. What they do is converse”

                        (10). In her application of Bakhtin to writing center practice, Alice Gillam

                        (1991) began poetically, claiming, “Like a fertile, overgrown garden,

                        the writing center breeds conversations between writer and tutor which grow

                        and spread in directions neither consciously intends” (3). Noting

                        that, from a Bakhtinian perspective, meaning continues to unfold through

                        dialogue, Gillam returned to the gardening metaphor at the end of her

                        discussion: “In this spirit . . . we may act as ‘merry’

                        gardeners who cultivate the writing center as fertile ground for the play of

                        language, knowing that things will inevitably grow out of control and that

                        borders will need to be continually restaked but also that our labors will

                        often yield fruitful rewards” (10). For Gillam, conversation has a

                        social-semiotic momentum of its own, tending to exceed our intentions and

                        expectations. This momentum is of particular interest to me here, as it

                        pertains to the concept of “emergence,” which I discuss

                        below.
While many different stakeholders take part in writing center conversations,

                        it is important for my purposes to remember that centers are

                        student-centered spaces and that “student culture,” as John

                        Trimbur (1987) eloquently put it, provides “the social medium of

                        co-learning” (294). Writing centers challenge a model of learning that

                        places the teacher at the center. Part of this challenge is spatial. Writing

                        centers are “third spaces,” neither classrooms nor sites of

                        private study.
In the last decade or so, some writing centers have broadened the focus of

                        their conversations in key ways (see, for instance, Balester et al. 2012;

                        Carpenter 2013; Carter and Dunbar-Odom 2009; Griffin 2007; McKinney 2009;

                        Mendelsohn 2012; Sheridan and Inman 2010). Many writing centers now

                        facilitate conversations about compositions that don’t look precisely

                        like “writing” in the narrow sense of the word.
These compositions might include words, but they also include other kinds of

                        semiotic resources: colors, diagrams, charts, graphs, music, photographs,

                        video clips, and more. These compositions can be described as

                        “multimodal,” in the sense that they make use of different modes

                        of communication (visual, aural, etc.). Many (though certainly not all) of

                        these compositions are produced with the help of various digital

                        technologies.
Following John Trimbur, I use the term “multiliteracy centers” to

                        refer to writing centers that facilitate conversations about multimodal

                        compositions. The broadening of mission to include multimodal compositions

                        parallels a more general turn in the field of composition and rhetoric (see,

                        for instance, Anderson 2003; Halbritter and Taylor 2006; George 2002; Kress

                        1999; McComiskey 2004; NCTE 2005; New London Group 1996; Shipka 2005;

                        Stroupe 2000; Williams 2001; Wysocki et al. 2004; Yancey 2004). We are still

                        exploring the possible ways writing centers might respond to the challenges

                        of multimodal composing. I have claimed that this transition is an

                        invitation to reconsider all dimensions of writing center work, including

                        recruitment, training, resource allocation, and space configuration

                        (Sheridan 2008).
Networks and EcologiesConversations on learning communities, learning spaces, and multiliteracy

                        centers converge around several key themes. First, all three conversations

                        are marked by a shift in attention from classes and classrooms to the

                        broader learning context. Conversations on LCs emphasize thematic and social

                        linkages between courses and the way those linkages can facilitate the

                        formation of a broader community. Conversations on space envision a

                        “learning happens everywhere” model in which classrooms are

                        balanced by many different kinds of informal learning spaces (Chism and

                        Bickford 2002, 94). Multiliteracy centers are one kind of informal learning

                        space. All of these conversations envision a learning environment

                        characterized by rich student-student and student-faculty interactions

                        outside of class. Additionally, discussions of informal learning spaces and

                        of multiliteracy centers emphasize the possibilities associated with the

                        creation of technology-rich learning environments.
Drawing on all three conversations, we can start to piece together an image

                        of learning routines that involve highly fluid movements across a range of

                        spaces including classrooms, lounges, cafeterias, commons, coffee shops,

                        studios, labs, performance spaces, writing centers, and multiliteracy

                        centers. These spaces are richly supportive of learning activities of all

                        kinds: conversation, collaboration, performance, making, eating, playing.

                        Digital devices—smartphones, tablets, and laptops—are interwoven

                        into these social interactions. Information streams in and out in the form

                        of articles, Wikipedia entries, tweets, blog posts, Facebook posts, and

                        more. There is an ongoing flow of capital—social, cultural,

                        technological, informational—throughout the spaces of the learning

                        environment.
This picture differs markedly from the traditional image of the teacher

                        lecturing from the front of a classroom. But that traditional image is a

                        straw man anyway. The “sage on the stage” has long been a trope

                        for all that is wrong with education. Against the teacher-centered, banking

                        model of education, years of research posits a student-centered model of

                        “active learning.” But even this active learning model has

                        remained largely focused on what happens in classes and classrooms. In this

                        chapter, I am interested in exploring what happens when classes and

                        classrooms are seen as components within a broader system of learning.
To understand broader systems of learning nurtured by LCs, informal learning

                        spaces, and multiliteracy centers, it is productive to draw on discussions

                        of networks and ecologies. In recent decades, a set of theoretical tools

                        loosely categorized as actor network theory (ANT) have proven useful for the

                        analysis of certain kinds of networks. For my purposes, two of the defining

                        features of ANT are especially important: First, shifting focus from any

                        single entity to a broader look at how multiple heterogeneous elements

                        participate in larger networks, and, second, for the purposes of analysis,

                        assigning humans the same status as nonhuman elements in the network (Law

                        1992). By temporarily suspending the special status that we habitually

                        attach to humans, we can gain new insights.
The lens of ecology provides a different but related way of talking about the

                        broader context for learning. John Seely Brown (2000) noted that “an

                        ecology is basically an open, complex, adaptive system comprising elements

                        that are dynamic and interdependent”—and added

                        “fragile” to the list (18, 19). The processes that define

                        ecologies are “decentralized” (Siemens 2003) or

                        “distributed” (Syverson 1999). As Margaret Syverson (1999)

                        explained, processes are “divided and shared among agents and

                        structures” and also dispersed “across space and time in an

                        ensemble of interrelated activities” (7).
“Learning ecologies” have been proposed as an alternative to

                        traditional models that tend to focus narrowly on official structures of

                        learning, like classes and classrooms (see Brown 2000; Thomas 2010; Siemens

                        2003). As George Siemens (2003) put it, “A course is an artificial

                        construct, erected at the start of the term . . . and is torn down twelve

                        weeks later”—an approach Siemens labels

                        “start/stop.” As an alternative, he proposed an ecological model

                        in which “learning is fluid. It impacts other areas of work and life.

                        It’s ongoing.” For Siemens, learning ecologies are

                        “informal” and “tool-rich,” characterized by

                        “trust” and by “high tolerance for experimentation and

                        failure.”
Researchers who focus on K–12 education have pointed out the need to

                        account not just for what happens in school, but also “the broader

                        life spheres of an individual” (Barron 2006, 194). In her study of

                        adolescent learners, Brigid Barron (2006) asked one subject how he acquired

                        his knowledge about computers. His reply refers to family, magazines, the

                        Web, and an after-school course offered by a computer company. Learning is

                        distributed across a range of sites, none of which is school. Barron’s

                        learning ecology perspective led her to identify “five types of

                        self-initiated learning processes,” including “the seeking out

                        of text-based informational sources, the creation of new interactive

                        activity contexts such as projects, the pursuit of structured learning

                        opportunities such as courses, the exploration of media, and the development

                        of mentoring or knowledge-sharing relationships” (193).
To sum up: learning communities (students taking clusters of linked courses),

                        living-learning communalities (learning communities with a residential

                        component), informal learning spaces (nonclassroom spaces that enable

                        eating, playing, studying, collaborating, making), and multiliteracy centers

                        (technology-rich informal learning spaces that facilitate conversations

                        about multimodal compositions) all aim to foster connections. These

                        connections involve heterogeneous elements, creating complex constellations

                        of students, teachers, technologies, raw materials, curricular structures,

                        knowledge, compositions, and more. In this connected environment, learning

                        and composing are distributed across sites, people, and things.

                        Learning-supportive processes (talking, making, reading, etc.) emerge

                        (materialize in fragile and unpredictable ways from the interaction of

                        heterogeneous elements).
Classes and classrooms are relatively easy to study because they take place

                        at predictable times and places and they involve scripts (syllabi,

                        assignments, classroom activities) that can be analyzed. Learning ecologies,

                        because they are distributed across time and space and do not involve

                        top-down structures like scripts, are much more difficult to study. Activity

                        flares up in unexpected places and is gone by the time anyone notices. In

                        the sections that follow, I explore the case of one student working on one

                        set of multimodal compositions in one living-learning community (LLC). I

                        focus specifically on the role that a multiliteracy center plays in relation

                        to larger networks within this LLC.
ContextThe Residential College in the Arts and Humanities (RCAH)The RCAH offers a four-year interdisciplinary arts and humanities major

                        defined by the four "cornerstones" of world history, art and culture,

                        ethics, and engaged learning. Having received its inaugural cohort of

                        students in fall 2007, the RCAH is relatively new. Instruction is provided

                        primarily through an interdisciplinary, tenure-system faculty. In addition

                        to courses in writing, history, and culture, students take "creative

                        workshops" (courses devoted to some form of creative production, including

                        visual art, performance, media, or creative writing) as well as courses in

                        civic engagement (which place them in community settings).
All RCAH facilities are located in the Snyder-Phillips Residence Hall

                        Complex, one of the older residence halls on Michigan State University's

                        campus. Students are required to live in Snyder-Phillips during their first

                        year and have the option of living there in subsequent years. College

                        facilities include eight classrooms, an art gallery called LookOut! Gallery

                        (figures 5.9 and 5.10), an art studio (figures 5.3 and 5.4), a 132-seat theater (figure

                            5.2), a music practice room, and multiple informal meeting spaces

                            (figure 5.12). All faculty and

                        staff, including the dean of the college, have offices in Snyder-Phillips.

                        Many of the hallways are equipped with glass display cases and other

                        structures for displaying compositions of various sorts, from posters to

                        paintings (figures 5.13 and 5.14).
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                        study lounges, music practice rooms, a coffee shop) that are not under the

                        direct administration of the college, but are nevertheless supportive of the

                        living–learning community. One particularly important space is The Gallery,

                        a large atrium-style cafeteria. All first-year students have a meal plan

                        that provides unlimited access to The Gallery, which is open 7:00AM to

                        midnight.
Each cohort of students is relatively small, ranging from 100–120 students.

                        Students take the same five courses during their first year. In the fall

                        semester, students take RCAH 111 Writing in Transcultural Contexts and RCAH

                        201 Transcultural Relations through the Ages. In the spring semester,

                        students take RCAH 112 Writing, Research, and Technologies (which, with RCAH

                        111, satisfies MSU's first-year writing requirement) and RCAH 202 The

                        Presence of the Past. In either fall or spring, students also take RCAH 192

                        First Year Seminar—a two-credit course focused on a topic of the

                        instructor's choosing. The balance of student schedules is comprised of

                        courses outside the college, including courses that satisfy university

                        requirements in math, social science, and natural science. There are

                        typically about five or six sections of each course; with cohorts of under

                        120 students, there is significant overlap between the various sections.

                        (The RCAH curriculum has continued to evolve since this article was

                        originally drafted; see RCAH

                            curriculum for the latest version.)
The joke about a residential college is that you can roll out of bed and go

                        to class in your pajamas. This joke contains a lesson about the importance

                        of proximity in a residential program. The RCAH and other LLCs are

                        distinguished for the way they make available a wide range of spaces—for

                        sleeping, learning, playing, and working—under the same roof.
To sum up: the RCAH is a relatively small program comprised of students who

                        have the same major, who have many classes in common, and who live together

                        for at least a year in a residence hall that also includes a range of

                        infrastructural elements supportive of their daily residential,

                        recreational, and academic routines.
The RCAH Language and Media Center (LMC)One of my roles in the college is to direct the RCAH Language and Media

                        Center (figures 5.11–5.14), a suite of eight rooms on the terrace level

                        of Snyder-Phillips. The LMC is located across the hall from the Art Studio,

                        adjacent to a Music Practice Room, and just down the hall from the Theater.

                        The mission of the LMC is to support media production and world-language

                        proficiency. A central room in the LMC includes eleven computer workstations

                        (figure 5.11). Specialized media

                        software, such as Final Cut Pro, Photoshop, and InDesign, are installed on

                        each workstation. The suite includes two conference rooms equipped with

                        large display monitors that are available for users to connect to (figure 5.12). Additional spaces include

                        a lounge area for meeting and studying (figure 5.13), storage and utility rooms, and an office for the

                        RCAH IT specialist (a fulltime staff position). Specialized equipment used

                        primarily on site include a large-format photo printer, two midi music

                        keyboards, a scanner, and a digital paper cutter. The LMC loans out a range

                        of media production equipment to students and faculty, including cameras,

                        camcorders, lights, microphones, lightweight dollies, and more (figure 5.14).
The LMC is staffed primarily by undergraduate consultants who have been

                        recruited for their experience in one or more types of media (video, graphic

                        design, etc.). At least one and usually two consultants are available to

                        support students during most open hours, with the exception of the early

                        shifts on weekdays, which are staffed by the RCAH IT specialist. As the

                        director of the LMC, I am charged with supervising the RCAH IT support staff

                        member as well as recruiting, training, and supervising the student

                        consultants.
I see the LMC as a multiliteracy center. The primary goal of the LMC is to

                        support students as they work on multimodal projects. Knowledgeable peer

                        consultants are available to talk with composers about all aspects of their

                        projects, including both technical and rhetorical considerations.
Portions of the LMC are occasionally reserved for language tables, a special

                        class, or a workshop. Apart form that, LMC users do not make appointments;

                        they come and go as needed. Students visit when they choose, work for as

                        long as they choose, converse as much as they choose, and leave when they

                        choose. Because composers are often working on projects that require the

                        specialized technologies available in the LMC, they often work for long

                        periods of time. A student working on a video in Final Cut Pro, for

                        instance, might need to complete the entire project in the LMC because that

                        software might not be readily available elsewhere.
AnalysisWhat Happens in the LMC?To get a general sense of how many students use the LMC, I have asked student

                        consultants to record, every hour on the hour, a simple headcount of users.

                        During the 2011–2012 academic year, 4,351 heads were counted.

                        Consultants also record basic information about the applications used,

                        revealing that a range of publishing-, video-, sound-, and web-related

                        applications are accessed throughout the year. Finally, based on reports

                        from our equipment-checkout database, we know that we loaned out 287 items

                        related to media production.
We know, then, that people and technologies converge in the LMC, creating the

                        potential for connections to form, for networks to develop. Do they?
A Story of Distributed ComposingTo develop a richer understanding of the kinds of activities supported by the

                        LMC and of the way the LMC functions within the college, I am collecting

                        various forms of qualitative data, including interviews and observations. In

                        the following sections, I draw on my interview with RCAH student Morgan

                        Torre to paint a more detailed picture of how the LMC supports students as

                        they work on multimodal projects. I interviewed Morgan after encountering

                        her in the LMC on a number of occasions.
While my interview with Morgan covered a range of experiences, I want to

                        focus here primarily on a series of photographs (figures 5.15 and 5.16) Morgan produced for her RCAH 291 Creative Workshop, taught

                        by a colleague I will call Adam. These photos were assembled in multiple

                        configurations throughout the semester. Adam asked students to compile a

                        selection of their photos into a book (figure 5.17), which was then printed on the MSU Library’s

                        Espresso Book Machine—a machine that makes single-copy, flat-bound

                        books from digital files. At the end of the semester, a selection of

                        Morgan’s photos were exhibited, along with those of her classmates, in

                        the glass display cases on the second-floor classroom corridor (figure 5.11). A few weeks later, they

                        were moved to the third-floor hallway, whose walls are designed to

                        accommodate displays of this kind (figure

                            5.13).
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                        local bands performing at local venues. Adam had encouraged his students to

                        keep their cameras close at hand as they went about their daily

                        routines:
The easiest thing, he said, was to just bring your camera with you

                            everywhere. And so I would just go about my normal life. I would go to

                            music shows on the weekend and see my friends perform. And I would bring

                            my camera with me. And then I would get my homework done, but I also

                            captured these amazing photos that, even if I didn’t use these for

                            an assignment, I still had them, and I still gained experience from

                            them.

It is worth noting that Morgan had taken a class with Adam previously. One of

                        her early experiences in the LMC was for a photography assignment in the

                        first class. Morgan raised this point in the context of discussing her

                        interests before coming to the RCAH, which included music, theater, and

                        dance. She explained that when she saw other people doing photography and

                        video, she couldn’t “even comprehend the process.” She

                        explained that working with photography and video was something that
I just felt like I couldn’t do, and so I never really did it, but

                            then I came to the RCAH, and one of the classes that I had was a class

                            for [Adam], and he said, “Okay, we’re gonna use photography

                            for this one assignment, so everyone has to go to the LMC and get a

                            camera.” And that’s, you know, he wouldn’t have been

                            able to do that unless he had a place where he could go get a camera. In

                            my high school they would not have been able to do that. And so it

                            forced you to learn about photography. And some people didn’t

                            really like it, but I was able to find that out of all the artistic

                            mediums that I’ve done, that was really the only one that I feel

                            really expresses who I am and what I see. I feel that now it’s

                            really the easiest one to convey meaning to an audience. And I mean they

                            [the LMC] have everything. I was able to use reflectors this year. Even

                            tripods, you learn about tripods. You learn about you need small

                            tripods, you need big tripods, and there is so many things. And because

                            I’ve had this starting point, I’ve been able to delve into

                            other things, like the flash photography with light diffusers, and

                            bounce flash photography. You know, this is a center where kids, they

                            can learn from each other, and show you new ways to do things.

As Morgan talked about her experiences in the LMC, she mentioned a variety of

                        people, including an LMC student consultant I will call Lionel. Morgan met

                        Lionel for the first time in the LMC:
Actually, it was really funny because I didn’t even—the first

                            time I met Lionel—know he was a consultant. He was just playing on

                            Illustrator. And he had this really cool design. And I had to make a

                            photography book. And I had no idea what I wanted the cover to be. And I

                            saw his design and I was like, “Are you using that for

                            anything?” And he was like, “No.” And I was like,

                            “Can I use that?” And he was like, “Uh, yeah,

                            sure!” And it’s just so much fun.

Morgan did indeed use Lionel’s design for the cover of her book (figure 5.17):
We sat down together and just, we just kind of like made it and laid it

                            all out. And it was really, it was really fun. And I just, I don’t

                            know, ’cause technology’s like, it can be scary, especially

                            like if you come from a school that doesn’t have it readily

                            available. But, you know, kids here, they’re not trying to be

                            intimidating. They want to share it with you. They want to share their

                            experience with you.

In a follow-up interview, Morgan explained that she and Lionel worked

                        together to customize Lionel’s design for her book, revising the color

                        and other features so it would be more suitable to her purposes.
Morgan also recounted interactions with an LMC student consultant I will call

                        Todd. Morgan knew Todd through classes they had in common the previous year

                        and Todd also happened to be enrolled in Adam’s photography

                        workshop:
I trust him a lot. . . . We were in a lot of the same classes when we

                            first got here in freshman year, and so I would rely on him or I would

                            try to convey an idea to him, and he’d reformulate the words so it

                            made sense, because usually the way I think doesn’t really

                            translate right the first time.

In a follow-up interview, Morgan reported that she saw Todd’s book of

                        photographs during one of the meetings of Adam’s workshop and thought

                        that it was “really cool.” Todd informed Morgan that he used

                        InDesign to lay out his book. Morgan reported that she chose to design her

                        own book using InDesign because of the results Todd had achieved. They made

                        arrangements to meet in the LMC so that Todd could help her.
Morgan also made arrangements to meet with another classmate (I will call her

                        Ann) in the LMC. Knowing that Ann was proficient in Photoshop, Morgan sought

                        her help adjusting the skin tones for various photographs destined for her

                        book. While they were there, Ann worked on her own book, receiving periodic

                        feedback from Morgan.
Morgan exhibited some of the photographs she took for Adam’s workshop

                        at a cultural event in her hometown, a midsize city about ninety minutes

                        away from campus. She chose to print the photos for this event at the LMC

                        because she believed LMC consultants would provide a particular kind of

                        support:
I feel much more comfortable coming here, where I can talk to people that

                            I know, and they can look at my work and can actually discuss creative

                            processes with me rather than just going to Kinkos, and all their job is

                            to ask, “How big do you want it?” and I have to worry about

                            what if it doesn’t look right? What if it looks really pixelated?

                            Or because one of the biggest problems is that sometimes your photos

                            turn out really dark, and when you need to lighten them, and at the LMC

                            people would tell me that, you know, they would be able to tell me

                            that’s what you need to have done. And I feel like that’s a

                            lot of what the LMC’s job is, really to get you into places that

                            you never thought you could go.

As the director of the LMC, I find Morgan’s account of her experiences

                        in the LMC very exciting. Morgan seems to value the kinds of support the LMC

                        provides, and she mentions a range of activities—talking, making, and

                        collaborating—that I consider to be consonant with the core of the

                        LMC’s mission. Finally, Morgan describes many of her experiences in

                        the LMC as “fun,” indicating that the LMC might be successful in

                        achieving its goal of providing an informal learning space that students

                        find enjoyable. In the sections that follow, I try to read Morgan’s

                        account through the related lenses of actor network theory and of

                        ecologies.
Learning and Composing as a Distributed ProcessAs I mentioned earlier, we know the LMC is a space that brings together

                        students, knowledgeable peer consultants, and multiple kinds of

                        technologies. But what happens when these things converge? Do these

                        heterogeneous elements ever come together to form larger networks?

                        Morgan’s account suggests that they do. A salient theme in

                        Morgan’s account is the formation of complex networks comprised of

                        people, technologies, compositions, curricular structures, and spaces.
PeopleWe might begin with people. Limiting the focus, for the time being, on what

                        happens within the LMC, we know that at least three people contributed to

                        Morgan’s composing process—Lionel, Todd, and Ann—each of

                        whom has multiple identities. They are consultants, friends, classmates, and

                        fellow composers. These various identities suggest various kinds of

                        relationships that might form in the LMC:
	composer ↔ consultant
	composer ↔ classmate
	composer ↔ friend
	composer ↔ composer

Again, these identities are not mutually exclusive. In Morgan’s

                        account, Todd is a classmate, fellow composer, friend, and student

                        consultant.
The individuals who populate Morgan’s account make multiple kinds of

                        contributions. They provide technical assistance. They provide feedback on

                        Morgan’s compositions. They “reformulate” Morgan’s

                        ideas so that those ideas become clearer. They intentionally or

                        inadvertently share compositions (in the sense that they make their

                        compositions available for others to see). The LMC seems to foster

                        “the development of mentoring or knowledge-sharing

                        relationships,” one of the “self-initiated learning

                        processes” identified by Barron (2006, 193). But the interactions

                        Morgan describes go beyond knowledge-sharing. Morgan secures permission from

                        Lionel to use his design as the cover for her book. The two of them

                        subsequently customize Lionel’s design to suit Morgan’s

                        purposes. Morgan and Lionel engage in a form of collaboration.
TechnologiesTechnologies are another component in this network. Morgan and Lionel both

                        work on the iMac workstations in the LMC. Photoshop, InDesign, and

                        Illustrator all make an appearance in Morgan’s account. Morgan meets

                        Lionel because she is able to see the design he is working on; thus Morgan

                        and Lionel’s connection is enabled, in part, by the twenty-seven-inch

                        display of Lionel’s iMac. More generally, Morgan mentions technology

                        repeatedly as she talks about the LMC, referring to cameras, tripods,

                        diffusers, the photo printer, and so on. Morgan mentions that the LMC

                        mitigates anxieties surrounding technologies (“technology . . . can be

                        scary”).
CompositionsCompositions assert their influence in the network. Morgan is working on

                        multiple compositions: her own photographs and the larger book that they

                        comprise. Morgan makes a connection with Lionel because she sees that he is

                        working on a “really cool design.” Lionel’s composition

                        seems to be partially responsible for a new social connection, which in turn

                        generates more interaction. Morgan sees Todd’s “really

                        cool” book in class and asks what application he used to make it. This

                        leads her to interact with Todd and to explore a new application

                        (InDesign).
SpacesSpaces play important roles in Morgan’s account. Again, this is

                        particularly apparent in Morgan’s interaction with Lionel. The LMC is

                        a relatively small space; the ten workstations available to students are in

                        a single room and all of them face the center of the room. It is not

                        surprising that Morgan was able to see Lionel’s design: almost every

                        screen in the room is visible at a glance. A different configuration (e.g.,

                        long narrow rows of computers) might involve barriers that interfere with

                        lines of sight (Walls, Schopieray, and DeVoss 2009). In his discussion of

                        “studio-based learning environments,” John Seely Brown (2005)

                        observed that “all work-in-progress is always made public. As a

                        result, every student can see what every other student is doing,”

                        leading to peer-to-peer learning, allowing students to “witness the

                        wide variety of ways to approach a design problem” (3).
Speaking more generally, the LMC provides a space where connections between

                        heterogeneous elements can form. Morgan has planned meetings with both Todd

                        and Ann in the LMC. These meetings entail complex triangulations of people,

                        compositions, technologies. These triangulations happen in space, in a

                        particular space where heterogeneous elements can converge.
It is noteworthy, however, that the LMC is only one space that supports

                        Morgan’s composing process. Important activity happens in multiple

                        classrooms (where she first meets Todd and where she interacts with Adam).

                        Morgan’s photographs are exhibited along with her classmates’

                        work in glass display cases on the second-floor hallway, and later on the

                        push-pin bulletin boards of the third-floor hallway. These corridors,

                        particularly the second-floor hallway, are high-traffic areas, facilitating

                        the movement of hundreds of students each week.
I see the visibility of Morgan’s compositions in these public spaces as

                        noteworthy. Rusty Carpenter, Leslie Valley, Trenia Napier, and Shawn Apostel

                        (2012) suggested recommendations for designing spaces supportive of a

                        “studio pedagogy,” emphasizing the importance of creating

                        “public spaces for the display of presentations and visual

                        artifacts” (326). This is part of creating an environment that

                        “immerse[s] visitors in their own communicative processes” and

                        potentially helps encourage “serendipitous collaboration and

                        feedback” (326). Earlier I mentioned the role played by visibility in

                        the “studio-based” approach outlined by Brown (2005). The

                        display of creative work throughout the College functions as a way of

                        extending the studio approach into the broader learning community, creating

                        more opportunities for conversation, reflection, and learning.
In a previous study of RCAH spaces conducted by Emily Altimare and myself

                        (2013), we found evidence that the public display of creative work does

                        indeed foster subsequent connections and learning-supportive interactions.

                        For instance, when asked whether work displayed in hallways facilitates

                        learning and fosters social interaction, one student reported:
Every day. That happened to me last week. My friend [name of student] was

                            in this class and all these posters were put downstairs, and thankfully

                            she’s in the next room, so I’m like “[name of

                            student], what is this? I saw that your name was on this paper.”

                            She explained what the project was. But, absolutely. I learned from

                            that.

The “immersive” quality referenced by Carpenter et al. (2012)

                        means that merely being in the spaces of the RCAH

                        connects members of the community to each other.
To sum up: In Morgan’s account, it appears that the LMC nurtures

                        connections between people, technologies, compositions, and spaces. The

                        composing process, for Morgan, is distributed through these connections. It

                        is important to remember, however, that the LMC doesn’t

                        “contain” the network; the network extends beyond the LMC into

                        the rest of the learning community. Morgan’s connection to Todd is

                        formed before Todd begins to work as a student consultant in the LMC. She

                        meets him in a first-year class, a connection that generates a level of

                        trust (“I trust him a lot because. . . ’cause we were both . . .

                        in a lot of the same classes”). This trust, in turn, is supportive of

                        future interactions, including those in the LMC. Classrooms and curricular

                        structures are part of the network. Those who study learning communities

                        would cite Morgan’s connection to Todd as precisely what we expect

                        from LCs. Students take clusters of linked courses. They form relationships.

                        These relationships extend to learning-supportive activities beyond the

                        classroom. And that’s exactly what happens here.
EmergenceEmergence is the materialization of order through the interactions of

                        heterogeneous elements in a complex system. As Margaret Syverson (1999)

                        explained, emergence is “the self-organization arising globally in

                        networks of simple components connected to each other and operating

                        locally.” Key to the idea of emergence is that “order is not

                        created or determined by a single, central master ‘executive’ or

                        ‘brain’” (11). The primary examples of order that I am

                        concerned with here are Morgan’s compositions: photographs and various

                        compilations of these photographs (a book and multiple exhibitions). Other

                        relevant kinds of order include knowledge, skills, and friendships.
Because emergence is, by definition, a bottom-up process that occurs via

                        interactions dispersed in time and space, it can be difficult to study.

                        Moreover, there is an important sense in which emergence, by definition,

                        defies design. Indeed, at first glance, emergence might not seem relevant to

                        educational theory. Educational theory is concerned with helping us

                        understand how we can create structures that are supportive of learning.

                        Teachers avail themselves of the insights of educational theory as they

                        design syllabi, assignments, and classroom activities, hoping that these

                        scripts will effectively result in learning. Teaching, in this sense, is the

                        opposite of emergence, since teaching is precisely the attempt by the

                        teacher to impose order on a group of people (namely students in a class).

                        Morgan’s account, however, demonstrates that neither teaching nor

                        design is inconsistent with emergence.
I see Morgan’s initial interaction with Lionel as an example of

                        emergence. In this instance, we begin with a less-ordered state (two people

                        who don’t know each other and are working individually on separate

                        projects) and end with a more-ordered state (two people collaborating

                        together on a single project). Something larger materializes. Again, this

                        interaction is not merely between two people; it is a networked process that

                        involves two people, multiple technologies, and multiple compositions, and

                        all of this activity occurs in a particular space. This interaction did not

                        occur because a single person scripted it. It was, in part, the result of a

                        chance encounter.
Morgan’s interaction with Todd reveals a different aspect of emergent

                        processes. Again, no single designer dictated that Morgan would meet Todd,

                        that the two of them would become friends, that Todd would show Morgan his

                        “really cool” book, that Morgan would seek out Todd’s help

                        in the LMC, and so on. Nevertheless, larger structures supported these

                        interactions. Morgan and Todd were participating in a living-learning

                        program, which meant that there was a high likelihood they would have

                        multiple classes together. It also meant that they lived together for a year

                        in the same building where their classes took place, so there was an

                        increased opportunity for connections made in class to continue to develop

                        outside of class. Morgan and Todd become friends, creating a sense of trust,

                        which in turn made it more likely that the two of them would continue to

                        interact.
The existence of the LMC—an informal learning space to which both

                        Morgan and Todd had easy access—was supportive of their interactions.

                        The nature and design of this space was important. As a technology-rich

                        space, the LMC provided access to the tools that Morgan and Todd required to

                        interact productively. Moreover, the LMC, as a multiliteracy center, is

                        staffed by knowledgeable peer consultants, and Todd was one of these

                        consultants. He was actually paid to be present in the LMC and to support

                        multimodal composing. Morgan’s interactions with Ann in the LMC

                        demonstrate that interaction among nonstaff peers is possible as well. But

                        the fact that Todd was available in the LMC at regularly scheduled times

                        increased the likelihood that Morgan could interact with him in productive

                        ways.
Morgan was working on photographs, in part, because a teacher asked her to do

                        so as part of a photography workshop. However, the activities surrounding

                        this work exceeded scripts imposed by the teacher. In fact, the teacher in

                        this case recognized the power of emergence (“The easiest thing,

                        [Adam] said, was to just bring your camera with you everywhere. And so I

                        would just go about my normal life. I would go to music shows on the weekend

                        and see my friends perform. And I would bring my camera with me”). The

                        teacher said to take photographs and make a book. But these photographs are

                        taken off campus in the context of recreational activities. They are

                        compiled into a book whose cover art is supplied by another student met via

                        a chance encounter and whose design is accomplished via a publishing

                        application (Adobe InDesign). The value of this application was conveyed by

                        another student and his composition (the “really cool” book),

                        and Morgan learned to use this application with the help of that other

                        student. Morgan ultimately exhibited her photos in a gallery in her

                        hometown, a self-initiated form of publication that takes place off

                        campus.
ConclusionIf you look at Morgan’s book, the first thing you see will not, strictly

                    speaking, be Morgan’s. It will be a version of a design created by another

                    student. The particular form taken by this book, as a multimodal composition, is

                    the result of a composing process distributed across multiple heterogeneous

                    elements distributed in time and space. The story of how the book came to have

                    the particular form that it has cannot be told without attending to the way that

                    multiple elements interacted. We can see this by removing any element in the

                    network: If the computer Lionel had been working on had been placed at the far

                    end of a long row, Morgan would have never encountered his design. Her book

                    would have been different.
While we habitually talk about composing using subject-verb constructions like

                        The student wrote a paper or The student

                        made a book, the account I offer here suggests a different grammar of

                    composing. In Morgan’s case, composing seems to emerge from a complex

                    network of relationships among many different heterogeneous elements. The

                    elements that writing studies typically emphasizes—courses, classrooms,

                    and teachers—make an important appearance in this account. But they

                    constitute only a small part of a larger network. In these accounts, composing

                    emerges from and is distributed across many different heterogeneous elements

                    that are temporally and geographically dispersed: people, compositions,

                    curricular structures, technologies, and many different kinds of formal and

                    informal learning spaces.
The LMC is potentially one place where connections are made. It potentially

                    participates in and nurtures larger networks. It seems to me that there is a

                    more global presence here. You can’t examine it directly. You can’t

                    hold it in your hands or “visit” it. But there is something larger

                    that includes multiple complex and overlapping networks that are continually

                    forming and reforming. I am suggesting that this larger thing might productively

                    be labeled a learning ecology. To some extent this learning ecology is

                    unpredictable, contingent, chaotic. Morgan doesn’t know that Lionel will

                    be there, that he will be working on a composition that she can use in her own

                    project, that he will be open to sharing this project with her or that he will

                    have the knowledge and time to help her with her book. As Brown (2005) noted,

                    there is a “fragile” quality to the network (18).
At the same time, the RCAH and the LMC seem to operate the way they do, in part,

                    because they are designed. The RCAH is comprised of many different spaces with

                    many different functions, all of which are purposely made proximate to each

                    other in Snyder-Phillips. The LMC provides access to a set of

                    resources—people, technologies, spaces—that were consciously placed

                    there to facilitate composing and learning. I recruited Lionel because I knew he

                    was proficient in Illustrator and InDesign. The physical space of the LMC is

                    structured to facilitate certain kinds of behaviors and connections. I arranged

                    the furniture hoping to facilitate openness, sharing, and collaboration. Human

                    agency and purpose inform and inflect every element and the connections between

                    them.
It seems to me that in addition to designing syllabi, assignments, and classroom

                    activities, educators might productively shift their attention to something more

                    global. They can’t design learning ecologies directly, because, by

                    definition, a learning ecology is self-organizing. But we can provide some of

                    the “infrastructural” resources of learning ecologies (DeVoss,

                    Cushman, and Grabill 2005). Many of these resources are structures that help

                    connections form between heterogeneous elements. These structures include

                    learning communities, living-learning communities, informal learning spaces,

                    writing centers, multiliteracy centers, display cases, digital paper cutters,

                    whiteboards, crayons, coffee, cookies . . .
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Chapter 6: A Space to Play, a Space to Compose: A Model for Creative

                Collaborations and Composition PracticesRussell G. Carpenter and Shawn Apostel
This chapter situates the Noel Studio for Academic Creativity (Noel Studio) at

                Eastern Kentucky University as a new space for composition pedagogy. The authors

                explain how the Noel Studio design is intended to enhance the creativity of visitors

                by breaking from traditional writing space models and integrating areas to foster

                multimodal invention practices.
Using student interviews to explore the role space plays in the composing process,

                this chapter traces students as they move from room to room; from one form of

                technology to another; and as they research, brainstorm, collaborate, write, revise,

                seek feedback, and polish their communication projects in the Noel Studio. Through

                these student narratives, Carpenter and Apostel argue that the Noel Studio space

                enables creative expression that translates into stronger composition projects and

                more robust student experiences.
there will be a video embedded in this chapter
About this WebtextSpace plays an important—possibly the most important—infrastructural

                    role in the teaching of writing. As this webtext suggests, composition scholars

                    might focus their attention on the ways in which spatial considerations, such as

                    the design of rooms, placement of furniture, location of technology,

                    accessibility of writable surfaces, and the mobility of equipment, enhance or

                    inhibit composition pedagogy.
This chapter situates the Noel Studio for Academic Creativity (Noel Studio) at

                    Eastern Kentucky University (EKU) as a new space for composition and pedagogy.

                    As its name implies, creativity influences the Noel Studio’s design. In

                    turn, its design is intended to enhance the creativity of its visitors by

                    breaking from the traditional writing space model and integrating complementary

                    areas that speak to multimodal invention practices.
Employing student interviews as our primary method for understanding the role

                    space plays in the composing process of college students, we trace the

                    “journey of composition” as students move from room to room, from

                    one form of technology to another, as they research, brainstorm, collaborate,

                    write, revise, seek feedback, revise, and polish their communication projects.

                    Furthermore, our chapter features student narratives explaining how the Noel

                    Studio’s space enables creative expression and how that experience

                    translates into stronger composition projects and robust student

                    experiences.
Discussion topics include
	The importance of play in a new composition space
	The ways in which space design encourages play in the Noel Studio
	The ways technology, both high and low, facilitates the composing

                        process
	The ways students use the Noel Studio for creative expression and

                        inspiration in the design of composition projects.

IntroductionA group of students walk into the Noel Studio. They sign in at the reception desk

                    and find a cluster of blue rocking chairs near a wall-to-wall dry-erase board.

                    The students begin discussing their project, a collaborative promotional video.

                    While talking, their consultant joins them at their cluster, sitting at a table

                    covered with dry-erase markers, magnetic tiles, and even Legos.
This scenario occurs on a daily basis in the Noel Studio at EKU. As described

                    through the introductory video, the space was the university’s innovative

                    approach to designing a future-looking multiliteracy center, one that integrates

                    services and spaces for written, oral, and multimodal composition along with

                    information literacy. A common thread throughout all pedagogical activity within

                    the space is creativity: a process of developing original ideas that have value,

                    as defined by Ken Robinson (Azzam 1999).
The Noel Studio serves as the university’s physical and intellectual

                    creativity hub, a valuable component of complementary initiatives that foster

                    effective and innovative composition practices among students. As such, the Noel

                    Studio’s physical space does not resemble a traditional academic space.

                    The colors on the walls, manipulatives (objects that promote kinesthetic

                    learning) in the Invention Space, and combination of high- and low-tech

                    resources throughout the space engage students in a nonlinear and multimodal

                    composition process. The Noel Studio promotes a pedagogy that brings the

                    composition process off the page, making it visual and visible to students.

                    Inspired by the creative spirit through which the Noel Studio was envisioned,

                    this chapter reveals student composition practices while examining potential

                    benefits of spaces that facilitate and encourage playful expression. We also

                    track the creative process of students, including how, where, and why they

                    compose, and how creativity facilitates a productive experience for them.
As an approach to discussing creativity, we look to the role of play within the

                    space and how it might facilitate an invention process that involves multiple

                    modes of communication. In the Noel Studio, the process is necessarily

                    multimodal; that is, students create ideas using remixed combinations of words,

                    images, text, sound, and, at times, texture as part of their experience within

                    the space, inspired by Verbais’s (2008) claim that “play can help

                    students be creative and expand their thoughts” (138). Through this

                    playful creative process, students are encouraged to take risks in the composing

                    process, as this process can result in more compelling texts and meaningful

                    experiences within the space.
Introductory Video for the Noel StudioMultimodality in the Noel StudioIn his discussion of multiliteracies and the future of writing center spaces,

                    Trimbur (2000) described literacy as a multimodal activity in which “oral,

                    written, and visual communication intertwine and interact” (29). Following

                    a similar trajectory, the spaces of the Noel Studio—with areas for using

                    video software and engaging in small-group clusters around touch-screen

                    monitors—encourage student composers to experiment with multiple modes of

                    communication in different combinations, even through the invention process.

                    Moreover, students experience, compose, and obtain feedback on multimodal

                    projects in spaces that reflect their composing goals. Pedagogical activity

                    within the space draws upon Trimbur’s notion of multiliteracies in the

                    writing center as students navigate texts with (and without) trained consultants

                    and interact with objects, artifacts, and technologies. This safe environment

                    encourages play as a way of thinking about the composing process through a

                    variety of modes and media. Rouzie (2000) explains that “although play may

                    appear to exist outside the realm of rhetoric, where it is limited to

                    ‘creative’ or ‘expressive’ writing . . . certain forms

                    of play are highly rhetorical and . . . an emergent form of literacy must

                    include fluency with the play element in the writing of both traditional and

                    electronic discourse” (629). In some cases, the Noel Studio space provides

                    the first opportunity for students to read, write, and play with multimodal

                    projects in spaces that facilitate multimodal invention.
Newcomb (2012) argues that creativity builds new relationships and creates new

                    contexts for students as they compose texts. In the Noel Studio, creativity is

                    an important pedagogical component where students compose texts through a

                    variety of high- and low-tech artifacts. Accordingly, the space reflects the

                    duality or plurality of an engaging, productive, and culturally relevant

                    pedagogy that involves students working in ways that show an understanding of

                    current technologies, learning styles, and reciprocal processes. As students

                    shape the space to fit their composing processes, they are also shaping the

                    contexts in which they create.
The name “studio” in itself suggests creative activity, recalling art

                    studios where artists create visual texts with the use of a variety of supplies,

                    including clay, paint, or other raw materials. Doorley and Witthoft (2012)

                    explained that “studios work because . . . [y]ou can spread out your work

                    and get messy, you can immediately reengage work in progress after a pause, your

                    tools are nearby, and evidence of your work is everywhere” (20). In the

                    Noel Studio, students engage artifacts that encourage them to compose projects

                    publicly—at times using manipulatives and other hands-on learning

                    artifacts—where other visitors can see, and learn from, their projects.

                    The Noel Studio space becomes a gallery for experimenting with a variety of

                    texts, resembling what you might see in an art gallery. Creativity helps to make

                    composing social, engaging, and playful. We encourage students to experience the

                    space by allowing them to shape it around their activities as they compose

                    texts.
Through this chapter, we explore how and why students engage creative process in

                    their invention and composing practices in the Noel Studio. To set a foundation,

                    we wish to acknowledge the following threads as central to the design and

                    pedagogical practices of the space:
	Students compose by engaging multiple learning styles, among them visual

                        (or spatial), aural (or music and sound), verbal (or linguistic), physical

                        (or kinesthetic), and social (or interpersonal).
	“Human knowledge is initially developed not as ‘general and

                        abstract,’ but as embedded in social, cultural, and material contexts.

                        Further, human knowledge is initially developed as part and parcel of

                        collaborative interactions with others of diverse skills, backgrounds, and

                        perspectives joined together in a particular epistemic community, that is, a

                        community of learners engaged in common practices centered around a specific

                        (historically and socially constituted) domain of knowledge” (New

                        London Group 1996, 68)
	Students engage texts through a pedagogy of multiliteracies, as outlined

                        by the New London Group, and make meaning through multiple modes of

                        communication, including audio, spatial, gestural, visual, and linguistic

                        design (New London Group, 83)

HistoryThe Noel Studio’s history is as creative and collaborative as the space has

                    become. The concept, which began as a vision inspired by cross-campus

                    conversations, gained momentum through a 2004 proposal for a “Writing

                    Studio.” The Studio Task Force continued to develop the concept of a

                    facility that would integrate with departments on a global scale to facilitate

                    workshops, in-class peer reviews, and ongoing programs for the university

                    community. The choice of program name came in 2004, as “Studio for

                    Academic Creativity” communicates the integrated philosophy and value of

                    creativity within the program’s pedagogy.
As Doorley and Witthoft (2012) explain, “Creative people regularly generate

                    surprising ideas and unanticipated artifacts” (76). Bringing multiple

                    voices, perspectives, disciplinary backgrounds, and pedagogical philosophies

                    together for conversations about the design of a collaborative space, in this

                    case, yielded concepts that an individual working alone might not have realized.

                    Appropriately, some of the most innovative academic spaces in the United States

                    have developed from innovative, dynamic collaborations, also part of their

                    pedagogical approach. For example, the Hasso Plattner Institute of Design

                    (better known as the d.school) integrates voices from across disciplinary

                    boundaries through its radical collaborations between students, faculty, and

                    industry. A program’s evolution can also reveal much about its future.
As the Noel Studio’s history suggests, bringing multiple voices together

                    for sustained conversations about pedagogy, space design, and communication

                    design can yield exciting results. For the Noel Studio, placing writing in

                    conversation with communication and information literacy disciplines suggested

                    that we might also explore how these areas interact, intersect, complement, and

                    extend one another. While writing centers and library collaborations are not

                    necessarily new, integrating communication-related initiatives that enhance

                    public speaking, video production, and visual interests allows us to see that

                    the composing that students do in multimodal spaces is quite connected.

                    Moreover, we begin to see how, through a creative lens, an integrated approach

                    can enhance the composing experiences of students. Furthermore, in the

                    collaborative spirit with which the Noel Studio was envisioned, students are

                    encouraged to play with technologies, artifacts, and manipulatives in ways that

                    further the invention and composing process. Boczkowski, Randall, Render, and

                    Sinovic (2008) argued that a writing center, where experimentation can take

                    place absent of grades, “offers the ideal site and optimal methods for

                    students to learn the value of play” (264). As a creative space, the Noel

                    Studio was envisioned as an optimal learning environment where students (at

                    times side-by-side with faculty) experiment with composition concepts and

                    strategies in mind.
Time Lapse Video of Noel Studio ConstructionVideo created by Cindi Trainor
Timeline for the Design of a Creative Space2004
	The task force presented the studio concept to the EKU president, who then

                        granted support.
	The task force began working with the VP of University Development to seek

                        funding for renovation of the space.

2005
	The task force continued to refine the studio for Academic Creativity

                        concept.
	With support garnered from departments, the libraries, and administration,

                        the task force began to develop preliminary architectural renderings.

2006
	The studio became affiliated with the University’s Quality

                        Enhancement Plan (QEP), which is part of the Southern Association of

                        Colleges and Schools (SACS) accreditation process.

2007
	The planning process continued to progress and the planning team developed

                        with changes to university leadership.

2008
	EKU alumni Ron and Sherrie Lou Noel provided the initial donation for the

                        construction of the Noel Studio—with the stipulation that the process

                        begin as soon as possible.
	An architectural firm created the final construction drawings.
	The planning team met frequently to discuss architectural and programmatic

                        issues.

2009
	Construction began on the unique 10,000-square-foot space in the heart of

                        EKU’s Crabbe Library.
	The Noel Studio opened to the university community in September 2010 with

                        a consultant staff of forty.
	Noel Studio staff members began offering consultations, workshops, and

                        facilitated peer-review sessions on subjects ranging from integrating

                        creativity into the classroom to writing for the Web and conducting academic

                        research.

We have archived the construction process and a detailed history of the Noel

                    Studio. Construction lasted approximately one year and is detailed through the

                        Noel Studio construction blog. The Noel Studio website also features a detailed history

                    of the space and program.
Spaces That Facilitate Creative StrategiesAs the Noel Studio developed, it also became a space for pedagogical

                    experimentation and exploration, with creativity a key catalyst. Students could

                    experiment with how they learn (and learn best), best practices in their

                    composition process for composing texts, and the high- and low-tech artifacts

                    that facilitate textual development. Also, faculty began to use the space as

                    they explored their own teaching and learning practices. Visitors from across

                    campus were encouraged to learn through productive forms of academic play. As

                    students in the video interviews (explained further in the Students section of

                    this webtext) shown here explain, the Noel Studio shows the importance of play

                    through the space and resources available.
Materials: Manipulatives are available for use at

                    any time within the space. The Noel Studio provides low-tech artifacts such as

                    Legos, Jenga, Slinkies, Silly Putty, markers for the whiteboards and crayons

                    with construction and butcher paper as the students in the videos discuss.

                    Magnetic tiles and poetry are also available in the Invention Space.
Activity: Very often we will see a group of students

                    working on a complex problem using the whiteboards. While one student may be

                    standing at the board, the others may be talking to each other and the standing

                    students while using their hands to play with the objects around them. This form

                    of play (which may look distracting or even superfluous) can help students focus

                    on the topic at hand. Doodling, as described by Sunni Brown (2011), is one of

                    the most visual forms of play on display in the Noel Studio.
Technology: Large, touch-screen monitors provide

                    multiple ways for students to share and interact with composition projects.
Activity: While one student is typing on a keyboard,

                    another group member can get up and touch the screen to add content, draw by

                    hand, or contribute to the activity. While small groups work on large

                    touch-screen monitors, students who walk by can stop, observe, and offer

                    comments. Students can play with shapes, colors, and other design elements as

                    they envision and shape their texts.
As we have depicted, interaction within the Noel Studio looks much different than

                    in a traditional writing center. Consultations, either one-on-one or by

                    small-group interactions with students, are highly interactive. Consultations

                    often involve drawing on dry-erase boards or on touch-screen monitors, for

                    example, or moving from space to space depending on the goals for the

                    session.
The colors of the Noel Studio display an ethos of play and creativity. Throughout

                    the space, flexible furniture on wheels encourages high-energy activity while

                    conveying an inviting and casual tone. The space is often busy, with a variety

                    of activities taking place throughout its varied, complementary areas.

                    Furthermore, the spaces encourage collaboration at multiple levels. For example,

                    the Greenhouse encourages students to come together in pairs, but it often

                    serves as the hub for activity as large and small student and faculty groups

                    navigate the space.
Greenhouse: A large, open space at the heart of the

                    Noel Studio for consultations and informal pair and group collaboration. It is

                    designed as a space where ideas grow into communication projects.
Invention Space: A space with wall-to-wall dry-erase

                    boards, round tables, bench seating, mobile rocking chairs, and a CopyCam system

                    where students can express ideas visually and explore kinesthetic learning

                    through manipulatives.
Presentation Suite: An open space with folding and

                    mobile tables and chairs, a wall-to-wall dry-erase board, and touch-screen work

                    stations where students are encouraged to showcase ideas in small groups or as

                    teams. The presentation suite connects the practice rooms to the Greenhouse.
Practice Rooms: Small rooms ideal for practicing or

                    refining oral, visual, and digital composition projects. Recommended for pairs

                    or small groups of three students. All practice rooms are equipped with

                    workstations, video cameras, and flat-screen monitors.
Breakout Spaces: Slightly larger than the practice

                    rooms, the breakout spaces encourage small groups (of four to six students) to

                    collaborate and compose together. These spaces are also ideal for displaying a

                    variety of texts to group members.
A Space That Facilitates Creativity: Furniture and FlexibilityAs Doorley and Witthoft (2012) explain, “Owned space signals that an

                    individual has standing in the community. In a shared, open, and collaborative

                    environment, you need to find novel ways to provide people with feelings of

                    ownership” (91). To encourage students to embrace the composition process,

                    the furniture in the Noel Studio is unique in that most of the items are on

                    wheels. Students are encouraged to move even large furniture—such as the

                    large, green tables in the Greenhouse—as they see fit, making the space

                    truly student centered for almost any composing occasion, as Hannah and Bethany

                    discuss here. Small, round, and brightly colored pods offer students easy access

                    to informal seating that they can pull together around the green tables.
[image: Tables with wheels in the Noel Studio]Tables with wheels in the Noel StudioView AssetOther spaces encourage students to think with their hands through the use of

                    high- and low-tech artifacts. In the Invention Space, students can engage in a

                    visual invention process through the use of wall-to-wall dry-erase boards,

                    colorful magnetic tiles, and magnetic poetry. Students move these artifacts as

                    they create meaning in the space. Through these artifacts, the invention process

                    becomes more visible. Furthermore, the design of the Noel Studio as a space that

                    fosters intentional creativity in student composers prompts students to consider

                    the drafting process not only through the use of paper or a computer screen but

                    through the design of multiple low-resolution prototypes, as Tim Brown (2008)

                    called them. That is, the space facilitates a pedagogical process for composing

                    that might resemble activities often seen in design studios—the process

                    itself does not look much like what you see in computer labs but looks more

                    playful in that it is both visual and interactive.
Verbais (2008) describes the experience of considering tactile learning in the

                    writing center by explaining that
using toys in a [writing center] environment can, in many ways, introduce a

                        tactile learner to various writing concepts. A tactile learner can touch and

                        manipulate toys that might represent parts of speech, or play with a toy

                        such as a stress ball, which might help stimulate creativity during the

                        session. Tactile learners can also play with magnetic poetry to physically

                        move around words, just as they could play with hypertext on a computer

                        screen. (138)

At the high-tech media wall, however, students can use large touch-screen

                    monitors to compose visually. These spaces are unlike any other on campus in

                    terms of both the clustered layout and the technology available. When these

                    spaces are in use, the Greenhouse becomes a gallery of student compositions,

                    with colorful, moving, and animated texts on display. The creativity of one or a

                    few students permeates the space and inspires others to push the edge of their

                    own composing practices. Similarly, faculty members will explore new

                    technologies alongside their students, seemingly echoing the creative philosophy

                    represented by Reiss and Young (2013):
We welcome creativity and innovation not limited by our own skills and

                        practices. We admit that we cannot ourselves do everything we invite our

                        students to do—make videos and Flash movies, for example—as ways

                        to express their learning or to teach us and classmates. By composing in

                        ways not available to us, some students provide us and their classmates with

                        insights into the subject matter that would have been otherwise unavailable

                        to us. (165)

While writing centers, for example, have always encouraged students to showcase

                    their work—either through practices of reading aloud or sharing their work

                    on hard-copy drafts or laptops, the media wall places student texts and

                    processes at the center of the activity.
Students Engaging Creative Spaces CreativelyReynolds (2004) explained that “many educators believe that only when

                        people are ‘moved’—perhaps literally—can they be

                        persuaded to see from a different point of view” (2). For students,

                        looking at a topic from multiple perspectives can be a challenge. We

                        encourage students—with and without trained consultants—to move

                        through the space, physically changing their location and environment to fit

                        their project and process, as Morgan and Nichole discuss in the videos

                        included here. Students engage Noel Studio spaces differently, each

                        establishing a relationship with the environment for different reasons and

                        with different goals. While some students use the space for inspiration,

                        others move from the invention space to the small practice rooms depending

                        on the goals and stages for their project that day.
Sweet, Carpenter, Blythe, and Apostel (2013) suggested nine strategies for

                        creative thinking: perception shift, piggybacking, brainstorming,

                        glimmer-catching, collaborating, going with the flow, playing, pattern

                        recognition, and using metaphor. Creative spaces promote these strategies

                        among student composers. For example, they encourage students to brainstorm

                        ideas with low- and high-tech resources from Legos and butcher paper to

                        touch-screen monitors. They create the optimal environment for students to

                        think, compose, reflect, and revise.
While we often see all nine strategies employed in the Noel Studio, play is

                        perhaps the most visible. While often associated with pleasure, play is a

                        voluntary activity, allowing students to shape and reshape ideas. As the

                        National Institute for Play (2009) suggests, in a creative space like the

                        Noel Studio, students can use play to transcend the realities of ordinary

                        life and, in the process, germinate new ideas.
We explore the role of play in more detail by regularly interviewing EKU

                        graduate and undergraduate students who use the Noel Studio to compose

                        projects. During the spring 2013 semester, we conducted video interviews

                        that asked students a series of questions related to play within the

                        composition process. The questions scaffolded on one another while

                        encouraging students to reflect on their practices and experiences. Students

                        also chose where they wanted to conduct the interview, often selecting a

                        space that spoke to their own creative composing processes.
	What influence does your environment have when you are writing or

                            developing projects for classes?
	When you are doing homework or projects for class, do you find that

                            certain places, objects, or even physical movements help you think or

                            come up with good ideas?
	Let’s call the behavior you listed above “play”

                            since we normally don’t associate it with academic writing and

                            thinking. Now, how does the Noel Studio space (e.g., design, layout, and

                            colors) facilitate play when you write or design projects for

                            class?
	Could you discuss how available technologies like touch-screen

                            monitors, the furniture, and dry-erase boards facilitate and encourage

                            play in the composition process?
	As you know, the Noel Studio has movable tables and chairs and also

                            has a variety of spaces (e.g., breakout rooms, the Greenhouse, and the

                            Invention Space). How do you think these resources and spaces, together

                            and independently, encourage you to “play” as you are

                            working on projects?

ObservationsSpace facilitates visual and kinesthetic play.

                        While we can trace many threads through these interviews, several key points

                        are immediately apparent in this—admittedly—small sample of Noel

                        Studio visitors. First and foremost, students prefer different composing

                        environments based on the project and stage in their process. Ideas thrive

                        in the balance of quiet and chaos, and a playful environment diffuses the

                        rigor of academia and situates students as peers and allies in the composing

                        process
Play can be messy. The word itself seems taboo

                        on campus. When students talk about their writing in academic settings, the

                        desire for distraction seems counterproductive; however, chaos serves as a

                        productive motivator, creating opportunities for inspiration as they absorb

                        the activities around them. In many ways, students feel inspired from

                        distractions in composition spaces. Seeing other students play within the

                        space gives them perspective and facilitates their own creative invention

                        processes. We might see students brainstorming on dry-erase boards or

                        composing structures with manipulatives such as Legos.

                        Manipulatives—objects that facilitate a creative process for

                        students—create minor distractions that allow opportunities for

                        divergent thinking. Interestingly, groups often play together—with

                        Legos or mapping ideas out on dry-erase boards—to relax and socialize

                        enough to put them at ease until they feel comfortable sharing their

                        thoughts and ideas. An environment that facilitates playful activity

                        facilitates academic exchange.
Play is physical. Physical movement is also an

                        important part of the composing process. As students mentally move through

                        the composing process, they enjoy physical movement from room to room or

                        building to building. We find the Noel Studio space encourages a nonlinear

                        process for students’ composition activities as they can engage texts

                        from multiple perspectives and allow themselves time to gain a critical

                        distance. We also see that the ability to alter the composing space by

                        moving furniture allows students to shape their environment to meet their

                        collaborative and individual needs.
Interview with student
Interview with student
ConclusionEmploying student interviews and hourly observations as our primary method for

                    understanding the role space plays in the composing process of college students,

                    we suggest that space facilitates a process of play that can serve important

                    functions as students design composition projects. Through these video

                    narratives, we explain how the Noel Studio’s space enables creative

                    expression and how that experience translates into stronger composition

                    products. Through this experiment, students have helped us visualize the

                    “journey of composition” as they might move from project to project,

                    space to space, from one form of low- and high-tech resource to another, as they

                    brainstorm, write, revise, seek feedback, revise, and polish their communication

                    projects.
Through this visualization of composition, we suggest that space can facilitate

                    play—a divergent process where students are free to experiment and engage

                    ideas that only exist as glimmers in other campus spaces. The Noel Studio

                    encourages expression as part of the composition process and understands that

                    students can find their voice or passion in spaces that allow them to explore on

                    their own terms.
Play serves an important pedagogical purpose, especially when students are

                    learning to compose through new or unfamiliar modes and media. Establishing a

                    low-pressure, safe environment where students feel comfortable trying new

                    approaches, learning from and with others, and responding to the compositions of

                    other students sends a message that making mistakes is acceptable. Incorporating

                    creative play as part of the Noel Studio’s pedagogy suggests that

                    compositions involve a recursive process and one that is open to experimentation

                    at all levels and stages. A space that facilitates play immerses students within

                    this creative experience.
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Chapter 7: Kairotic Design: Building Flexible Networks for Online

                CompositionLance Cummings, Renea Frey, Ryan Ireland, Caitlin Martin, Heidi McKee, Jason

                Palmeri, and James Porter
Drawing from instructor narratives, class artifacts, and interviews of and surveys

                with students, this chapter reports on the results of a six-month study of a fully

                online composition curriculum at Miami University.
Based on their experiences, the authors argue for a kairotic model of online course

                design that is flexible, adaptive, and emergent, and that challenges models of

                online course design that seek to plan all content in advance. In articulating their

                vision of kairotic design, the authors detail their design process, including how

                instructors and students perceived and altered online classroom spaces over

                time.
The chapter concludes with recommendations for how to construct kairotically

                responsive and pedagogically effective virtual spaces for online composition classes

                that do not aim to replicate traditional, brick-and-mortar classrooms but instead

                seek to harness the affordances of distributed, networked interactions.
IntroductionWe open with questions that framed our project and that frame our webtext: How

                    should we design online composition classrooms to make them effective for the

                    teaching and learning of writing? What should the spaces for online writing

                    instruction look like, and, more importantly, what should they help instructors

                    and students do? What kinds of collaborations, dynamics, and interactions should

                    our online composition classrooms support and promote?
In addressing these questions, we advocate for a kairotic approach to online

                    course design. As we explain more fully in the discussion of our design process,

                    kairotic design, as applied to the development of online courses, means an

                    approach to course planning that allows for flexibility and adaptability for

                    audience and context. It acknowledges, first, that the instructor

                    cannot—and indeed, should not—try to control and orchestrate every

                    aspect of student composing and learning in a writing course. Second, it

                    acknowledges that a significant portion of the “content” for any

                    writing course emerges in the unfolding of the course: In a writing course (or

                    any student-centered production course, for that matter) the primary focus is on

                    student writing and work in the course. Thus, much of the content does not exist

                    prior to the course; it is not brought to the course by the instructor. Rather,

                    it emerges from the collaborative interactions among students. A writing course

                    should prompt opportunities and leave open spaces for students to invent and

                    contribute content and processes for interaction. Thus, as our research and

                    teaching confirmed, online social media spaces can be excellent venues for

                    promoting invention, discovery, and interaction in writing classes.
Drawing from instructor narratives and student interviews, we examine in depth

                    what happens when first-year composition moves into online spaces, especially

                    social media spaces such as Google+, YouTube, and WordPress—the spaces

                    that we used in our teaching of online composition. In this chapter, we report

                    on the results of a six-month study at Miami University that involved our

                    working together to design, offer, and study a fully online composition

                    curriculum for one of the first-year required composition courses at Miami

                    (English 111, Composition and Rhetoric). We discuss how we designed the virtual

                    classroom spaces for these courses and how instructors and students perceived

                    and altered those spaces. Questions that guided our study of the course include

                    these: What tools and strategies did instructors and students use to create an

                    interactive online writing environment? What were the benefits and drawbacks of

                    various approaches to kairotic design (e.g., video lectures, multimodal peer

                    response, online discussions, team inquiries, etc.)? What worked well, and what

                    didn’t? What did students think about the experience? We conclude with

                    recommendations for how to construct kairotically responsive and pedagogically

                    effective virtual spaces for online composition classes that do not aim to

                    replicate traditional classrooms but instead to leverage the advantages of

                    distributed, networked interactions.
Although Miami’s Composition Program had never offered composition fully

                    online before the summer of 2012, our teachers had substantial experience with

                    delivering writing instruction in computer-mediated environments (see English

                    111). In this sense, our development of online English 111 sections might be

                    seen as an extension of our existing digital writing curriculum rather than a

                    radical shift in direction. Yet the shift from teaching with digital tools in

                    physical classrooms to teaching in fully online spaces did ultimately end up

                    requiring a somewhat more radical pedagogical redesign than we initially

                    imagined—a redesign that ultimately caused us all to rethink the ways in

                    which we spatially organize our writing classes both on- and offline. In fact,

                    we came to see the process of designing an online course as an inventive

                    heuristic that caused us to question some of the commonplace pedagogical

                    assumptions (such as the value of whole-class discussion) that we held dear. We

                    are already moving to revise some of our pedagogical strategies for teaching in

                    traditional, brick-and-mortar classrooms on the basis of what we learned

                    teaching online.
It is this story of rethinking, reimaging, and hacking space that we begin to

                    tell here.
Premises	Classroom design is rhetorical.

A key premise underlying our work is that classroom space, both traditional

                        and online, is rhetorical—it shapes and promotes certain kinds of

                        interactions and activities, while it inhibits and discourages others.
Our goal as writing teachers, always, is to make classroom design support our

                        pedagogical goals. Sometimes we do this by fighting the traditional

                        classrooms we are assigned to. For instance, we may, through de Certeauian

                        tactics, thwart the restrictions of spatial design—desks in rows, for

                        example—to achieve the desired collaboration and interaction. Other

                        times we have the opportunity to work proactively to design our classrooms

                        in ways that support our composition instruction—for example, when we

                        collaborate with university classroom designers and instructional technology

                        specialists to design a new computer classroom.
What we must recognize, though, is that however we make, remake, design, or

                        rebel against our assigned classroom space, the design of classroom space

                            matters to the teaching of writing. It can help or

                        hurt our efforts to teach composition well, as many scholars have noted

                        (e.g., Bemer, Moeller, and Ball 2009; DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill 2007;

                        Fleckenstein, Johnson, and McKinney 2009; Walls, Schopieray, and DeVoss

                        2009).
	2. Online classrooms shouldn’t replicate

                            traditional classrooms.

Another key premise underlying our work is that the online classroom space

                        should not aim to replicate the traditional classroom space. By traditional

                        we mean any class taught in a brick-and-mortar space where instructor and

                        students are physically present in the room together at set meeting times in

                        the week and most student-teacher and student-student interaction occurs in

                        that space. Traditional does not refer to pedagogical approach, like

                        “current-traditional.” So no matter one’s pedagogy, if the

                        class meets in a physical room with all members physically present, then

                        that’s a traditional classroom.
Unfortunately some approaches to online course design, including some

                        reputable, popular distance education certification programs (e.g., Quality

                        Matters), rely on the mirror model assumption—that

                        is, the assumption that the goal for online course design should be to

                        re-create the bounded traditional classroom space where instructor and

                        students are all together in one place, virtual desks in a circle, teacher

                        writing on the virtual whiteboard, and so on.
We begin by questioning that assumption: Why replicate the traditional

                        classroom? Has it really worked all that well as a space for teaching

                        writing? Could we do better? We agree very much with Douglas Walls, Scott

                        Schopieray, and Dànielle Nicole DeVoss (2009), who have critiqued the

                        traditional classroom model:
Although we interact, socialize, and otherwise live lives in very

                            flexible and various physical spaces, our classrooms often remain

                            inflexible spaces, typically based in agrarian and industrial revolution

                            era designs [that] assumed that students could be educated in an

                            assembly-line fashion where the instructor held all of the knowledge and

                            transmitted this knowledge to students before moving them along to the

                            next grade level. (271)

We think that the attempt to mirror traditional learning spaces in online

                        learning spaces undercuts the dynamic potential of online learning and the

                        collaborative and social possibilities for online writing spaces.
English 111To fully understand our design process and the perspectives of the

                        instructors and students, it is helpful to know more about Miami

                        University’s first-semester composition requirement, English 111,

                        Composition and Rhetoric.
English 111 offers students a rhetorically grounded, inquiry-based

                        introduction to writing both in the academy and in the broader civic sphere.

                        The curriculum consists of five major assignments (or

                        “inquiries” as we term them). Students compose the following

                        projects:
	Self-Inquiry / Rhetorical Reflection: Reflective

                            narrative about their own rhetorical practices
	Rhetorical Analysis: Rhetorical analysis of a

                            print or digital text
	Public Issue Argument: A research-based argument

                            about a public issue
	Remediation: Transformation of the argument from

                            the previous essay into a digital or multimodal text for a new

                            audience
	Self-Inquiry / Final Reflection: Reflective

                            argument about student’s own writing and rhetoric through analysis

                            of selected writing collected in an e-portfolio.

For all inquiries, when turning in their composing projects, students are

                        also required to submit a “Writer’s Letter,” an analysis

                        and reflection written for their instructor about their experiences

                        researching and writing the inquiry and their perspectives on their project.

                        For inquiry 4, the remediation project, this “Writer’s

                        Letter” is required to be more extensive.
For more about the English 111 course, see a pdf of the English 111

                        Description and Outcomes.
Integration of Digital TechnologiesPrior to 2006, digital technologies were integrated into a handful of English

                        111 sections as individual instructors chose to have students compose in and

                        with wikis, web-authoring programs, and blogs. But this integration was

                        haphazard and involved fewer than 10 percent of the more than one hundred

                        sections of English 111 we offered on the Oxford campus each year. Starting

                        in 2006, we offered some digital sections of English 111 taught in laptop or

                        hardwired classrooms, raising the percentage each year as classroom spaces

                        were available, as curriculum was revised, and as instructors received

                        training. However, these “digital sections” of English 111 were

                        regarded as special or unusual, not the norm for the class.
Starting in fall 2011, English 111 became fully digitized, in two respects:

                        (1) for the first time, all sections of English 111 were offered in laptop

                        or computer classrooms, thus making it much easier for instructors to

                        integrate digital technologies and also making it so that program-wide we

                        could require a digital composition project (inquiry 4, the remediation

                        project); and, (2) the overall curriculum was redesigned to make

                        “digital writing” one of the key foci and outcomes for the

                        course. The learning outcomes were revised by both layering considerations

                        of writing technologies into existing outcomes (e.g., “Reflection,

                        meta-cognitive awareness: Students apply concepts and terms from the field

                        of rhetoric/composition to reflect critically on their own composing

                        practices and rhetorical decisions, including decisions about the

                        technologies used in the production and reception of their writing”)

                        and in the creation of an entirely new outcome, “Digital and

                        Multimodal Rhetoric.”
Digital and Multimodal Rhetoricthe two paragraphs that follow need to be displayed with some type of display

                        head
Students effectively produce, share, and publish their writing using digital

                        tools for production, editing, commenting, delivery, and sharing of

                        files.
Students demonstrate critical awareness of the unique affordances and

                        limitations of diverse writing technologies and modalities of communication,

                        both digital and nondigital.
To meet these outcomes, all English 111 instructors were prepared to lead

                        discussions with students about writing technologies in relation to

                        composing and research process and in relation to methodologies of

                        rhetorical analysis.
Throughout English 111, students regularly use computers in class to invent

                        ideas through writing, to conduct and critically evaluate online research,

                        to respond to the work of peers, to engage and record the results of

                        collaborative small-group discussion, to complete revision exercises, and to

                        reflect on their learning and composing processes. Much student in-class

                        writing occurs within the blogs and discussion boards of our Sakai-based

                        course management system (which has been branded “Niihka” at

                        Miami University). The majority of 111 teachers also choose to supplement

                        Niihka with free web-writing applications such as Google Drive, WordPress,

                        Twitter, and Wikispaces. In addition to having students write with computers

                        in class, many teachers in our program also have students do informal

                        digital writing for homework and turn in first and final drafts

                        electronically.
Although students employ digital tools for writing throughout the 111 class,

                        their most intensive engagement with digital composing usually comes during

                        inquiry 4, the remediation inquiry. Some instructors choose to require

                        students to work in a particular medium, while others leave the choice

                        open—making reflection about medium choice itself a central outcome of

                        the inquiry. Students tend to compose multimedia texts using free software:

                        iMovie and WeVideo for video; Audacity and Garageband for audio; Prezi for

                        presentations and collages; WordPress, Wix, or Google Sites for web writing.

                        The remediation inquiry is always accompanied by a substantial reflective

                        essay in which students reflect about their rhetorical choices and how these

                        were influenced by the unique constraints and affordances of mediums,

                        modalities, genres, and the kairotic moments in which they were

                        composing.
Thus, given the extensive digitization of the 111 curriculum, the program and

                        the specific instructors were well positioned to move into teaching fully

                        online courses in the summer of 2012.
MethodsIn addition to developing a student-centered model of online learning, we

                        also developed research and assessment procedures to be used throughout the

                        class. Because we were piloting the course for the first time, we wanted to

                        understand three things in particular: (1) student perspectives on teaching

                        and learning online; (2) instructor perspectives on teaching and learning

                        online; and (3) how well students in online courses were meeting the course

                        outcomes, as demonstrated in their writing.
We decided on three separate research procedures that focused on students:

                        in-class surveys, postcourse focus group interviews, and a direct assessment

                        of student writing. We report student comments on in-class surveys and the

                        postcourse focus group interview in the “Student Perspectives”

                        section. We do not discuss the assessment data in depth in this chapter, but

                        we do present it in the conclusion. We also conducted a focus group

                        interview with the three instructors, each of whom kept a reflective journal

                        throughout the course. We draw from these data in the “Instructor

                        Perspectives” section.
SurveysIn the first, fourth, and sixth weeks of the summer course, students were

                        invited to complete an anonymous survey about their experiences in the

                        online English 111 course. In the fall 2012 online course, students were

                        invited to complete two surveys, one at midterm and one at the end of the

                        semester.
We elected to use a longitudinal survey design (Seifert et al. 2010) to

                        better understand student learning and growth throughout the course. We

                        asked students the same questions or close to the same questions in each

                        survey so that we could track their perception of specific issues over time.

                        Surveys asked students about their familiarity with the key outcomes of the

                        course, their comfort level with the course technologies, and about their

                        perceptions of composition and the course overall.
In the summer, the first student survey was completed by 75 percent of the

                        students (N = 28); the second survey was completed by 56

                        percent (N = 21); and the third survey was completed by

                        54 percent (N = 20). In Fall 2012, the first survey was

                        completed by 90 percent (N = 19 students); the last

                        survey was completed by 33 percent (N = 7). We think the

                        last survey in the fall had a lower response rate because it was

                        administered during finals week when students had exams, papers, and

                        projects due for other courses.
Student Focus GroupAt the end of the summer course, students were invited to participate in a

                        focus group interview about their experiences in English 111. We conducted

                        the interview in September 2012, after students had been enrolled in

                        traditional college courses at Miami University for six weeks. Three

                        students participated in the focus group interviews.
Direct Assessment of Student WritingAs part of the final reflective inquiry in the course, students in all online

                        sections compiled e-portfolios of their writing, using Chalk and Wire. After

                        the fall 2012 sections had completed, the portfolios from both fall and

                        summer online sections were read and scored by a team of readers who were

                        not the instructors using a criterion, outcomes-based rubric. The results

                        from this assessment were compared with the results from the last assessment

                        of traditional classrooms conducted from fall 2010 sections.
Instructor Reflective Journals and Focus GroupThe three team members teaching English 111 online, Lance Cummings, Renea

                        Frey, and Ryan Ireland, each kept a reflective journal throughout the weeks

                        they taught the summer courses. In addition, after the summer courses were

                        over, Lance, Renea, and Ryan met for a focus group interview held in a

                        Google Hangout and recorded.
Design ProcessOur “Online English 111 Project” began in Spring 2012 when the

                    director of composition (at the time, Jim Porter) assembled a team to develop,

                    offer, and study a fully online version of English 111, Composition and Rhetoric

                    (see English 111). The assembled team consisted of eight members: three faculty

                    (Heidi McKee, Jason Palmeri, and Jim Porter); four graduate students in

                    rhetoric/composition (Lance Cummings, Renea Frey, Ryan Ireland, and Caitlin

                    Martin); and an instructional designer from IT specializing in online course

                    design.
Our plan was to offer three sections of English 111 in summer 2012 (to be taught

                    by Lance, Renea, and Ryan). The team began meeting and planning in February

                    2012, to prepare for teaching and researching the online course that would begin

                    that June. The English 111 online course—three sections that enrolled a

                    total of thirty-nine students—was offered in a six-week session in Summer

                    2012.
What follows in this section of our webtext are four subsections: (1) A

                    description of the assets and assumptions we brought to the project; (2) an

                    analysis of some of the dissonances we faced with content-transfer models for

                    course planning; (3) a discussion of some of the decisions we made regarding

                    synchronous class sessions and our network approach to platforms

                        and interfaces; and (4) a reflection on our kairotic approach to

                    course design, what we call kairotic design, and what that

                    means generally for the design of online composition courses.
Starting Assumptions and AssetsPedagogical AssumptionsOur team came to the project with several pedagogical assumptions about

                            the nature of the composition course:
	That the primary focus of a composition course should be the

                                students’ own writing
	That learning happens not only through information, but also

                                through interaction—that is, that students learn best by

                                interacting, discussing, collaborating, working in groups, and

                                sharing information and ideas among themselves
	That interaction among students has to be purposeful and

                                meaningful (we were suspicious of “fake” or forced

                                interaction—whereby students are required to respond to each

                                other in certain formulaic or regularly scheduled ways)
	That we needed to have some synchronous opportunities, but that we

                                couldn’t schedule them in a fixed way

Pedagogical AssetsWe also came to the project with some pedagogical assets in hand: (1) We

                        already had a well-developed curriculum for teaching the English 111 course

                        that included significant integration of digital writing technologies (see

                        English 111), and (2) all members of the team had extensive experience

                        integrating digital technologies into teaching and learning, including two

                        members of the team (Jim and Heidi) who had taught fully online courses

                        (although prior to the development of robust video and synchronous chat

                        capabilities).
And, importantly, we also had monetary assets in hand. Both Jim and Jason

                        leveraged the budget of the Composition Program to provide members of the

                        team financial compensation for their time developing and researching the

                        English 111 online curriculum. As anyone knows who has taught online, it

                        takes a lot of time and effort to adapt curriculum for online teaching. This

                        funding, particularly the compensation for the graduate students involved,

                        helped as we developed other assets to be used in the class.
DissonancesThe process of making the artifacts and designing the course raised some

                        interesting issues around the nature of “the course” and

                        different models for online education.
The Nature of “the Course”We encountered an interesting dissonance about what, exactly, a

                        “course” is and how it should be developed. The instructional

                        designer who consulted with our team initially presented a design model that

                        the course should be thoroughly planned and every distinct class

                        module—every activity of every day—fully developed before the

                        beginning of the course. Our view—more of a composition view—was

                        that the course plan, while developed, would also have a great deal of

                        flexibility built in so that instructors and students could fill in specific

                        activities and interactions as the class unfolded. For example, an

                        instructor may have in mind an activity for “responding to

                        drafts,” but what specifically the content of that response will be is

                        unknown at the start of the class because the students haven’t yet

                        written the drafts to be responded to. Sure, we may know the drafts are

                        rhetorical analyses, but we may need to discuss rhetorical appeals, kairos,

                        integration of quotations, or a myriad of other things depending on what

                        they write in their drafts and what their learning needs are. This

                        open-ended planning may strike some as not a sensible approach to course

                        planning—as being unplanned, in effect—while it struck us as . .

                        . well, the way we always planned composition courses.
Content-Transfer Models and Constructivist ModelsAt the same time that we were designing and researching the online courses,

                        one member of our team (Jim) completed certification from two popular

                        programs for online learning that universities are adopting—Sloan

                        Consortium and Quality Matters. In his work with those programs, Jim found

                        that there existed in the literature about distance learning and online

                        course design a predominant content-transfer model of what constituted a

                        “course” and how it should it be offered online, and that this

                        model conflicted with, was actually incommensurate with, well-accepted

                        pedagogies and practices for teaching composition (Porter 2013). This

                        predominant model assumes that content preexists the course and that the

                        instructor’s job is to assemble the content prior to the course, to

                        deliver it to students during the course, and to test to ensure student

                        mastery of the content by the end of the course.
Certainly, a composition course does have some preexisting content (e.g.,

                        rhetorical theory and methodologies, strategies and heuristics for

                        composing). But that preexisting content is not the entirety of the course

                        content because the students themselves contribute a good amount of the

                        content—for example, when their own writing itself becomes the primary

                        content for a class discussion about a certain rhetorical approach or

                        technique. In fact, for a composition course, the primary content is (or

                        should be) students’ own writing—and that writing does not exist

                        until the course is under way. As composition instructors, we scaffold

                        assignments and plan a process for writing, but the primary content appears

                        in the unfolding of the course, as the students write, exchange writing,

                        discuss their writing, and reflect on their writing. But how can you fully

                        organize the content for a composition course when the primary

                        content—the students’ own writing—doesn’t yet

                        exist?
Our recognition of students as cocreators of content explains some of the

                        dissonance we had, as composition instructors, with aspects of the

                        content-transfer design assumptions that we were reading and hearing about,

                        particularly these: that the online course should be fully designed and

                        developed as a complete package; that the primary “content” was

                        the materials delivered by the instructor through textbooks, handouts,

                        readings, and lectures; that “content” preexists the start date

                        for the course (corollary: students don’t contribute content); and

                        that once a course starts, an instructor merely launches content and

                        administers testing measures at appropriate times.
As we designed the course and made decisions about course delivery and

                        platforms, we resisted a content-transfer model and instead worked very much

                        from an organic, process-based, kairos-based model of course

                        development.
Space DecisionsWe faced a number of decisions in the process of designing the course,

                        including whether to hold synchronous class sessions, what platforms to use,

                        and how to present lecture/presentation materials in the course.
Synchronous versus Asynchronous Class SessionsWe pondered whether to teach the class using only asynchronous discussion

                        (e.g., discussion boards)—or whether it was important to have

                        synchronous discussion spaces in the class as well (e.g., video

                        conferencing, chats). Given the compressed six-week time frame of the course

                        in the summer, we thought that synchronous class sessions would be very

                        difficult to arrange—and perhaps even unfair to require. At the same

                        time, we were committed to the value of synchronous discussion, both from

                        our teaching experiences and also from the advice of research.
Our experiences as writing teachers told us, and research confirms, that

                        “asynchronous and synchronous e-learning complement each other”

                        (Hrastinski 2008, 55). Synchronous discussion helps build social rapport and

                        supports social interaction that is particularly important for building

                        strong communities. According to Stefan Hrastinski (2008), synchronous

                        interaction enhances student motivation to respond to others and increases

                        personal commitment to others (see also Hrastinski 2007; Hipanis, Kordaki,

                        and Dimitrakopoulou 2006). Synchronous interaction can help create social

                        “glue” that can make asynchronous exchange more productive (see

                        Robert and Dennis 2005).
We finally decided that it was important not only to have synchronous class

                        sessions for our English 111 classes, but it was important enough to require

                        them. But, rather than have a whole-class synchronous video discussion,

                        which was not likely to be feasible given student schedules, we aimed for

                        small-group synchronous discussions, not only because they would be easier

                        to schedule and facilitate, but because they would provide more

                        opportunities for students to participate and engage with each other and

                        with the course materials. In what follows, each instructor briefly reflects

                        on some aspect of their design and use of small group synchronous

                        discussions. (It’s important to note that although a specific platform

                        is named—Google Hangouts—many of these findings carry over to

                        other video-conferencing platforms as well.)
Renea’s perspective: For synchronous group

                        meetings, I used Google Hangouts, largely because of feedback and input from

                        the other instructors. I was not all that familiar with Hangouts going into

                        the design process, and I felt uncertain at first about how well it would

                        work. I was convinced of its usability after trying it out with the rest of

                        the research team in meetings, and by the time the summer course started, I

                        felt proficient and ready to use Google Hangouts as the space for

                        small-group synchronous meetings. Something that really surprised me about

                        it was that meeting in that space allowed me to feel more a part of the

                        group, more like I was leading a workshop than having the sense that I was

                        “The Instructor in Charge.” I wasn’t expecting that, but

                        it was a very pleasant surprise.
Ryan’s perspective: Because of the

                        technology limitations of Google Hangouts (only a maximum of ten

                        participants in a Hangout at a time), I would schedule two Hangouts per day

                        based on results from a survey I sent out a day or two ahead of time.

                        Typically students would end up in a.m. and p.m. groups. Having the two

                        meeting times proved beneficial on several levels. First, it allowed my

                        students to choose when it was best for them to learn. It sounds

                        insignificant until you begin to reflect on the lack of student (and, at

                        times, teacher) energy during a mandatory 8:00 a.m. class. Second, students

                        had the flexibility to fit the Google Hangouts times into their schedules.

                        Several students worked part-time during the summer—and one

                        nontraditional student was working full-time. Making the class meetings

                        flexible avoided pitting school against work; and for the one nontraditional

                        student in my class it meant he could earn his bachelor’s degree after

                        several years of waiting for the opportunity. There were also pedagogical

                        benefits. Smaller class discussions were of course more intimate, and each

                        student had more time to speak. But, as we know from having class

                        conversations in the traditional class, the discussion carves out its own

                        path. Despite posing the same prefacing questions for discussion in both of

                        my Hangouts, some very different points were made in each one. I recognized

                        this as a learning opportunity and created blog posts for students to

                        reflect on the discussions and then communicate with the peers who were not

                        present in their Hangout. The results were notable—students engaged

                        other students, provided summaries, pulled out the key ideas based on

                        summaries, and asked the questions needed to illuminate their ideas.
Lance’s perspective: Though I tried

                        several different ways of using the Google Hangouts space, I found these

                        synchronous meetings most conducive to group activities and discussions. One

                        of my favorite aspects of teaching writing is having students write or

                        revise in class, usually in groups, then talk about some of that writing as

                        a whole class. I mostly followed this model. For example, I might

                        screenshare a document to analyze rhetorically, performing in a sense the

                        act of rhetorical analysis, then let students analyze their own text or

                        texts, while writing up a paragraph together in Google Docs. We could then

                        talk about what they wrote as a group, but they could also share these

                        thoughts with the rest of the class in the Google+ Stream.The Hangouts space

                        is a good example of the flexibility of online spaces, but also shows that

                        they may need to be “hacked.” For example, in the summer

                        courses, I simply scheduled several time and dates and allowed students to

                        sign up for the one that best fit their schedule. But in the fall, when

                        students had a full load of courses, I found it useful to have a scheduled

                        class time where I knew everyone was available. In this case, I scheduled

                        Hangouts during “class time” and rotated through each group,

                        much like I would do in a traditional classroom. Certainly I took time for

                        questions and clarifications, but I did not necessarily have to worry about

                        lecturing or giving instructions, because students had already been assigned

                        to read or watch those before coming to the Hangout.
Synchronous Hangout discussions were not just held in small groups with the

                        instructor present; students also had synchronous discussions among

                        themselves as they worked on team projects. And Lance, Renea, and Ryan held

                        office hours and individual conferences with students in video

                        conferencing.
As we describe in the “Student Perspectives” section, once

                        students got over their initial uncertainty about how to interact in video

                        discussions, they found them, for the most part, beneficial.
The Platform DecisionIn the design process, the question of platform arose. First came the

                        question of centralized platforms: Would the instructors use a single online

                        location for all class activities and materials? We quickly decided against

                        that. We wanted instructors and students to have the

                        flexibility to use the best interface they could find for different class

                        activities. We also felt that such a constrained, lockstep narrowing of

                        platforms would merely reify the challenges we often face in the

                        brick-and-mortar spaces in which we teach. Quite simply, it made no sense to

                        straitjacket students or instructors to one platform. The Sakai gradebook

                        works well? Then use it. Prefer WordPress blogs over Sakai’s blog

                        feature? No problem. Facebook is too crowded and too intertwined with most

                        people’s lives? Then use Google+, the network that provides the

                        affordances of a social platform but that can be used in classes because,

                        well, few people and even fewer students really use Google+ for sharing. (As

                        a “failed” social network in terms of number of users and their

                        usage, we discovered Google+ is actually ideal for integration into

                        pedagogy.)
But, without that one platform, would students feel lost and confused? So

                        much of the materials for how online pedagogy (e.g., from Quality Matters,

                        from SLOAN) advocate having a central location. So we did worry and

                        wonder—would students need a central location, a home base, to help

                        orient themselves? What we found, and as we describe in the “Student

                        Perspectives” section, what students needed was not a technological

                        home base, but rather an instructorial home base—they needed to know

                        that their instructor was available regardless of platforms being used.
What we came to is what we think of as a network approach to online platforms

                        and interfaces—using different ones for different kinds of

                        instruction. Lance, Renea, and Ryan had their students using WordPress, our

                        Sakai learning platform, Google, and more. But the instructors also found

                        that Google became the primary linking network, in part because of

                        Miami’s move to Gmail—thus all students had easily usable (and

                        findable) accounts for Google Drive, Google+, and so on. The Google

                        interface proved to be a compromise between centralization and networking.

                        No single interface necessarily became the center; however, the applications

                        and materials would be housed mainly under the Google umbrella. This allowed

                        instructors to create curricula that would be easy to navigate and share, as

                        each instructor explains from an individual perspective.
Renea’s perspective: When choosing the

                        online spaces we would use for this class, I ultimately settled upon a

                        variety of sites, each with a different purpose. For more traditional or

                        linear reading responses, as well as for turning in assignments and doing

                        peer review, I chose the Sakai/Niihka site through Miami. This was largely

                        because of my initial unfamiliarity with all of the Google

                        applications—in the future, I will probably choose to use Google Docs

                        for peer review, as I have seen how well it can work. The Niihka site worked

                        well for “individual” responses—writing that expressed a

                        student’s view but that did not really require feedback from the

                        group. In retrospect, I think this process could have been improved in a

                        more open space, such as Google Drive. I also used a WordPress site to keep

                        the syllabus, schedule, and assignments. My favorite aspect of this was the

                        ability to embed links—students could just click on the assignment and

                        be taken to a reusable video lecture on YouTube, or to the assignment

                        prompt, or to the reading. We also used blogs for research and

                        student-to-student feedback, which seemed to work well. Overall, I’m

                        pleased with the spaces we chose, though in the future I am more likely to

                        utilize spaces that are more “open”—that don’t have

                        to be accessed in a sequential or linear way (and that don’t involve

                        as much downloading and uploading). The more cloud-computing spaces of

                        Google encouraged a networked approach to interaction that I found to be

                        much more productive than the more traditional methods of online textual

                        communication.
Ryan’s perspective: My class space

                        centralized around blogs. Class assignments and the schedule were housed at

                        my Blogger site. Students also composed and maintained their own blogs that

                        were in conversation with other students’ blogs through extensive use

                        of the comment features. For logistical purposes all of the class space

                        elements were housed in the Google network (blogs through Blogger, lectures

                        through YouTube, email in the form of Gmail, discussions in Hangouts).
The movement of students inside the (semiclosed) networked classroom

                        familiarized them with how networks can be navigated. The inquiry

                        assignments I describe in my “Instructor Perspectives” section

                        asked students to move outside the “boundaries” of the class

                        space and into another community of their choosing and then report back. The

                        platform decision, I believe, became one of the first steps in scaffolding

                        one of the goals of my course—realizing websites and their networks as

                        community.
Lance’s perspective: I decided to design

                        my entire course in Google Apps, simply because of how interconnected each

                        of these apps are. In the past, I integrated technology for my face-to-face

                        classroom in somewhat of a hodgepodge style, because no single platform

                        provides the affordances of both a blog and a wiki, for example. I had to

                        balance the affordances I wanted for my class that semester with the amount

                        of required logins and the ability to integrate such spaces into a home base

                        like Sakai/Niihka or Blackboard. I tried the best I could to create the

                        illusion that all these different online apps were interconnected, but most

                        of these sites required separate logins.
Since Miami student IDs and logins are integrated with Gmail, I decided to

                        design my course entirely within the Google system. Instead of using Niihka,

                        I created my course site in Blogger (Google’s blog tool), and the

                        students used Blogger for their own blogs. For the most part, Blogger is not

                        as robust as WordPress, but many of its features are easier to use and the

                        integration with other Google Apps was crucial. Once students publish a blog

                        post, for example, Google automatically asks if they would like to share the

                        post on Google+. This interconnectedness made it easier to discuss specific

                        blogs in the stream, rather than having to click through a list of blogs and

                        comment on each site. Students still tended to complain about how many

                        windows they had to have open at one time, an issue I’m not sure can

                        be solved, but my sense was that once they became acclimated to navigating

                        the network, they began to see the advantages for interactivity and

                        workflow.
While we firmly believe that the primary focus and content of a composition

                        class is the students’ writing and that we are against the banking

                        model of education, we also recognize that there are times in the

                        composition classroom when brief lectures and presentations by instructors

                        can articulate and clarify foundational concepts in rhetoric and

                        composition. Thus, as we planned the course, we also knew that we had to

                        develop some online instructional resources, some artifacts, that would help

                        build foundational knowledge both for students and with students that they

                        could then develop further in their writing projects and class

                        activities.
Video LecturesWe didn’t want to create just static alphabetic text materials for

                        students, so, using integrated screen capture, voice, and video platform

                        software (either Screenflow or Camtasia), we developed a series of

                        videos—both what we came to call reusable video lectures and what we

                        came to call ad hoc video lectures.
Reusable video lectures were just that—five- or five-minute

                        presentations by instructors on specific topics (e.g., rhetorical context,

                        strategies for effective peer response, methodologies for audience

                        analysis). Video 7.1 is an example of a

                        reusable video lecture that Renea made called “Introduction to

                        Rhetorical Analysis”:

Video 7.1. Video lecture on rhetorical analysisView transcript

These reusable video lectures were developed within the program context but

                        are not what we would think of as specific to that one classroom or one

                        instructor. That is, Renea’s video on rhetorical analysis was designed

                        to be used not just in Renea’s class, but also in Ryan’s class

                        and Lance’s class. Even as we designed these videos, we had hopes that

                        they might be used and reused in traditional classrooms as well, and, as we

                        discuss in the “Implications” section, this has indeed turned

                        out to be the case.
The ad hoc video lectures, on the other hand, were not starting assets

                        because instructors could not make them until the course was in progress.

                        These videos are not designed to be reusable across sections in the

                        Composition Program. Rather, these presentations were tailored to the

                        specific classroom and the specific students in that classroom at that

                        specific moment in their learning process. For example, after Lance’s

                        students made their first few blog posts, he made an ad hoc video lecture,

                        discussing and highlighting strategies different students employed. This

                        type of specific feedback to students is not reusable across sections but,

                        importantly, it is reusable by students during the course (and

                        subsequently). Video 7.2 is an example

                        of a kairotic video.

Video 7.2. Kairotic video on reflective essayView transcript

When to make what type of video was a crucial decision for instructors, as

                        articulated in their individual perspectives.
Renea’s perspective: Before the term

                        began, I was really nervous about making videos of both types—it was

                        the source of my biggest concern and anxiety at the beginning of our course

                        design discussions. However, it also turned out to be less difficult than I

                        first imagined, and, I found, incredibly productive for students and for the

                        class dynamic. Instead of sitting in a group passively listening to me,

                        students could listen to what I had to say before we all got together so

                        that, when we were in a class meeting together, students could interact with

                        one another through their shared knowledge. When designing the course, I

                        thought about the topics that I typically covered through lecture and

                        presentation when I was in a traditional classroom, and then I designed

                        reusable video lectures around these areas. When I would make ad hoc video

                        lectures, it was often because students expressed—either through the

                        Niihka discussion board posts or in emails to me—that they were having

                        difficulty understanding a concept or applying it. An example was an ad hoc

                        video lecture that I made about rhetorical analysis. This was an idea that

                        students were having difficulty applying, so I chose a text similar to the

                        ones that they were examining, and made a video of my brainstorming session,

                        picking out the different appeals in the text and highlighting those areas

                        as I went along. This was a much less formal video and not

                        “reusable” in another class, but it helped my students

                        understand how to do a rhetorical analysis in that moment, when they most

                        needed guidance.
Lance’s perspective: Designing this online

                        course has helped me think more deeply about spatial modalities in

                        composition classrooms that I don’t always explicitly think about when

                        teaching in traditional, brick-and-mortar classrooms. For example, how do I

                        use space or course design to help students make the connections between the

                        theory and ideas that we discuss in lecture with their actual writing?

                        Creating the space online for this transfer and connections in learning

                        required me to use all the tools of kairotic design available, including ad

                        hoc video lectures. For example, I might build an ad hoc video using the

                        different student blogs I read that week to directly apply the more general

                        ideas discussed in other lectures. Or I might encounter a really interesting

                        student blog and share with the entire class, so they pay special attention

                        to that particular blog. Or I might decide to discuss bits of writing in

                        Google Hangouts. All these are different ways (and in different places) to

                        accomplish this more collaborative aspect of the writing classroom.
Ryan’s perspective: The range of videos we

                        as a group made fall within the two general categories—reusable video

                        lectures and ad hoc video lectures—but each instructor brought his or

                        her own style and aesthetic to the video—thus enabling for students

                        the sort of changeup in lecture (both in terms of style and delivery from

                        one person and in terms of delivery across persons) that rarely happens in

                        the physical classroom. Before the class started, we realized the need for

                        certain “big” videos and divided up the reusable video lectures

                        based on our interest. These were often more formal and polished.
At the other end of the spectrum were the off-the-cuff video responses. After

                        releasing my first response to students—a video I shot late at night

                        with poor lighting and almost no editing—the response was clear:

                        students found that sort of feedback to be helpful and genuine. While the

                        amateur filmmaker part of me cringed, the teacher part of me loved that

                        students saw this as meaningful and kairotic conversation.

Video 7.3. Video updateview transcript

Another type of ad hoc video found its way into my collection. This sort of

                        video acted in response to conversations generated in Google Hangouts

                        conversations. Current topics at the time of the course included the Jerry

                        Sandusky rape case and comedian Jason Alexander’s apology for his

                        remarks on a late night show. I began to weave these ongoing conversations

                        into my more complex ad hoc videos. While I realized this limited the

                        audience to my class—and essentially put an expiration date on the

                        video—these videos helped shape classroom conversation.

Video 7.4. Web traffic and screen captureView transcript

Classroom conversation was not only shaped by these ad hoc videos. The impact

                        of the ability to view and review both reusable video lectures and ad hoc

                        video lectures was key to students’ learning, as they discuss in the

                        “Student Perspectives” section.
Kairotic DesignWhat we came to realize was that our process of design—both before the

                        classes started and during the classes themselves—was very much a

                        process of kairotic design. Kairos, a rhetorical term

                        deriving from the Greek Sophists (particularly Protagoras, Gorgias,

                        Isocrates, and the anonymous author of Dissoi Logoi),

                        refers to “the opportune moment” (Poulakos 1983; see also

                        Doherty 1996), to the time, timing, and appropriateness of a discourse, for

                        both its rhetorical and cultural context. It is a concept that emphasizes

                        the situated, dynamic, contingent, and interactional nature of

                        communication: how communication is a time-bound, unfolding interaction with

                        an audience. What a communicative act means today for you is not what it

                        will mean for us tomorrow.
Kairotic design, as applied to the development of online

                        courses, means an approach to course planning that arises with a keen sense

                        of timeliness—for this moment at this time. It is one that allows for

                        flexibility and adaptability for audience and context (that is, to a

                        particular group of students taking the course at a particular time and

                        place, for a particular set of outcomes and expectations). It is an

                        acknowledgment that the instructor cannot—and indeed, should

                        not—try to control and orchestrate every step of the students’

                        writing and learning in a course. The course should, rather, prompt

                        opportunities and leave open spaces for students to invent and contribute

                        their own content.
Certainly, as we describe, we had frames and some preexisting content for the

                        course, but we resisted planning out every detail of every day and every

                        artifact for every module (to use the language of online instructional

                        design). As composition instructors and program administrators, we

                        recognized students as cocontributors of course content. This explains the

                        dissonance we felt, as composition teachers, with some of the

                        content-transfer design assumptions that we were reading and hearing about,

                        particularly these: that the online course should be fully designed and

                        developed as a complete package; that the primary “content” was

                        the materials delivered by the instructor through textbooks, handouts,

                        readings, and lectures; that “content” preexists the start date

                        for the course (corollary: students don’t contribute content); and

                        that, once the course was launched, the instructors’ role during the

                        course was primarily as a launcher of premade content and collector of work

                        to be graded, with perhaps some roles as cheerleader or motivator to keep

                        students engaged and progressing through the preset modules.
What we eventually came to realize is that we had to abandon much of the

                        advice we were getting about online course design and go with our own

                        instincts, experience, and knowledge as composition instructors. We needed a

                        design process for online courses that was more reflective of composition

                        pedagogy and, importantly, one that was more rhetorical. Certainly, as we

                        describe in the “Space Decisions” section, instructors can

                        prepare some content in advance of the course—and we certainly did

                        that, for instance, in creating in advance reusable video lectures for key

                        rhetorical topics, principles, and processes. But we also had to plan for

                        the unplanned in the respect that we had to leave spaces in the schedule for

                        content that was yet to be created—referring to student writing, to be

                        sure, but also to unknown topics and discussions, to unplanned

                        “content” that would emerge from the course and that could not

                        be specifically collected in advance. We sought what Carl Whithaus and Joyce

                        Magnotto Neff (2006) called “moments of liveliness [that] did not

                        emerge from planned discussion points; they resulted from spontaneous

                        student concerns” (449). Our development of kairotic videos, our use

                        of synchronous conferencing, and our integration of collaborative

                        communication tools were key features enabling our approach to kairotic

                        design, as Lance, Renea, and Ryan describe in the “Instructor

                        Perspectives” section.
Our kairotic design process began with our resistance to providing lockstep,

                        prepackaged materials and continued into the course as instructors responded

                        specifically to students’ questions and concerns at the, and in the,

                        moment. But interestingly, what also arose was more kairotic learning, where

                        students were able to access course materials and course discussions at

                        times and places convenient to them when they felt they most needed them to

                        aid their learning and composing process.
Instructor PerspectivesToo often instructors have limited opportunities to design the spaces in which

                    they teach. They get their teaching schedule, go check out the classroom, and

                    aim to make the space they’ve been assigned work for their pedagogy and

                    for student learning as shaped by their goals and class outcomes. At Miami, we

                    have some fantastic classrooms for writing pedagogy—large spaces with

                    easily movable and comfortable furniture designed for laptop learning,

                    collaboration, and maximum flexibility, and with the bells and whistles of the

                    latest technology. We also have some so-so spaces that, with some creative

                    rearranging, can be made to work. And then, alas, we still have a few rooms that

                    literally are from the nineteenth century, with furniture and chalkboards that

                    are perhaps from the mid-twentieth century. Teaching composition in those spaces

                    is a challenge, to say the least. So, often in regard to traditional,

                    brick-and-mortar classroom assignments, teaching space is determined by the luck

                    of the draw.
When we began to design for fully online learning, we wanted instructors to have

                    the opportunity to be more proactive in the design process. Thus we aimed to

                    work as a team of administrators and instructors, collaboratively developing the

                    spaces for teaching and providing instructors the opportunity to participate in

                    the classroom design spaces, including making decisions about what online sites

                    to use and how to use them. We actively resisted imposing any singular,

                    all-inclusive platform design because we wanted maximum flexibility.
In the instructor narratives in this section, Lance, Renea, and Ryan share their

                    perspectives on how they approached the design of the classroom space—what

                    worked, how it worked, and why.
Making Space Work (Lance)Inflexible Classrooms: Online and VirtualAs an instructor at Miami University, I’ve always struggled with

                            classroom space. Due to increased student population and the need for

                            more composition sections, I was assigned classrooms in the Geology

                            building, where I taught first-year composition for both domestic and

                            international students. Although several of these classrooms were mobile

                            and spacious enough, there was one room in the building that gave me

                            problems and felt like the last scrap of space available for

                            teaching.
Desks resembling castaway postwar lab stations created three layers of

                            semicircles in a rather haphazard fashion. Moving such behemoths

                            required a Herculean effort from the students each and every day.

                            Clearly set up as a lecture-centered classroom, the space was hardly

                            conducive to the collaborative workshop I hoped to create with students

                            using laptops. Compounding the complexity was that students gravitated

                            to the back row of the last semicircle, nearly inaccessible to me or any

                            students who needed to collaborate. This type of space was mostly

                            conducive to what Douglas Walls, Scott Schopieray, and Dànielle

                            DeVoss (2009) called “individual isolated learning” (270).

                            Thus, if I wanted to group students together for peer response and other

                            collaborative learning activities, I had to concede the battle with

                            classroom space and find ways to strategically maneuver around the

                            immobile room. To make the classroom work, I needed to

                            “hack” the space in ways that did not require mobile or even

                            circular desks (Walls et al.). I tried to get as many students as

                            possible to sit in the first semicircle, where I could at least walk

                            around and engage individuals or groups. I also could not have groups of

                            more than three students, because it was nearly impossible to huddle

                            around an individual computer on a long table. This room is an example

                            of a system-centered design approach where “the design determines

                            activity and users are forced to adapt” (Walls et al.).
When considering spaces to teach online, logging into Miami’s

                            Sakai-based learning management system, Niihka, felt much like walking

                            into the Geology building. Admittedly, Sakai does allow for design

                            flexibility, but not much of this is passed along from the instructional

                            technology programmers to the instructor—at least not as our LMS

                            is structured at Miami, where the design vision for Niihka seemed to be

                            based on our former LMS, Blackboard, which itself is system-centered,

                            modeled mostly on a lecture classroom. From my experiences with the

                            Geology building and Niihka, I came to realize that spatial conundrums,

                            whether online or elsewhere, lie not necessarily in the space, but the

                            inflexibility of the space, which often makes teaching a writer- and

                            writing-centered course difficult. Many interfaces being developed by

                            universities are set up as online lecture halls, and each element that

                            comprises the online classroom is often just as immovable as the massive

                            desks in the Geology building.
From my experience, there are three spatial modalities to a writing

                            classroom: (1) space for lecturing or providing instruction; (2) space

                            for students to work collaboratively in groups of various sizes and

                            configurations; and (3) space for the instructor to interact with each

                            group and respond to the class as a whole. Obviously, it is the last two

                            that get lost in spaces like the Geology building and online spaces like

                            Niihka, because they require flexible space. Inflexibility often leads

                            to stubbed toes (metaphorical or otherwise). This is why I moved my

                            class completely outside Niihka and into Google+ and Google Apps. I had

                            stubbed enough toes.
Working with Google+ has shown me that flexibility in how space can be

                            used is the most important element to a collaborative classroom. In

                            other words, when designing an online course, I’m not attempting

                            to re-create particular kinds of traditional learning spaces; rather I

                            am using spatial modalities, or ways of using space, to

                            “hack” the classroom space, much like I might hack the

                            Geology building if I had superhuman abilities.
Creating a Stable “Home Space”As I see it, the typical premise of a lecture hall is that classroom space

                        should be divided into two spaces: student space in seats listening and

                        instructor space on stage talking. Although there may be some interaction

                        between instructor and student, it is usually limited and highly controlled.

                        Obviously, not all traditional classroom spaces are lecture halls, and

                        classrooms can be designed with flexibility in mind. For example, in our

                        laptop classrooms individual desks are very mobile. Desks can be moved in

                        rows, into a circle, or into small-group configurations depending on what

                        kind of interaction we want to create. If we want students to discuss, we

                        change the design of the classroom to help facilitate this. Writing classes,

                        particularly ones emphasizing peer response and interaction, need to

                        facilitate at least these three teaching and learning modalities: lecture or

                        instructional, student collaboration, and instructor-student

                        interaction.
Yet even in flexible classroom spaces, there is usually a sense of where the

                        “front” of the room is—where to direct attention when in

                        doubt. In most online spaces, the front of the room may manifest itself in

                        many different ways . . . or not at all. Often, it is not a space, but a way

                        of using space. Even so, my experience teaching online has shown that

                        students do need a stable space, which usually functions much like the front

                        of the classroom. I use a Blogger site, which integrates well with Google+,

                        while other instructors have used spaces like Niihka. In the Blogger space,

                        I post all the course materials and detailed assignments for each week. I

                        also post short videos about student drafts (called “About Your

                        Writing”) or technology issues (called “Tech Chats”). If

                        students have issues or questions, this is always “home base,”

                        though they often opt to contact me via Google chat or Google+.
Although I leave the commenting feature on and even encourage students to

                        post comments, this happens very rarely. These blog posts usually contain

                        video lectures and assignments for the week with detailed instructions, much

                        of which would have been easily done at the front of a classroom.
[image: Figure 7.1. Screenshot of “home base”]Figure 7.1. Screenshot of “home base”View AssetThe course documents are accessible in the top menu, while each week’s

                        assignments, along with videos about student writing, are posted

                        chronologically on the left side. As an instructor in traditional

                        classrooms, I spend some time at the front of the classroom, conveying

                        knowledge about particular assignments and activities, talking about student

                        writing, and even demoing technology. Online, all this happens on the

                        Blogger site. Unlike in the lecture hall, though, students must actually

                        initiate the videos, click on the readings, or find the information they

                        need, making this a much more interactive space than me standing and

                        delivering information from the front of the room. I also post what we call

                        kairotic video lectures, where I take drafts or activities from the class

                        and discuss what I see or draw together some of the ideas that students are

                        talking about. In part, this is my way of giving them some of this

                        “front of the room” space.
Admittedly, the Blogger site I’ve created may seem like how Miami has

                        structured Niihka, where course material and resources are available in the

                        left menu bar. Announcements and assignments can be easily displayed on the

                        front page for all the students. But my site is different in some key ways.

                        Embedding multimodal materials and encouraging student interaction is

                        difficult in our LMS. In fact, one might note how “My Workspace”

                        is segregated as its own tab (see figure

                            7.2).
[image: Figure 7.2. Screenshot of Miami’s Niihka LMS]Figure 7.2. Screenshot of Miami’s Niihka LMSView AssetIn my Google+ class, individual workspace is networked and shared with the

                        entire class. Obviously, students can have their own personal space in

                        Google Drive, so the expectation of collaboration is more clearly

                        communicated when integrated with this “lecture space.” For

                        example, on my top menu bar there is a link to the shared Google Drive where

                        students post their drafts for peer review.
Creating an Interactive Third SpaceWhen looking at student space in a traditional classroom, it is easy to see

                        that space can be reorganized into something more interactive. But when

                        thinking in online terms, just where is “student space” and how

                        do you reorganize it? In most cases, student space is relegated to

                        discussion boards, which are still inflexible, system-centered spaces.

                        Sharing drafts or multimedia is unwieldy, often requiring downloading. And

                        there is only one structure—linear. Although these spaces allow for

                        discussion and commenting, there is no shared space—each person

                        posting has his or her own space. Although files can be attached and links

                        created, networking information is quite difficult, especially in comparison

                        to social media platforms not traditionally considered as LMSs.
Because I opted to have my class outside of Niihka, I used three Google

                        spaces in various configurations, depending on the need and students’

                        own workflow: Google+ Stream, Google Hangouts, and Google Docs/Drive. These

                        spaces were not segregated from other space, but often integrated, linked,

                        or networked with each other.
Google+ Stream. Although the course site might be seen as

                        home base for the course—the place to go for just about any type of

                        information—it was not a substitute for interactive aspects of

                        classroom space. The Google+ Stream was mostly where classroom interaction

                        happened, though this manifested in different ways.
Similar to the discussion board space on course sites like Niihka, I assigned

                        many different kinds of discussions. Students could write text, share media,

                        and comment on each other’s posts quite easily. Much like in a

                        physical classroom, I could also sum up some of the discussion and draw

                        ideas together in my own posts. As our proficiency with Google+ developed,

                        it became obvious that the flexibility of this space allowed for more

                        interaction and created more interconnectivity. For example, I could post

                        changes to the course site or +1 a particularly good student blog. In fact,

                        I originally had students comment directly on each other’s blogs, but

                        we found it easier to share the blog in the Google+ Stream and comment

                        there.
Google Hangouts. Video chats in Google Hangouts created a

                        workspace where students could write together. I tried lecturing and peer

                        groups, but I found that writing activities made the best use of the space.

                        Lectures are better suited for unidirectional videos, whereas peer review

                        was much more effective in Google Docs. What makes Hangouts so powerful is

                        that we can have up to nine students participate and Google Drive connects

                        to the Hangouts space. In other words, students can write together, look at

                        each other’s writing, and discuss just like in a traditional

                        classroom—in fact even better than a traditional classroom because

                        nine could be together so much more easily. No stubbed toes moving desks and

                        chairs. Additionally, these peer response sessions could be video-captured

                        and broadcast and recorded on Google+, so even students who can’t

                        attend can watch and participate in the Google+ Stream (see figure 7.3 and video

                            7.5).
[image: Figure 7.3. Presenting a PowerPoint in Google Hangouts]Figure 7.3. Presenting a PowerPoint in Google HangoutsView Asset
Video 7.5. Students writing in a Google+ HangoutsGoogle Docs. Google Drive (or Google Docs) is where peer

                        review happened. Overwhelmingly, students liked peer review this way the

                        best. Originally, the intent had been to use the Hangouts for peer review,

                        but the process went so well in Google Docs that doing peer review in

                        Hangouts was redundant. In a typical writing classroom, everyone gets a

                        “copy” of the text and makes comments; then the writer reads

                        them all in order to get a general sense of the comments. In Google Docs,

                        everyone’s comments exist side by side (see figure 7.4). In fact, students can respond to each

                        other’s comments. After each peer review, students would send a brief

                        note to each of their peer group members through Google+, summarizing their

                        thoughts.
[image: Figure 7.4. Peer review on rough draft in Google Docs]Figure 7.4. Peer review on rough draft in Google DocsView AssetPermeable and Transformative SpaceOne reason I chose to discuss spatial modalities (or ways of using space)

                        rather than kinds of spaces is because how I viewed each space shifted and

                        transformed throughout the class. In fact, this still happens as I continue

                        to use these spaces. For example, as I began to look for more ways to engage

                        student writing as a whole class, I relied more on the kairotic lectures

                        that we describe in the “Space Decisions” section. These are

                        lectures that I produce while the class is going on (as opposed to those

                        that I develop before class for multiple uses). Before the summer class, we

                        produced video lectures where the instructor presents ideas or strategies

                        for a specific part of an assignment that are reusable across sections, for

                        example, “What Is Rhetoric?” or “How to Do

                        Research?” One might see this as the vertical aspect of class that

                        goes one way—from teacher to student. Then you have the discussion

                        forums or Google+ for class discussion, adding a horizontal element between

                        students.
But what we’ve come to call kairotic lectures brought horizontal

                        elements to the course site, showing not only how these spaces are

                        permeable, but also how activity in one can transform the other. It’s

                        easy to see the video lectures as a passive student exercise that exists in

                        a separate space ... and in many ways, that is exactly what they are. But

                        I’ve been learning in my online teaching experience that the online

                        lecture shouldn’t really be viewed as self-contained. Rather, the

                        video lectures are networked with the rest of the class. Although the

                        instructor, in most contexts, is the sole creator of video lecture content,

                        students can participate in constructing the video lectures if given the

                        space. So often, when I’m constructing my video lectures, I build them

                        out of content already created by the students themselves, for example, from

                        online discussions, Hangout discussions and activities, rough drafts, blog

                        posts, and so on. These more fluid aspects of space are not restricted to

                        online spaces, but exist even in physical spaces. Teaching online has simply

                        highlighted this fluidity for me.
My greatest joy in teaching writing has always been the unique, the

                        unexpected, and the challenging. As an engaged instructor, every class I

                        teach has its own special ecology—different participation dynamics,

                        different linguistic or cultural backgrounds, different contemporary

                        contexts. Teaching the same topics the same way doesn’t excite me (or

                        the students). Developing strategies that allow me to adapt to these

                        different ecologies and discover new aspects of composition (digital or

                        otherwise) with students is what drives me pedagogically. How I use space,

                        whether online or not, is a component to this strategy.
Ten years ago, if I had been told that I would be teaching writing completely

                        online, I would have said, “No way!” Nothing online could

                        replicate the interactive and engaging environment I found face to face. But

                        now, as online technologies have developed, not only do I

                        “tolerate” teaching writing online, in many ways, I enjoy it

                        more than traditional classroom teaching. My teaching will be forever

                        changed not only by the availability of spaces like Google+, but by what I

                        learned about “hacking” any kind of classroom space. If I was

                        assigned that awful room in the Geology building again, might I be able to

                        hack the physical space using online space? I think so.
Making Space for Collaboration (Renea)Regardless of pedagogical stance or teaching goals, the spatial constraints

                        of a physical classroom affect the ways that instructors are able to enact

                        pedagogies or meet goals once the class convenes and interacts within that

                        space. For those wishing to enact a pedagogy based upon collaboration and

                        student interaction, facing a room with heavy or immobile desks formed

                        neatly into rows, or small, confined spaces within which free movement is

                        cumbersome or impossible, may serve as an obstacle to enacting these

                        practices within the classroom. As noted by Amanda Bemer, Ryan Moeller, and

                        Cheryl Ball (2009), “Student interaction is affected by the physical

                        space of a room just as much as it is influenced by the presence of a

                        teacher or the technology” (140), though, as they further suggested,

                        this is also an aspect of the teaching environment over which instructors

                        often have little control. Although certainly instructors work creatively to

                        subvert the nineteenth-century classroom model, both spatially and

                        pedagogically, many brick-and-mortar teaching spaces are still designed

                        after the “banking method” of education, where the instructor is

                        at the front and center of the room, consciously and spatially directing the

                        learning taking place.
When faced with the possibility of teaching an online writing course, I

                        wondered how space might be imagined differently so that collaboration and

                        student interaction would have a more central location within it. How might

                        I step away from the front of the class to allow for more networked agency

                        among student participants? How could I plan the class while still leaving

                        space to design parts of the course kairotically, to reflect the

                        students’ work and concerns in the moment? Was it possible to foster

                        these goals in an online course? In a condensed six-week term?
Networked DesignMy goal was to create a space that balanced the need for sharing information

                        with students while still supporting a distributed network approach to

                        learning that encouraged collaboration, and also being flexible in the

                        design of the course so that I could alter what we were doing or discussing

                        based upon student writing and needs. The space provided by Google Hangouts

                        allowed for a visual representation of the networked space comprised of

                        multiple participants that I envisioned, rather than a conventional

                        classroom space where students and instructor are clearly defined by their

                        placement within the space provided. We met in the Google Hangouts space

                        each week in small, synchronous groups, to discuss the assigned readings, to

                        discuss the video lectures viewed prior to our Hangouts, and also to write

                        together. This space also provided the most flexible site of kairotic design

                        and invention, as the content of our class meetings would be largely

                        determined by the writing the students were doing, topics from that

                        week’s assignments, and questions or concerns raised by students

                        either during the Hangout itself or previously in emails. These were

                        “open spaces” in our schedule, the content of which would not be

                        determined until shortly before the meeting, thus allowing for in-the-moment

                        instructional choices driven by the students and their writing.
Additionally, the space afforded by the Google Hangouts interface allowed me

                        to be viewed as one of the participants, rather than overprivileging my

                        position within, or at the front of, the classroom, as I was just “one

                        of the speakers” present from a visual perspective: In the Google

                        Hangouts space, each participant “takes turns” being shown on

                        the large, central screen, though participants can click on one speaker to

                        be in that position if they choose; see figure 7.5. Sometimes my image was front and center, but

                        sometimes it was not, and participants had the ability to make choices about

                        this. This space allowed for a more direct visual representation of the

                        distributed network model that I hoped to engender, and moved away from the

                        nineteenth-century model where my voice, and my image, would be front and

                        center for all other participants, regardless of their preference.
[image: Figure 7.5. Screenshot of Google Hangouts]Figure 7.5. Screenshot of Google HangoutsView AssetWhen writing together during our asynchronous class meetings, I also

                        experimented with “blacking out” my image from the Hangouts

                        space so that, hopefully, students would feel less watched while they were

                        writing. Although I am unsure how students perceived my “blank

                        image” during these exercises, I myself was acutely aware of my own

                        presence within the space prior to “disappearing” my image from

                        within it. Unlike a conventional classroom space where the presence of the

                        instructor is an assumed figure within it at all times, in the Google

                        Hangouts space, I was very aware of myself as an overseeing,

                        nonparticipating entity while students were writing, and thus removed my

                        visual representation as much as possible. Uncomfortable with the role of

                        overseeing nonparticipant, on my own screen I would often

                        “cover” the Google Hangouts window with another document or

                        site, sometimes preparing for the next part of the discussion, while

                        students were working together.
Inquiry GroupsTo build collaborative, networked practices into the course, I experimented

                        with the invention of inquiry groups; each group consisted of two or three

                        students working on similar topics. My goals in structuring the course in

                        this way were to (1) provide a logical progression from one project into the

                        next and (2) encourage students to interact more with one another to promote

                        community, peer-supported learning, and collaborative writing skills, but

                        (3) introduce students to this collaborative/networked aspect of the course

                        over a period of time, allowing students to become more familiar and

                        comfortable with one another before having to work in a wholly collaborative

                        manner.
For the first project, which was the most independently composed, we used the

                        Niihka Forum (see figure 7.6) as the

                        primary space for posting and sharing work. Although this gave access to all

                        documents to all students, the linear format of Niihka made truly networked

                        interaction difficult, and lent itself to a more conventional arrangement of

                        posting and responding specifically and only to very particular parties. The

                        format of Niihka makes it difficult to alter or use in any other manner and

                        is reminiscent of the way a traditional classroom would be designed. The

                        instructor chooses topics, sets up forum threads, and students individually

                        post responses in neat, linear rows. This setup, while not terribly

                        conducive to a more networked approach, was one with which many students

                        were already familiar, and was, at times, the most expedient interface to

                        use for some assignments, such as garnering individual responses to readings

                        or videos.
[image: Figure 7.6. Niihka forum discussion board]Figure 7.6. Niihka forum discussion boardView AssetWhile the Niihka Forum was useful for turning in or sharing some types of

                        assignments, other spaces—such as blogs—were more conducive for

                        wider interaction. Thus, in the next project, students compiled group blogs

                        and commented on each other’s work in a less linear and more networked

                        way than afforded by Niihka. When it came time to write the major research

                        paper, they had a group of peers who were already well informed about the

                        topic, and with whom they were already accustomed to working. Students

                        reported in their reflective documents that the research blogs and resultant

                        comments allowed them to think about their topics in novel ways, and that

                        the feedback from community members gave them a greater awareness of writing

                        to an audience that was actually responding to the work that they were

                        doing.
[image: Figure 7.7. Student research blogs and comments]Figure 7.7. Student research blogs and commentsView AssetBy commenting upon each other’s work in various online

                        spaces—through discussion forum posts, comments on research blogs, and

                        live Google Hangouts sessions—students were able to talk about what

                        they were working on and gain different perspectives from a knowledgeable

                        audience. Each of these spaces offered its own constraints and affordances

                        that ranged from the more conventional/linear model of the Niihka Forum, to

                        greater access and networked interaction through blogs, to the decentered

                        conversation available in Google Hangouts. I found that each space was

                        useful for particular types of activities, though the more I moved away from

                        linear spaces such as Niihka, the greater the opportunity for

                        student-to-student interaction and networked learning that I hoped to

                        engender.
Inquiry groups were eventually required to produce a wholly collaborative

                        video project where they presented multiple sides of a controversial topic

                        in the form of a mock talk show. Students chose times and online spaces most

                        conducive to their work when and where I was not present at all. This

                        project also required collaborative writing, producing one document to which

                        all students in the group contributed. For this, most of the groups chose to

                        use Google Docs so that all members could see, edit, and comment upon the

                        draft in progress before deciding upon a final version to turn in for a

                        grade, after which they composed video projects with free screen-capture

                        software while they performed their “talk show” scripts in

                        Google Hangouts. The video projects, while often not technically polished,

                        were generally rhetorically savvy and demonstrated the students’

                        understanding of audience, purpose, and medium, thus meeting the course

                        0utcomes set for the English 111 class.
(Virtual) Collaborative Space: Affordances and ConstraintsPerhaps the most satisfying (and not wholly expected) aspect of utilizing the

                        inquiry groups in an online space was the decentering effect that it had

                        upon my presence in the class. In a traditional class, even when students

                        work together in peer groups, the instructor is still present, a surveilling

                        force of authority, even if that effect is not intended. While at times,

                        such as in the synchronous Google Hangouts meetings, I was in the space with

                        the students, I was not as visually “central” as I would be in a

                        conventional traditional classroom. By using the video lectures as artifacts

                        that could be viewed prior to our class meetings, the Hangouts allowed me to

                        become more of a participant and less of a totalizing force within the

                        space, as well as to give space to design our class meetings kairotically

                        depending upon student writing and needs.
In the online inquiry groups, students often met and interacted in their own

                        virtual spaces free from my gaze, such as in their own Hangouts, conducted

                        at times and within meeting spaces to which I was not invited. What I saw

                        were the products and traces of those interactions, rather than

                        “overhearing” or “eavesdropping” on them as I would

                        in a traditional classroom where most of the work on their collaborative

                        projects is conducted during class time. This aspect of my periodic absence

                        in the class space allowed for the possibility of more candid or open

                        interaction between the students, though of course I was only an email or

                        Hangout away if they ran into problems or had questions.
Although the online space allowed for a more distributed network approach to

                        the learning environment than I have found possible in traditional courses,

                        the amount of agency and collaboration afforded to students in this

                        configuration should also not be overstated. Students had to make choices

                        within bounds set by me and by the institution (such as the possible

                        controversies they might study) and were still bound to a set of rules and

                        regulatory practices (such as attendance policies and assignment completion

                        schedules). There were also times that I hoped for more student interaction,

                        discussion, or “taking over” of our class meetings, and though

                        this occurred at times, it did seem as though students often awaited my cues

                        just as they would in a conventional physical classroom. Thus, though the

                        material space within which learning occurs certainly affects the way that a

                        course is conducted, as well as the possibilities for student interaction

                        and collaboration, most students have been conditioned to a particular set

                        of expectations of authority and hierarchy that cannot be overcome

                        immediately simply by redefining, expanding, or restructuring the space.
There were also drawbacks similar to those that might be faced in a

                        conventional classroom, although because this was an online course, it was

                        difficult to ascertain if the issues would have been more resolvable had

                        live interaction occurred. As often is the case in traditional courses,

                        there were a couple of students who did not keep up with the work and who

                        did not interface with the rest of the class via Google Hangouts, though not

                        for technical reasons. It is difficult to say whether this would have been

                        different in a traditional class (for instance, the students may have opted

                        to skip class and not respond to emails), or if the interface itself was in

                        some way alienating or difficult to navigate. Although most students who

                        signed up for the course seemed comfortable interacting in the online

                        environment, it is not necessarily a space that is equally comfortable or

                        accessible to all.
Moving Away from Desks in RowsI know from feedback and reflections from several students that they seemed

                        to form meaningful friendships in their inquiry groups during the six-week

                        term, and many of them were looking forward to meeting “in real

                        life” once they were all on campus. The online spatial affordances,

                        far from putting me “more in the center” as I had feared,

                        actually allowed me to say my piece via the video lectures and then back

                        away, giving more space for student ideas, writing, and interaction.

                        Although many students reported feeling uncertain of how well this would go

                        (and indeed I, too, had my doubts at the beginning), in the end most

                        reported that the experience was positive and helped them foster

                        relationships with their peers that would extend beyond the course. This

                        combination of skills-based confidence and social connection is always my

                        hope for traditional courses, and yet it was in the online venue that

                        students directly reported having met these outcomes.
Although in the summer online composition course we had a slightly lower

                        enrollment cap (eighteen) than would be typical for a regular-session

                        course, the concept of inquiry groups could certainly be applied in other

                        contexts and with variably sized classes. It might be possible to foster

                        more collaboration and a sense of networked agency within the space of the

                        virtual class by creating scaffolded projects that require increasing

                        degrees of collaborative effort to produce. In addition, creating spaces

                        outside of the teacher-student interactive dynamic may promote more

                        networked learning that is not directly “overseen” by a

                        regulatory authority figure, which may encourage more open discussion,

                        social learning, and peer-centered dialogue. In traditional courses,

                        interaction without an instructor present requires students to meet outside

                        of class, typically in physical locations, but the virtual space of the

                        online class may allow for greater flexibility and types of spaces (email,

                        Skype, Google Hangouts, chat, etc.) where students can interact in ways

                        comfortable and conducive to their schedules and interactive styles. In this

                        case, the virtual space of the online composition class, rather than wholly

                        reproducing the dynamics of the conventional classroom, actually provided

                        the ability to move somewhat “beyond the walls” of traditional

                        power dynamics so that students might more fully engage with one another on

                        their own terms, rather than shape their discussion and writing processes to

                        those perceived as preferable by the instructor.
Party Time at Burke’s Place (Ryan)As rhetoricians we often talk about Kenneth Burke and his parlor—how

                        rhetoric is like a cocktail party with all these people milling about and we

                        have to listen before jumping into a conversation. It’s a common,

                        helpful, and perhaps overused illustration of the rhetorical situation. As

                        much as I still rely on Burke’s metaphor to introduce students to the

                        idea of rhetoric as conversation, I’ve found the focus in the metaphor

                        to be limited. As teachers we tend to talk about the listening and

                        conversational aspects; we don’t really talk about the milling around

                        part—the roving from group to group. We don’t talk about the

                        how, why, and where of the cliques that form during the party. In short, we

                        neglect showing Burke’s parlor as a more nuanced and contextualized

                        space to be navigated and negotiated.
Chances are that guests at the conventional Burkean soiree aren’t going

                        to move the furniture. Instead the guests will rely on their host’s

                        careful (or not so careful) construction of the parlor. Are the drinks

                        centrally located to entice people to move around? Is the host circulating

                        and introducing people? Where are the obstacles and impediments to

                        conversation?
We don’t often talk about anything besides the talking. We talk about

                        the guests and what they talk about. Sure, we want to teach students how to

                        enter the conversation, but rarely do we look at how the conversation comes to be spoken in context. It figures—as

                        teachers, we are often assigned a classroom and we show up to host the

                        party. The layout is fairly predictable: A teacher station with a

                        whiteboard, some desks or computer tables. We show up to this parlor with

                        the mission to get the party started.
And here it occurs to me that there’s a reason that Burke chose a

                        metaphor of a parlor over a classroom to explain the nature of rhetoric.

                        It’s because classrooms make for crappy party locations. More

                        importantly for us as teachers, classrooms as they are laid out make for bad

                        conversation.
Think of the traditional classroom. Chances are you thought of something that

                        looked like the classroom shown in figure

                            7.8.
[image: Figure 7.8. Traditional Miami classroom]Figure 7.8. Traditional Miami classroomView AssetUnfortunately, the traditional classroom is also familiar to students. And

                        students know how to act in this context because they’ve grown up

                        doing it. They come in, find a desk, take notes, raise their hands to talk

                        or ask to move around. Most notably in the traditional classroom, students

                        stay quiet. Many classes comprised mainly of first-year students are filled

                        with long silences because the classrooms with which they have become

                        encultured are less participatory—or the participation is controlled

                        by a small number of eager students. Moreover, those classroom spaces are

                        static and closed. They’re not spaces to be navigated or

                        rearranged.
Traditional classroom structures lend themselves to a teacher-centered

                        learning environment. If there is a podium or teacher station, a whiteboard,

                        and a video screen at the “front” of the classroom, a teacher

                        trying to enact a student-centered pedagogy has to try extra hard to subvert

                        the dynamic already physically set in place. Teachers utilize group work and

                        leverage small-group discussion against whole-class discussion—an

                        effort only slightly better than the teacher-centered classroom.
As our team for online teaching began to meet, I quickly realized that we

                        were not just trying to host a party in someone else’s classroom; we

                        were designing our own classrooms from the activities to the desks (if we

                        wanted desks, that is). The discussions we had as classroom designers in the

                        weeks leading up to the launch of the online English 111 course led to

                        critical insights into how nonphysical spaces function. I could design the

                        best party space ever. Then I had a second realization: My ideal parlor

                        party is perhaps a whole lot different from everyone else. The online course

                        couldn’t just be an invitation to attend a party, it needed to be an

                        opportunity to plan a party. I decided students should help shape the space

                        in the same way guests in a parlor sort themselves into groups.
Because students were effectively helping to shape the online class space

                        through their participation, I wanted to emphasize conversations about what

                        it means to learn and interact in an online community. In a way, I hoped to

                        replicate the process of designing spaces that informed how I began to

                        design the class space. I wanted students in the online section I taught to

                        have the same opportunity to interrogate their environment and their role as

                        students and codesigners of the space. On the most basic levels, codesigning

                        happened when they first designed and customized their blog sites. At the

                        start of the course, several students needed clarification during our Google

                        Hangouts sessions about what I was looking for—a notion that smacks of

                        traditional classroom practice and structure. My reply would be that I

                        wanted to learn what they already knew about online communities; I wanted to

                        see how they interact online. Making their process explicit enough for them

                        to teach me is, of course, a revelatory act where they begin to see their

                        agency and begin to question their actions in online communities.
Conceptualizing the online course is where the interrogation of space begins.

                        As instructors, we had to deal with the larger issues of what sort of space

                        we were setting out to create. Would our classrooms be sites of delivery

                        that reflect the banking model of education? Would we have a more

                        open-access course that built knowledge from the community like a wiki? The

                        sort of class space we created would set the tone for the entire

                        course—not to mention that such spaces would also define

                        participation, hierarchy, process, and writing, among many other aspects of

                        the course. From the start, we viewed the spaces we selected and created as

                        loaded with rhetorical and pedagogical implications. It only seemed fair to

                        invite the students into the planning process.
As a team, my fellow teachers and mentors and I began meeting on a regular

                        basis a couple of months before the launch date of the class. These meetings

                        became essential to the formation of my course. We discussed the ways that

                        the classroom could be more active; we figured out how to do more engaging

                        lectures; we shared ideas for online pedagogy. In these few weeks we all

                        learned about new digital classroom interfaces and developed policies

                        specific to the online class. The tools we developed—video lectures,

                        blog prompts, inquiry assignments—laid the groundwork, we hoped, for

                        the class to be less about the teacher and more networked.
As part of my commitment to student-centered pedagogy, I decided I wanted the

                        online course itself—its formation and manifestation and continual

                        growth as an online community—to be the site of inquiry for English

                        111. Hence the theme of my section became “Composition and Rhetoric in

                        Online Communities.” The basic thought behind this concept was that if

                        I had learned this much about the rhetoric of the digital classroom in

                        preparing to teach the course, then students could also benefit from a

                        similar sort of introspection about their membership in various online

                        communities.
This course was something new to everybody; we had a large number of

                        first-year students taking a first-ever online course at school that was new

                        to them. I felt that the pressures of learning a new system as well as the

                        materials presented in that system might overwhelm students. I began to

                        wonder if analyzing the design of online learning spaces could be a part of

                        the class itself. The basic idea was to examine the class space as a digital

                        environment to help students gain a better understanding of how the class

                        would work and how their role in the class was defined by the tools we used.

                        As the students applied what they know of social networks to the class, the

                        better they understood how the class functions. Just as we, as instructors,

                        did not start without a concept of scaffolding, students would most likely

                        not come to the class without knowledge of the digital sphere.
In setting up the class I took a chance and thought if students in the

                        digital classroom could see the space as an online community in the vein of

                        a social network, they would be more apt to participate and actively engage

                        in it, especially because the class asked how we define community in the

                        digital age. The logic here is that a student taking an online course would

                        already be familiar and active in other online communities, such as

                        Facebook. (Another neglected aside to Burke’s parlor metaphor is that

                        people who go to parties in parlors are probably familiar with parlor

                        parties.)
Demonstrating the digital sphere as a rhetorical space begins with the choice

                        of online community. I wanted to use an already-established social

                        network—something we could build a network within, but I did not act

                        as sole architect of. Students could then transfer the modes of

                        communication from the social network to the class space, using the existing

                        online community as an inventive heuristic. Most importantly, I wanted to

                        give students the agency to choose their own online writing tools and

                        spaces, rather than conforming to my predilections. Within the class,

                        students could move from blog site to blog site, finding the conversations

                        that interested them. And like many parties, the center of discussion did

                        seem to coalesce and move from day to day.
For the rhetorical analysis inquiry, I asked students to home in on an online

                        community and analyze it, considering what values were being promoted, how

                        it targeted particular demographics, what rhetorical moves it made to form a

                        certain type of ethos. Specifically, I asked them to focus on the barriers

                        within the communities, the forms of communication in the community, the

                        role of people’s online and real-world personas, as well as the

                        greater context for the community. They had to learn the lingo of a

                        community and what arguments carried weight—what we academics call

                        “discourse conventions” and “appeals” in our social

                        circles.
In prefacing the rhetorical analysis inquiry, I made it clear that the

                        community they selected would be the topic for their next two inquires. I

                        also instituted a rule that pushed them to look beyond the usual suspects in

                        the online world—effectively outlawing Facebook, Google+, and Twitter.

                        This constraint, I should note, yielded some really nuanced ideas of online

                        communities. Students explored their participation in 1980s music forums,

                        groupthink in Groupon, identity in World of Warcraft,

                        truth in advertising in customer comments on retail websites—some

                        unusual yet familiar sites of inquiry. In exploring these spaces, students

                        began to see their membership in these online communities as having impact.

                        Whether it was rating a product on Amazon or participating in a debate about

                        power ballads, students began to see their presence and participation in

                        these virtual spaces as shaping the space itself.
The public argument inquiry asked students to research more thoroughly how

                        people go about crafting arguments in their online community. Students had

                        to engage in the website itself—looking at comments and user

                        interactions. They also had to go “outside” of the

                        website—reading articles that spoke specifically about their site or

                        type of site—to see what arguments were being made and how they were

                        being argued. The end result of this inquiry was an argumentative essay that

                        became the basis for the next inquiry.
The remediation inquiry then asked students to participate in their online

                        communities with the purpose of driving traffic to their blog page, where

                        they posted a redesigned version of their argument for inquiry 3. They

                        needed to record their interactions using screen capture technology and

                        describe in their reflection how they attempted to drive traffic to their

                        blog site. To borrow the term from Jim Ridolfo and Dànielle Nicole

                        DeVoss (2009), students were examining “rhetorical velocity” or

                        “the strategic theorizing for how a text might be recomposed (and why

                        it might be recomposed) by third parties, and how this recomposing may be

                        useful or not to the short- or long-term rhetorical objectives of the

                        rhetorician.” The focus on rhetorical velocity for English 111

                        students (both in traditional and in online sections) turned the discussion

                        of modality into a discussion of audience, genre, and delivery. For the

                        online student, rhetorical velocity folded in the concept of community

                        because communities form through the delivery and circulation of web-based

                        materials. For the online students, this meant becoming active on the blog

                        sites they had been studying. They participated in forums and used Twitter

                        and Disqus to engage their communities with the ultimate goal of redirecting

                        people to their remediated blog site. Instead of isolating one conversation

                        from another, students were able to start seeing online interactions as

                        kairotic and interactive. They developed agency to navigate the conversation

                        from one clique to the next.
We could take the assignment sequence I just described and plug it into a

                        traditional English 111 class. The results would meet outcomes. But this

                        assignment sequence, when posed in the digital sphere, went a step further

                        and asked students to look at how we interacted as a class and how our

                        conversations formed. In class discussions I revisited the question,

                        “Are we forming a community?” The students were extremely

                        receptive. I’ll hypothesize that having students examine online

                        participatory culture in tandem with an online course set up through a blog

                        site fostered more critical engagement. The students stopped seeing the

                        desks and the teacher station of the traditional classroom and they started

                        seeing it as a community where they were actively shaping the learning

                        space.
Student PerspectivesAs instructors, we aimed to build learning spaces that would engage, challenge,

                    and support students, that would foster collaboration and interaction, and that

                    would put students and student work at the center of the course. As we describe

                    in the “Instructor Perspectives” section, we felt we had been

                    successful at doing so. But how did the students experience and perceive the

                    online learning spaces? In this section, we draw from interviews and surveys

                    with students to address that key question.
After providing an overview of some demographic information, we discuss key

                    issues students identified about the learning spaces, specifically their initial

                    feelings of uncertainty about online learning and what helped them to become

                    more comfortable in the online spaces; how they learned to interact online and

                    what interfaces they found most effective for that; and their increased sense of

                    agency in the timing of learning activities.
Overview of Student DemographicsIn all, 56 students were enrolled in the five online sections we studied: 36

                        in three summer sections and 21 in two fall sections. Of these students, 47

                        were first-year, 3 were sophomores, 1 was a junior, and 5 were seniors; 54

                        were from United States and 2 were from other countries (Belgium and India).

                        As reported in presemester surveys, 72 percent had no experience with online

                        learning, while 28 percent reported having some prior experience with online

                        learning, including using laptops in their school classes, using computers

                        at work, and taking fully online classes. Three students from the summer

                        courses, all from the United States and native speakers of English,

                        participated in the focus group interviews in September: Brandon, a male

                        first-year student; Alexa, a female transfer student; and Kelly, a female

                        first-year student.
Initial Nervousness and UncertaintyAs to be expected with entry into a new learning environment, students

                        reported feeling initially nervous and uncertain about the design of the

                        online courses. Some were worried about the technology, others about if and

                        how they would interact with classmates and the instructor, and others about

                        the workload of an online course (particularly those taking the

                        six-week-long summer course). But in a matter of a few days or within the

                        first week or two, students began to feel more comfortable. As Brandon

                        explained: “I really considered dropping it [the course] toward the

                        beginning because it was kind of nerve-racking that everything was online.

                        I’m not that familiar with blogging, and so when the first week

                        passed, it’s, like, ‘Okay, I can get the hang of this, I can do

                        this.’”
The ability to contact and interact with their instructors in those first few

                        days was key to helping dispel student nervousness. Students appreciated how

                        their instructors were available via email, text, and video chat to answer

                        questions and to help them navigate the online interfaces. Alexa appreciated

                        her instructor’s availability because “if you’re

                        struggling, too, you’re not, like, ‘I have to do this by

                        myself.’ You could always email them or go to office hours [held in

                        Google Hangouts].” Like her peers, Kelly felt that her instructor

                        “was always at his email. So he was really easy to get a hold

                        of.’ And Brandon remarked that it seemed like “the professor was

                        always online . . . you email him at, you know, nine in the morning, and

                        fifteen minutes later he sends you another email answering your question.

                        And it’s like “wow,” I mean, are they really this

                        dedicated to staying online? But it was really nice you never really felt in

                        the dark, you know. It always felt like you were—I guess, in a larger

                        sense, like someone was guiding you through it. And he had no set office

                        hours, so you could always send him like a link for Google+ if you had

                        questions, and very soon he would open that up [call a Hangout] and you

                        would be talking to him, answering your questions, so that was very

                        nice.
Note a recurring refrain of always—“always

                        email,” “always at his email,” “always

                        online.” This may be because of the incredible time and dedication

                        Lance, Renea, and Ryan devoted to their classes, but even with that they

                        were not available 24/7 (we set high goals for ourselves as instructors at

                        Miami, but not that high!); however, perhaps because all of their

                        interactions were online with their instructors, students may have felt

                        that, like the connectivity of a good Internet connection, they were always

                        connected to their instructors. And, in fact, in an end-of-course survey,

                        86.7 percent (summer only), 50 percent (fall only), 66.7 percent (combined)

                        of students who took the survey (N = 24) reported

                        feeling connected or very connected to their instructor. As one student in

                        the fall section reported in the survey, “I really enjoyed

                        ‘Hangouts’ with my professor because it made me feel closer to

                        him.”
Interacting OnlineInstructors were also key in helping students learn to interact with each

                        other. A number of the technologies we integrated into the course were

                        unfamiliar to students, particularly synchronous video discussions held in

                        Google Hangouts. Alexa provides an apt picture of the awkward silences and

                        stares of those first Google Hangouts:
Nobody wanted to say anything. The professor was like the big screen at

                            the top and then we had nine or ten people at the bottom, and it was

                            really awkward because you could see each other and where you were and

                            what you were doing. Some people were eating during class—it was

                            kind of awkward. But if no one would talk, [our instructor] would be

                            like, “All right, we’re gonna start at the left of the

                            screen and move right and everyone say something.” Like,

                            it’d be nonsense but everyone had to say something. And once we

                            got over that initial “Okay, we’re all staring at each other

                            and we really don’t know each other and this is awkward,” it

                            actually started to be really helpful because [our instructor] would say

                            something and then someone would have a question, and then like

                            “Building off of that, I have this question” or “I

                            have this suggestion to that question,” so we’d often answer

                            each other’s questions rather than having her answer everything

                            for us or give us guidance.

Because Alexa’s instructor helped students learn to talk—say

                        something, about anything—they were able to develop more robust

                        synchronous discussions spaces. Brandon’s instructor also helped

                        students get over their initial awkwardness online, as Brandon explained,

                        “[In the first Hangouts] no one wanted to say anything and the

                        professor pretty much had to lead the conversation, but once he broke

                        through the awkwardness, it’s, like, everyone just sort of discussing

                        topics and throwing around ideas, so everyone as a whole could build onto

                        better ideas.” But some students in other sections felt that their

                        Google Hangouts never quite got over feeling awkward, and they commented in

                        surveys that they wished more students had participated in the Hangouts.

                        Kelly reflected that she wished her instructor had done more to make

                        students speak in Google Hangouts and to teach them how to interact in

                        online video discussions; she felt the Hangouts were still useful, but she

                        wishes hers had been even more interactive where more students spoke. (She

                        also noted that her Google Hangouts time was in the early morning and

                        perhaps students weren’t awake yet.)
Overall, after they got over their initial nervousness and uncertainty,

                        students found the Google Hangouts to be productive and helpful learning

                        spaces and in the surveys when asked what they found most beneficial to

                        their learning, the Google Hangouts were mentioned most often, with more

                        than 50 percent of students including it in their list of what worked well

                        for them throughout the class. Students’ primary recommendation for

                        instructors planning to teach online in the future was summed up in this

                        survey comment: “At this point, I think more Google Hangouts are an

                        excellent idea. They give the feeling of being more connected with peers and

                        teacher.” In the summer, eighteen students (90 percent) who took the

                        final survey said they agreed or strongly agreed that video chats were

                        helpful to their learning, while twelve students in the fall (83 percent)

                        agreed or strongly agreed that small-group, synchronous meetings were

                        helpful.
The Benefits of Interacting Online: Connecting Visually, Verbally,

                        TextuallyIn both interviews and surveys, one of the most positive experiences students

                        reported about online learning was their ability to interact with and to get

                        to know their peers in ways that many (although certainly not all) felt was

                        more robust than what they have experienced in traditional classrooms. As

                        numerous students noted in focus group interviews and survey responses:
	I’m a transfer student, so I’m actually an incoming

                            junior. I had already taken an ENG/art kinda combo class at my other

                            school but this class I feel like actually taught me how to write, and

                            there was actually more interaction online through the Google Hangouts

                            than there was in my actual classroom . . . now I actually recognize

                            their [online classmates’] faces from the Google Hangouts,

                            I’m like “Hey!” I feel like the course that we took in

                            English, I know more people in that class than I know in pretty much any

                            other class that I’m taking right now. It’s weird! Like, I

                            felt like I knew them better even though they weren’t actually

                            sitting next to me. (Alexa, interview)
	I like that we had to attend Google Hangouts in groups because this

                            actually helped me to socialize with some of my classmates. I would have

                            never even attempted to talk or video chat with these people if it

                            weren’t for the Google Hangouts. (Survey response)
	I also liked the class video chats because it gave us a chance to come

                            together as a community. (Survey response)
	I think that the synchronous sessions were very helpful because it

                            feels like everyone is in the same room. (Survey response)
	I feel like I know the, knew the students a little better than the

                            students in my current classes simply because I got online and I saw

                            their names. Like every day I saw their names and then I started putting

                            it with their faces, and I was reading their stuff. . . . So in other

                            classes here you’re just, you’re just there in class, for

                            like an hour or two. And then you’re leaving. (Kelly,

                            interview)

But it wasn’t just getting to see and talk with classmates that helped

                        students feel connected; they also appreciated being able to read (and

                        reread) each other’s work. When asked what she found most memorable or

                        most appreciated about the class, Alexa said, “Being able to read each

                        other’s work: [In other classes] you don’t get to read all the

                        pieces of work.” For Brandon, “The blog was the most memorable

                        because you could always go see what the other students had written.”

                        One survey respondent shared this perspective, writing: ‘I really

                        liked using the Blogger posts. At first, I didn’t really see the point

                        in using the blogs, but after the first few weeks, I really enjoyed writing

                        posts and commenting on classmates’ blogs.” Another student said

                        in the final course survey, “I enjoyed the various blog assignments

                        because it gave me an opportunity to see what my classmates were thinking

                        and doing.” Students appreciated being able to read each other’s

                        projects and their reflections on their projects as well.
Agency in the Timing of Learning ActivitiesStudents also appreciated how the design of online learning gave them more

                        agency in when they learned material. They liked being able to read/watch

                        (and reread/rewatch) course materials and classmates’ work at times

                        convenient to them and at times most appropriate for their learning and

                        composing processes. This is illustrated in an interview exchange between

                        Brandon and Alexa that we quote at length because many important themes

                        emerge:
Alexa: I’m taking English 112 right now, and I really wish it would

                        have been like English 111 [online] because we go to class, and it’s

                        like “Oh, here’s how you write an introduction, a really great

                        introduction” and it’s helpful information, but I’m like

                        if I could do this on my own time, like, in my room, I would learn it way

                        better, and I could apply it to what I specifically needed to apply it for,

                        rather than sit and watch a car pulling [on the computer in class, not a

                        class-sanctioned activity], and kind of doze off a bit. So it’s

                        definitely more helpful to do it when I wanted to do it and how I wanted to

                        do it.
Brandon: Yeah, the online atmosphere is like, you work at your speed and

                        sometimes your speed may be faster than other people’s speeds. So you

                        feel like you can accomplish more than just sitting in a classroom all the

                        time . . .
Alexa: Yeah, my professor kept emphasizing that writing is different for

                        every person, in the English 111 class, and now I’m at 112 and

                        it’s like “It’s different for every person, but here are

                        some cookie-cutter molds that you kind of have to fit into,” and so I

                        felt like the online format kind of allowed you to be more different, and

                        allowed you to kind of work the way you wanted to and the way you could,

                        rather than what they thought you should do.
Now, admittedly, some of the differences Brandon feels between an online and

                        traditional classroom certainly could be influenced by differences in

                        instructor pedagogies, but the online environment also appears to be a

                        strong influence. What Brandon and Alexa point to is that instructional

                        delivery on a topic that happens in a traditional classroom on Tuesday at

                        2:00 p.m. when you’re aiming to write your paper that weekend is just

                        not as helpful as being able to click and watch a video when needed or to be

                        able to view (and review) class discussions as needed. One student explained

                        that “unlike a normal lecture, I could replay a lecture if I felt I

                        didn’t understand it fully, and I could also reference specific points

                        in the lecture more effectively than if I had not had constant access to

                        it.” In fact, students seemed to find the video lectures and online

                        discussions more helpful to their learning than assigned readings. In their

                        suggestions for improving or changing the course, one student said,

                        “Less readings, more videos,” and another student said,

                        “Lots of videos help because it is easier to understand than just

                        text.” (This is a point we return to in the “Implications”

                        section.)
Figure 7.9 shows the percentage of

                        student responses when asked how helpful both assigned readings and video

                        lectures were at the end of their class (N = 24).

                        Although some students reported that the assigned readings were helpful,

                        more students seemed to find the instructors’ video lectures helpful

                        to their learning.
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                            readings and video lecturesView AssetIn addition, students felt that using Google’s suite of products,

                        particularly Google Drive, enabled them to collaborate at times when they

                        needed to and in more depth than if they were trying to find a time to meet

                        in person. As Alexa explained:
For Google Docs we used ours as kind of like—we did a lot of group

                            brainstorming, prewriting for inquiry 4, the multimedia one [where] we

                            had to actually collaborate with group members. I had one person in

                            India in my group. She was all the way across the world, and then I had

                            someone from northern Ohio, so there’s no possible way we could

                            even get up [at the same time] if we wanted to. Yet we were able to

                            brainstorm, draft, talk about it, and do everything we could have

                            possibly needed to do, and I’ve actually met them on campus and

                            it’s pretty cool. ’Cause we’re really good friends

                            now.

What Alexa describes—collaborating with partners across the state and

                        around the globe and in time zones where it was difficult to meet

                        synchronously—worked so well for her and her group because of the

                        design of the digital interfaces. She and her partners felt connected and

                        felt they were “talking” together as they left comments for each

                        other Google Docs. Of course this sort of interaction isn’t

                        necessarily different than what students in traditional classrooms do when

                        working on a group project outside of class, but because their only point of

                        connection with their peers was online, students seemed to place a lot of

                        value on the interactive features of interfaces, such as comment

                        features.
ChallengesEven though many students enrolled in both the summer and fall sections

                        reported liking the online course, some students expressed reservations

                        about online learning. While 67 percent of the summer students reported that

                        they liked taking the class online, 44 percent said they found it

                        “more stressful” than taking a traditional class. This may be,

                        however, because the students were also taking the course in a compressed

                        time frame (six weeks instead of fifteen). Even though these pilot courses

                        were overall quite successful, what aspects challenged students? And what

                        might be done to make the online writing class less stressful?
Changing the Google HangoutsAlthough students in both the focus group and surveys commented that the

                        Google Hangouts were a positive aspect of the class, several students still

                        had ideas about improving this component. We mentioned earlier how Kelly

                        felt the Hangouts were sometimes awkward. Other students echoed this

                        sentiment in their survey responses. One student, from the same section as

                        Kelly, reported that “class interactions and short amounts of time are

                        really the only things that did not work well for me . . . I also did not

                        interact with my classmates too much. This is probably because everyone

                        seemed shy and did not talk. If there is any way to fix this in future

                        classes then that would be fantastic!” Echoing this concern, a student

                        from the fall section said, “I suggest maybe changing the synchronous

                        Hangouts a bit. They felt a little awkward most of the time. Maybe have the

                        students take turns answering questions rather than waiting for everyone to

                        answer the question. . . . Interaction between class mates could be

                        encouraged more.”
Mediating Technological DifficultiesStudents also expressed concerns about the technological requirements of the

                        course. Because of the use of Google Hangouts, students were informed before

                        enrolling that a robust Internet connection would be required, but some

                        students were still concerned about being able to connect and struggled

                        because of this issue.
Brandon stated that he often had to go to his grandparents’ house to

                        participate in Google Hangouts because the Internet at his home did not

                        support the software well: “Before we had a new fiber optic system, it

                        was not exactly the fastest so when I needed to get online for the Google

                        Hangouts it was so hard to actually get there. . . . I think the hardest

                        thing is [to] make sure you have a good Internet to support the online

                        setting.” Although Brandon’s access problems were solved with

                        the purchase of a new system, many students do not have such options because

                        technological access continues to be unevenly distributed as a result of

                        persistent race, class, and gender inequality (Banks 2006; Moran 1999).

                        Although we found that synchronous video chats were conducive to student

                        learning, we remain concerned that our privileging of bandwidth-intensive

                        technology may have inadvertently excluded some students from taking and

                        succeeding in the course. As we continue to refine our online English 111

                        sections, we seek to employ a universal design approach (Dolmage 2005) that

                        accounts for differential levels of access by providing more flexible

                        choices for digital interaction and collaboration.
ImplicationsOnline course design is a deeply rhetorical, kairotic process. As we collectively

                    composed our online learning spaces, our design choices were not only influenced

                    by the audiences we were addressing (e.g., students, parents, fellow teachers,

                    university administrators), they were also enabled and constrained by the

                    infrastructures (DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill 2005) we had at our disposal as

                    well the broader technological ecologies (DeVoss, McKee, and Selfe 2009) in

                    which we were situated. Moreover, we adapted our design of online spaces

                    throughout the course as we responded to specific acts of student writing and

                    speaking at particular kairotic moments.
Because we recognize that online course design is a contextual, rhetorical

                    activity, we will not conclude this chapter with a set of “best

                    practices” for effective online instruction that can be applied in all

                    contexts. Instead, we conclude with a series of pedagogical principles that we

                    have developed to guide our ongoing kairotic redesign of learning spaces at

                    Miami University for both fully online and traditional composition courses.

                    Although we recognize that these principles may not be fully applicable to other

                    times and places, we nevertheless hope that readers can employ these principles

                    as inventive heuristics for their own rhetorical thinking about online writing

                    pedagogy.
Principles of Online Course Design	Employ a participatory, iterative, kairotic design

                            process.

In planning an online course, we do need to make some design choices in

                        advance—crafting reusable video lectures, developing scaffolded

                        assignment prompts, choosing interfaces for collaborative interaction, and

                        so on. Yet we contend that this preplanning is only a small part of a

                        successful online course. Because students play such a key role in shaping

                        the learning that occurs in an inquiry-based writing class, students must

                        also be invited to play a role in reshaping the online learning spaces. In

                        this sense, our vision of kairotic design shares many affinities with the

                        methodology of participatory design (Spinuzzi 2005)—though our

                        approach is more emergent and informal than ethnographic.
In addition to gathering student perspectives on our learning spaces through

                        formal assessments such as surveys and focus groups, we also need to talk

                        informally with students throughout the course about how our online learning

                        spaces could be redesigned to better meet their needs (as Lance did when he

                        reformulated his use of Google Apps as a result of a text chat with a

                        student). To further enable students to play a role in redesigning online

                        learning spaces, we can also engage students in analyzing and participating

                        in a variety of online communities, including but not limited to the

                        community of the online writing class. By allowing students to bring their

                        experiences with other online communities to the course (or

                        “party” as Ryan so aptly names it), we can open a constructive

                        dialogue about what kinds of online writing spaces best support

                        collaborative knowledge generation. Rather than trying to replicate the

                        nineteenth-century classroom for students online, we can instead collaborate

                        with students to research existing online composing spaces that might serve

                        as better spatial models for the online writing class. Because every group

                        of students will bring different literate experiences to the class, every

                        iteration of our online writing courses will necessarily be different. Our

                        goal as teachers is not to develop a “course in a box” that can

                        be reused without alteration, but rather to develop a flexible set of

                        heuristics that teachers and students can use to collectively reinvent

                        spaces for online learning.
	2. Design the course as a flexible, distributed network

                            for writing and collaborative inquiry.

In our traditional classes, we have always included a large amount of

                        small-group discussion, collaborative writing, and peer response; however,

                        we have tended to focus on the physical classroom as the primary interface

                        and venue for facilitating these interactions. We have come to realize that

                        the physical classroom is not always the most effective interface for

                        facilitating collaborative interaction: Chairs can be difficult to move; it

                        can be hard for the teacher to monitor and engage multiple small groups at

                        the same time; students can get bored listening to each group report back

                        orally on their work; and students all complete tasks at different rates

                        that can make timing small group activities difficult.
When we focused on designing small-group collaboration with online tools

                        (e.g., Google Docs, Google Hangouts, and WordPress), we found that we were

                        able to overcome many of the limitations of the physical classroom

                        interface. By scheduling small group Google Hangouts at different times, the

                        instructor could give full attention to each small group discussion rather

                        than having to circulate among groups. Furthermore, by organizing peer

                        response in Google Docs, the instructor could easily monitor and intervene

                        in student commenting (asking questions in the comment threads to provoke

                        deeper response). Rather than seeing small-group work as an activity that

                        must be completed in a set period of time, we came to think of group work as

                        an activity that produces a collaborative digital text (e.g., response

                        comments, a collaborative research blog) that the teacher can then review

                        and comment upon. By having students collaborate in writing with digital

                        tools, we can also ensure that students are more easily able to draw upon

                        their group collaboration when writing their essays since all their

                        “discussions” are recorded in textual form.
Recognizing the limitations of the physical classroom as an interface for

                        collaborative inquiry, we reject the “mirror model” of online

                        learning in favor of reimagining the online class as a distributed network. Rather than seeking to replicate a bounded

                        classroom space for whole-class interaction, we instead contend that online

                        writing teachers should offer students a wide range of digital tools to

                        facilitate collaborative interaction among small groups. For us, Google Docs

                        and Google Hangouts proved to be particularly conducive for collaborative

                        inquiry among students and teachers, but other tools (discussion boards,

                        blogs) played a role as well. When we imagine our classroom as a distributed

                        network, we gain the kairotic flexibility to adapt our learning spaces in

                        the moment to student needs and interests.
	3. Recognize that instructor presence and engagement

                            are key for success.

Although we are arguing for the value of distributed networks and

                        student-centered learning in online spaces, we also think it important to

                        note the crucial role that instructor presence and interaction played in the

                        success of our online writing classes. When we abandoned the metaphor of the

                        brick-and-mortar classroom and reimagined the online class as a distributed

                        network, we risked provoking anxiety and confusion among students; however,

                        we found that students were able to tolerate some ambiguity and uncertainty

                        about our diffuse technological interfaces because they had a close

                        relationship with their instructors whom they felt were always present via

                        email and video chat if they ever needed guidance in navigating the network

                        of the class. In this sense, students’ individualized interaction with

                        their instructors functioned as a key “home base” in the

                        distributed network that helped them become comfortable with online writing

                        and learning. Needless to say, this kind of close student-teacher

                        interaction was enabled by a low course enrollment cap, and we would suggest

                        that online classes necessitate even smaller course caps than traditional

                        sections because of the crucial role of the instructor in student success in

                        online learning.
	4. Build and plan for assessment throughout the

                            process.

At many institutions, online learning is both new and viewed with heightened

                        scrutiny, especially given many of the weak online degree programs being

                        offered by for-profits. Thus, planning for assessment throughout the design

                        and implementation process benefits instructors, learners, and the program.

                        For example, the surveys we conducted during the class helped instructors

                        redesign their delivery and even the curriculum to best meet student needs.

                        The direct assessment we conducted comparing online learning to

                        brick-and-mortar learning has also been beneficial, showing that students in

                        online classes are achieving to the same or higher level.
The twenty-four online portfolios selected from the seventy submitted by

                        students in five online sections of English 111 showed that the average

                        score for all seven course outcomes was 2.64 on a four-point scale with 1

                        being “does not meet expectations” (see English 111 Rubric). In

                        fall 2010, the same rubric was used in traditional, brick-and-mortar

                        classes; the average for forty portfolios read of the 667 submitted was

                        2.62. Triangulating the assessment data with both survey data and, if

                        possible, interviews with students provides powerful data on the impact of

                        online course design on student learning.
Rethinking Traditional Writing InstructionIn the process of hacking our online writing courses, we came to rethink many

                        of the sedimented pedagogical assumptions that had governed our work in

                        traditional classrooms. Although the number of students who have directly

                        benefited from enrolling in fully online sections of English 111 is quite

                        small, our online spatial design process has ultimately led us to transform

                        the ways in which we conceptualize and deliver the English 111 curriculum in

                        “traditional” sections; in this sense, the online 111 sections

                        have served as a kind of experimental pedagogical laboratory that has

                        enabled us to employ digital technologies to hack our brick-and-mortar

                        classes in ways that enhance student engagement and collaborative

                        inquiry.
Below are four key ways that the online course design process has transformed

                        how we conceptualize and deliver composition in “traditional”

                        classroom environments.
	Embracing video lectures as a valuable pedagogical tool

In our traditional composition classrooms, we try to lecture as little as

                        possible because we have found that student engagement often wanes when they

                        are simply listening passively. When we have given lectures in traditional

                        classrooms, we have often found that we had to repeat the content of our

                        lectures in individual conferences, small group conversations, and feedback

                        on writing to get the message through. And, not surprisingly, students

                        rarely ever mentioned “lecture” as the most valuable

                        contribution to their learning when we administered anonymous midterm

                        evaluations.
In the online courses, however, we discovered that video lectures were more

                        beneficial for student learning than traditional lectures for several

                        reasons. First, because we shared the labor of producing our reusable

                        lectures, we were able to spend much more time composing and delivering them

                        than we usually can when prepping a one-off lecture for a traditional

                        classroom. We could tweak the visual design to make it more engaging and

                        clear; we could revise our oral presentation for concision; and, we could

                        practice our delivery so that it was more polished. Because the process of

                        digital collaboration allowed us to spend more time on developing and

                        revising lectures (and to get feedback on our lecturing from other

                        experienced teachers), we were able to deliver rhetorically powerful

                        presentations to students more consistently than we had previously in

                        traditional classroom environments.
Most importantly, students in online classes were able to review the content

                        of both our reusable and ad hoc video lectures while they were actually

                        writing—encountering our advice at just the kairotic time when it was

                        most needed. While many of us had been sharing our PowerPoints or Prezis

                        with traditional classroom students for later review, our oral presentations

                        were often ephemeral—captured only in the fragmentary notes taken by a

                        few diligent students. In contrast, the online video lectures enabled us to

                        redeliver a fully multimodal presentation to a student at whatever time he

                        or she decided it would be best to engage it. Based on this experience, we

                        have come to realize that we should consider replacing at least some of our

                        traditional classroom lectures with video lectures, and we have begun to

                        assemble a curated collection of reusable media for our composition

                        teacher’s guide for use in traditional composition sections. Not only

                        will video lectures enable us to free up more time in class for

                        collaborative work, but they will also enable us to deliver information and

                        advice to students in a more engaging, rhetorically meaningful, and timely

                        way.
	2. Questioning the value of whole-class

                            discussion

In the six weeks of the online English 111 class, the instructors never held

                        a single whole-class discussion, though they did have numerous synchronous,

                        small-group video chats through Google Hangouts. Although our choice to

                        eliminate whole-class discussion was initially driven by practical concerns

                        of scheduling and interface (Google Hangouts could only accommodate ten

                        students at a time), we found that we didn’t miss the whole-class

                        discussions and that students still learned as much if not more about

                        writing than they had in our traditional classes in which whole-class

                        discussion played a more central role.
Although we still believe that whole-class discussion has pedagogical value

                        for some students, we also have come to recognize that it may not be the

                        most effective way to use class time in a writing class (whether online or

                        traditional). In a class of twenty-three, a whole-class discussion is very

                        rarely going to deeply engage all the students at the same time. Even in a

                        whole-class discussion in which a teacher succeeds in breaking the

                        interrogate-respond-evaluate format (Cazden 2001) and gets students to talk

                        directly to one another, it is still not uncommon for some students in the

                        room to zone out or engage in various forms of digital underlife (Mueller

                        2009). In contrast, when we assign a writing task to a group of twenty-three

                        (e.g., revising a paragraph of a rhetorical analysis draft to add more

                        textual evidence), we can much more clearly see twenty-three students all

                        actively engaging in learning a writing strategy, and we can also assess

                        effectively how well they learned what we hoped to teach. Similarly, when we

                        assign students to collaboratively compose a text in Google Docs or to

                        participate in a small group Google Hangouts, we are much better able to

                        ensure engagement and formatively assess student learning.
Although we have all experienced some whole-class discussions that were

                        deeply transformative and engaging for both students and teachers alike, we

                        increasingly have come to realize that whole-class discussion may not be the

                        best pedagogical strategy for an inquiry-based writing class (whether online

                        or not). As a result, we’ll be revising our composition

                        teacher’s guide to include a much more critical discussion of

                        limitations of whole-class discussion along with suggestions for other

                        strategies for fostering student engagement.
	3. Reaffirming the importance of appropriate

                            composition class size

One reason our online classes were so successful is because students all

                        received copious, individual feedback and guidance from their instructors.

                        Indeed, our move to dispense with whole-class discussion was transformative

                        precisely because our enrollment limits allowed for even more individualized

                        interaction between teacher and student. In a cultural moment in which

                        online learning is often imagined as a cost-saving way to deliver

                        instruction to large numbers of students with minimal teacher interaction,

                        our experience teaching online suggests that we should be wary of any vision

                        of online writing instruction that foregrounds a labor model that does not

                        allow for close teacher-student interaction. Although there are many

                        differences between traditional and online writing classes, there is one

                        constant: Effective writing instruction requires small class size (Horning

                        2007). Certainly, we can learn much as a field by engaging with and

                        designing MOOCs, but we also need to work hard to articulate why and how

                        individualized teacher response and guidance continues to matter in online

                        writing courses, and we hope this chapter provides further support for

                        Writing Program Administrators (WPAs) seeking to make that argument.
	4. Reimagining the traditional classroom as one node in

                            a larger digital, distributed network

Although group work in the traditional class necessarily must be organized

                        somewhat differently than in an online class, we still believe that many of

                        our online collaborative pedagogical practices can be adapted productively

                        for traditional, classroom-based instruction. For example, we are

                        transforming program policies to allow teachers to replace two class

                        sessions each term with small-group, instructor-facilitated Google Hangouts

                        sessions as a way to maximize student-teacher interaction and collaboration.

                        Furthermore, in designing group work and modeling it in teacher training, we

                        have moved toward a programmatic expectation that most small-group

                        collaborative activities should result in the production of a digital text

                        (e.g., a Google Doc, a slideshow presentation, contributions to a discussion

                        board or blog post, an audio file). Although we still do some

                        “reporting back to the whole group” in our traditional classes,

                        our increasing emphasis on collaborative in-class writing means that we

                        still have a record of each group’s conversation (and if one group is

                        unable to finish a task, they can collaboratively complete it for

                        homework).
In our online classes, we did not begin with the question, “What are we

                        going to do in class today?” Instead, we began with the question,

                        “What do students need to learn to do with writing this week and how

                        can we design scaffolded collaborative activities to help them achieve the

                        outcomes of this week’s assignment?” Rather than centering our

                        attention on our teacherly performance in a time- and place-bound class

                        session, we instead centered our attention on designing and hacking a

                        diffuse network of digital spaces to support the students’ own writing

                        and textually mediated collaboration. We believe this kind of shift of frame

                        is key for all writing pedagogy (in both on- and offline environments). In

                        the “traditional” composition class, the physical space and time

                        of the course session is one node in the distributed network, but we would

                        argue that it is not the most important one. As we approach designing

                        instruction for our “traditional” composition sections, we need

                        to stay alert to the many ways we can employ digital tools both in and

                        outside of the set “time for the class” in order to place

                        student writing and collaborative inquiry at the center of the course.
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Chapter 8: Trading Spaces: The Rhetoric of ReconfigurationAndréa D. Davis
In this webtext, Davis describes the processes and challenges involved in composing

                and submitting a proposal for a newly configured computer lab space at Washington

                State University, Tri-Cities. In recounting her experience, Davis affirms the value

                of articulating space solutions that attend to financial constraints while also

                making the best use of existing physical spaces.
The chapter provides an annotated version of her proposal, which describes the

                deliberate, infrastructural practices of redesigning, appropriating, and

                transforming existing spaces to address programmatic needs for computer/writing lab

                updates, while still pragmatically attending to the severe budget and space

                constraints of a branch campus.
The conclusion provides advice for evaluating the various institutional, financial,

                pedagogical, programmatic, and other constraints that influence decisions regarding

                instructional lab space.
IntroductionIn the spring 2012 semester, I composed a brief but important proposal for a

                    newly configured computer lab space, submitting it to my Liberal Arts Area

                    director and to the campus vice chancellor. The proposal was the result of

                    spending nearly three years evaluating the various institutional, financial,

                    pedagogical, programmatic, and other constraints that influenced decisions

                    regarding instructional lab space at my institution.
In this chapter, I describe the processes and challenges involved in articulating

                    solutions that attend to such constraints while also making the best use of

                    physical spaces. Although institutional and financial constraints often limit

                    pedagogical and programmatic possibilities, physical spaces are often neglected

                    entirely. Douglas Walls, Scott Schopieray, and Dànielle Nicole DeVoss

                    (2009) noted in their evaluation of space as interfaces that,

                    “unfortunately, because spaces are long-standing artifacts, many of the

                    space-related challenges we faced as teachers 20 years ago are the same

                    challenges we face today. Although technologies are dynamic and our pedagogies

                    are flexible, the institutional spaces within which we teach are often much more

                    rigid” (274). Such is certainly the case at my institution, prompting me

                    to submit the lab proposal.
My purpose in sharing the proposal for a computer lab is twofold: I want to

                    contribute to the existing and growing body of scholarship attending to issues

                    of space, place, and pedagogy in instructional settings. Additionally, I hope to

                    spark conversations among educators, instructional space designers, and program

                    directors/administrators that help us to articulate more specific arguments and

                    justifications for funding and space requests at our various institutions.

                    Through the research conducted to make the proposal, and the proposal process

                    itself, the most important lessons learned include (a) never

                    give up, (b) work-arounds and compromises can be

                    improvements, and (c) long-term strategies may have more

                    appeal for the upper administrators making financial decisions and space

                    allocations.
To understand the various contexts affecting the instructional technology spaces

                    on my campus, I provide here an annotated version of my proposal in which I

                    describe deliberate, infrastructural practices of redesigning, appropriating,

                    and transforming existing spaces to address programmatic needs for lab updates,

                    while still pragmatically attending to the severe budget and space constraints

                    of our branch campus of Washington State University.
[image: mpub7820727-00000066]View AssetResearch TrendsOver the past four years, I have served as the campus writing program

                    administrator, witnessing our campus growing pains through the pressure to

                    increase course enrollment caps and the territoriality and “space

                    wars” that occur between academic units. To meet the demand for faculty

                    offices, the campus eliminated one of only four open computer labs supporting

                    our fifteen hundred students. The remaining labs are barely sufficient to

                    support the courses in composition, digital technology and culture, psychology,

                    math, and other disciplines that use them. Moreover, the labs certainly do not

                    maintain the “cutting edge” standards needed to support the variety

                    of digital design, media arts, and technical and professional writing students

                    who also use them. In developing (digital) texts, students must navigate

                    shifting senses of space and place, particularly as they employ technology and

                    compose in digital spaces; this is difficult work to do in outdated labs with

                    old software.
To get at some of the pedagogical best practices associated with instructional

                    technology spaces, I considered theoretical underpinnings of space, place, and

                    pedagogy in developing my proposal.
[image: mpub7820727-00000067]View AssetSpace and Place[image: Figure 8.1. West 145 computer lab ]Figure 8.1. West 145 computer lab View AssetOver the last forty years or so, increasing attention has been placed on

                        scholarship of space and place, ranging from sociology, anthropology, and

                        cultural geography to theology, philosophy, and cultural studies. Through

                        these various fields, we know, for example, that space and place are

                        inextricably imbricated in the cultural expressions, beliefs, values, and

                        practices that constitute identity (e.g., de Certeau 2002; Said 1979; Soja

                        1994). In other words, space and place are parts of the contextual

                        information in communication and, therefore, are part of the rhetorical

                        situation for writers in instructional labs.
The active, material, historical, and multisensory character of space and

                            place affect not only our social interactions and ways of knowing, but

                            also our ability to learn in environments designed for education. (Bemer

                            2010)

In my cultural rhetorics scholarship and in my space- and place-anchored

                        pedagogy, I draw primarily from cultural theorists and cultural geographers

                        whose frameworks incorporate the social construction and interactions of

                        space and place through everyday practices. Philosopher Michel de Certeau

                        (1984), for example, argued that “space is a practiced place”

                        (117). In other words, place is a distinct location or group of positions

                        that imply stability. Space, however, is completely dependent on the context

                        of relationships and actualizing processes. A place becomes space through

                        movement and action. In de Certeau’s example, the street (place)

                        becomes a space through the action of walkers. De Certeau claims that the

                        activity of pedestrians, who may choose to walk on or off a given path, may

                        turn left or turn right, or engage in other such actions, transforms the

                        street from a place “geometrically defined by urban planning”

                        into a space useful to the pedestrian. De Certeau further differentiates

                        space from place, explaining, “Space is composed of intersections of

                        mobile elements” (117). Inherent in de Certeau’s conceptions of

                        space and place as everyday human activity—wherein we make and remake

                        our environment each time we engage and move—is that this

                        give-and-take between motion and use is intimately connected to

                        always-unstable relations of power.
Social theorist Edward Soja (1989) contributed to scholarship of the

                        relations among space, place, power, and social interactions, arguing that

                        “the organization and meaning of space is a product of social

                        translations, transformations, and experience” (80). Soja used the

                        term “spatiality” to suggest the contingent and transformative

                        ways that material conditions of place and space affect our lived

                        experiences, but also allow for pushing back on those material conditions

                        (see also Foucault 1972). For Soja, there is an “essential connection

                        between spatiality and being” (119). Also focusing on the social

                        interactions of space and place, Diana Oblinger (2006) described space as a

                        “change agent,” positing that it can “bring people

                        together; it can encourage exploration, collaboration, and discussion. Or,

                        space can carry an unspoken message of silence and disconnectedness”

                        (1.1).
The active, material, historical, and multisensory character of space and

                        place affect not only our social interactions and ways of knowing, but also

                        our ability to learn in environments designed for education. The qualities

                        of space and place that bear on human activity and knowledge-making are

                        perhaps even more poignant in hybrid spaces, such as instructional computer

                        labs where students must interact with both physical materialities of space

                        and place and also with virtual or digital materialities.
Pedagogy[image: Figure 8.2. Mac Lab ]Figure 8.2. Mac Lab View AssetNearly all of the conversations in composition studies involve place,

                            space, and location, in one way or another.
(Keller and Weisser 2007, 1)

As educational spaces begin to catch up to developments in pedagogy that move

                        away from isolated learning styles to instead embrace collaborative and

                        cooperative learning styles, many educators have contributed to developing a

                        critical pedagogy of place. In an article in Educational

                            Researcher, David Gruenwald (2003) argued that a critical pedagogy

                        of place examines educational discourses and practices that relate to the

                        “place-specific nexus between environment, culture, and

                        education” (10). Critical place-based pedagogies ultimately connect

                        relations of space, place, and pedagogy to have a direct impact on the

                        communities students inhabit. This ongoing discussion of the connections of

                        space, place, education, and human activity is important to promote, in part

                        because such conversations provide a better understanding of the

                        digital-pedagogical terrain in which we find ourselves in the twenty-first

                        century. Indeed, twenty-first-century literacy practices and pedagogical

                        considerations explicitly address the need to take space into consideration

                        along with pedagogical best practices. As Walls et al. (2009) noted in

                        “Hacking Spaces,” the goal for such conversations is to change

                        “learning spaces from their static configurations—which

                        typically promote a particular and limited type of interaction—to

                        flexible, technology-friendly spaces that support a range of interaction

                        types and encourage collaboration” (271).
“twenty-first century literacy practices and pedagogical

                            considerations explicitly address the need to take space into

                            consideration along with pedagogical best practices.”

The role of human activity in education is certainly not new, however. Early

                        development and education researchers such as Lev Vygotsky (1962) asserted

                        that human learning and development are intimately tied to human activity.

                        In reviewing some of Vygotsky’s sociocultural perspectives on active

                        learning, Mark Warschauer (1997) noted that “Vygotsky stressed that

                        collaborative learning, either among students or between students and a

                        teacher, is essential for assisting each student in advancing through his or

                        her own zone of proximal development” (471). This is no less true

                        today as we continue to develop and adjust our pedagogy to address the

                        hybrid space/place of technology-rich learning environments where students

                        take up new activities to collaborate, cooperate, and interact in the

                        construction of knowledge. Walls et al. (2009) explained that as scholars,

                        teachers, and administrators begin to come to terms with the relations of

                        space, place, and pedagogy, “space is being situated in tandem with

                        best practices in teaching, often resulting in the promotion of

                        learner-centered, knowledge-centered, and community-centered learning”

                        (271). For Ann Brown (1992), transforming educational environments of

                        isolated work sites that employ banking model pedagogy means learning to

                        develop communities of learning. Brown claimed that “to create a

                        community of learners, we must set up a classroom ethos that differs from

                        that found in traditional classrooms” (149). She explained that a

                        community of learners involves active engagement in an “intentional

                        learning classroom” in which students “are encouraged to engage

                        in self-reflective learning and critical inquiry” (149).
The upshot of these theoretical underpinnings is, simply put, that

                        instructional spaces matter. Space and place carry a host of issues from

                        identity to power to human behavior, and the whole matrix of space and place

                        have very specific and very important implications for pedagogical

                        practices. These tenets were the guiding principles behind the proposal that

                        follows.
The ProposalSwapping Lab SpaceFor reasons I address in the next section, our institutional space request

                        forms do not adequately address our needs at the branch campus. This

                        afforded me the opportunity to craft a memo for my area director and the

                        campus vice chancellor proposing a solution to computer lab space to support

                        our Digital Technology and Culture (DTC) program, as well as our Rhetoric

                        and Composition course needs. The proposal is brief, stating our existing

                        space needs, proposing a computer lab swap, and including a justification

                        for the swap. I also included a mock-up floor plan for what the newly

                        configured space would look like and a proposed budget, which took advantage

                        of the biennium capital-planning funds that the state allocates for such

                        changes.
Statement of NeedsThe most significant challenge to program growth and expansion is the lack of

                        space. To expand course offerings in Composition, Rhetoric and Professional

                        Writing, and DTC, additional computer lab space and equipment is needed.

                        Specifically, the Mac Lab needs to expand to support 20 computer stations

                        with table room for an additional four students with laptops to connect to

                        the network and work with the class. The Mac Lab is currently too small to

                        allow many of the current courses to utilize it. For example, all of the

                        courses cross-listed with English and DTC typically have 22–25

                        students enrolled whereas the Mac Lab has only 15 stations available.
JustificationIncreasing course offerings through implementing the Professional Writing

                        Certificate and the Rhetoric and Professional Writing option in English

                        builds an infrastructure to support Writing Across the Curriculum and will

                        significantly support DTC, one of the most popular and quickly growing

                        majors on our campus. Rather than competing with DTC, Rhetoric and

                        Professional Writing is a sister option that would provide growth avenues

                        for both majors in a collaborative environment. Course offerings in all

                        English courses, particularly those of Rhetoric and Professional writing,

                        engage students in the critical thinking, inquiry-based learning, and

                        integrative and collaborative civic engagement that support not only

                        cultural understanding and intercultural relations, but also just and

                        sustainable societies, policies, and practices. Such courses also directly

                        support the College of Liberal Arts theme of social, cultural, and

                        psychological impacts on human health by educating students in good

                        communication skills and helping students understand issues of audience and

                        usability.
Although the Rhetoric and Professional Writing option is not a new program,

                        offering it at our branch campus is. Significant student interest (~15

                        students enrolled) in the first semester of the Professional Writing

                        Certificate indicates a great interest in this English option. Students also

                        requested the major before it was even fully implemented. There is no

                        question that Rhetoric and Professional Writing attracts many students, but

                        the fact that this option is so seamlessly interrelated to the existing and

                        growing DTC program ensures its success and further underscores the urgency

                        for updating, reconfiguring, and increasing our instructional computer lab

                        spaces.
Solution[image: Figure 8.3. proposed floorplan ]Figure 8.3. proposed floorplan View AssetTo address the current, pressing needs of program growth, and to maintain the

                        “cutting-edge” status of our DTC program, we propose swapping

                        the current computer lab spaces. That is, moving the dedicated DTC Mac Lab

                        to the larger space in West 145 would allow us to increase course

                        enrollments to support ~20 students (over the current 15). Moving the

                        current PC Lab equipment to West 223 would still allow enrollments of 20

                        students because the PC equipment and smaller monitors would allow for more

                        PC stations in that lab than it currently allows for Mac stations.
Budget ConsiderationsTo truly support the growth of the programs, the newly configured Mac Lab

                        should include all new computers, desks designed for iMac computers, and

                        other equipment necessary for supporting our programs.
Table 8.1. the paragraph below with the asterisk is a note to Table

                            8.1	Item	Cost
		21 iMac computers (20 student + instructor console)
	Configuration $1,799 each (apple.com with Apple Education

                                        pricing)
	2.7GHz Quad-Core Intel Core i5
	8GB 1333MHz DDR3 SDRAM—2x4GB
	1TB Serial ATA Drive
	AMD Radeon HD 6770M 512MB GDDR5
	Apple Magic Mouse
	Apple Wireless Keyboard (English) & User’s

                                        Guide
	Accessory Kit

	$37,359.00
		DSLR Cameras (+ Accessories) $2,000 × 06

	$12,000.00
		Photo/Video/Audio Production (+ Accessories)

	$5,000.00
		Large-format Printer

	$6,000.00
		10 iMac compatible SMARTdesks (each desk seats 2

                                        students)

	$12,000.00
		26 chairs ($80 each)

	$2,100.00
		Total Estimate

	$74,459.00
	* I contacted our instructional technology department on campus to

                            request educational pricing for the items above. For equipment and

                            supplies recommendations that others in the field have provided, I used

                            various professional email lists (e.g., WPA-L, TechRhet, ATTW) to

                            research costs for those not available through any university or state

                            contracts. Additionally, I searched through several reviews of products

                            online until I located a range of options for the equipment needs we

                            hope to fill. The final items selected for the proposal represent

                            cost-effective strategies for getting the most for our money while still

                            keeping an eye toward upkeep, maintenance, and depreciation.

Because these costs represent a one-time investment in swapping and

                        reconfiguring the two lab spaces, all estimated budget expenses listed

                        qualify for state capital-planning funds available through Minor Capital

                        Investments and Omnibus Funding programs.
Both the area director and the vice chancellor supported this proposal and

                        the opportunities it afforded. However, over the course of several

                        conversations, I realized that implementing such a proposal would have to be

                        prioritized over time. During one of our many meetings in the months

                        following the proposal submission, I was asked to prioritize the proposal

                        items. Following the literature supporting a critical pedagogy of place, I

                        argued for new or reconfigured furniture to promote collaborative and

                        flexible learning environments. However, I recognized that from an

                        administrative position, student recruitment and retention were of greater

                        priority and, thus, discussed with the area director and vice chancellor the

                        affordances of new computers and software to facilitate recruitment and

                        retention in our programs. Ultimately, upper administration decided to

                        purchase all new iMac computers in the 2014 fiscal year. Additional

                        equipment, desks, chairs, and so forth will wait for future biennium

                        capital-planning proposals. However, the greatest “win”

                        resulting from this proposal is that the importance of maintaining and

                        updating equipment and program infrastructure became clear to administrators

                        on our campus.
Prior to the discussions stemming from my computer lab proposal, the campus

                        budget did not include a permanent budget or line items to maintain or

                        upgrade instructional labs. After our many discussions regarding space,

                        equipment, and software needs to meet pedagogical and institutional goals,

                        the campus vice chancellor instituted a permanent budget line for

                        instructional lab space beginning in the 2014 fiscal year. This new budget

                        item will allow sustained support for our instructional computer labs in the

                        future and will allow us to set long-term goals for special funding, such as

                        the biennium capital-planning funds. My initial proposal did not include

                        such long-term goals nor the establishment of sustainable funding, but

                        through the many discussions with administrators I learned that these

                        considerations are important components for any funding or space

                        request.
In addition to budgetary “wins” and future guarantees for

                        instructional lab upgrades, I also discovered that making requests from

                        multiple sources is important. Hoping to update the dilapidated chairs in

                        one of our computer labs, I decided to take a little chance. I followed the

                        university’s online facilities request form, asking for the

                        twenty-four chairs in the lab to be replaced and providing detailed evidence

                        of the unacceptable conditions. I also cited the possible health and safety

                        issues of broken chairs. The facilities director came to the lab to verify

                        the conditions and had several of the chairs tightened up. When I noticed

                        this, I posted another request for new chairs. It took over a month, but we

                        just recently received twenty-four brand-new ergonomic task chairs in the PC

                        computer lab and an additional eighteen brand-new task chairs in the

                        dedicated Mac lab.
Proposal ContextsAs with each new technology that humans have developed—from clay tablets to

                    papyrus scrolls to the printing press and beyond—digital composing tools

                    vastly affect the work that we do and how we do it. As editors Heidi McKee and

                    Dànielle Nicole DeVoss (2007) noted in their introduction to Digital Writing Research, “Computerized writing technologies

                    impact how and what we write, the ways in which we teach and learn writing, and,

                    certainly, computers and digital spaces affect our research approaches”

                    (3). Not only do the technologies play an important role in the development of

                    our writing, teaching, and researching practices, but the way we use such

                    technologies also matters. McKee and DeVoss also noted that “digital

                    technologies and the people who use those technologies have changed the

                    processes, products, and contexts for writing and the teaching of writing in

                    dramatic ways” (11). It follows that the various contexts in which these

                    communication technologies, teaching, learning, and writing take place also

                    vastly impact our processes.
In developing the proposal to swap computer lab spaces and reconfigure one of our

                    primary instructional labs, I worked with many of my colleagues across programs

                    who have a vested interest in updating the lab. I also considered institutional

                    and financial contexts that would constrain the kinds of changes that were

                    possible. Additionally, I considered the overlapping contexts of the Digital

                    Technology and Culture Program with those of Composition and Rhetoric. In what

                    follows, I explicate each of these contexts as they relate to the proposal.
[image: mpub7820727-00000114]View AssetInstitutional ContextVideo 8.1. transcript: videos/interview-transcript.pdfTo understand the affordances and constraints of the proposal to swap

                        computer lab spaces, it is necessary to begin with a snapshot of the

                        institutional contexts. Our campus has some unique features that make it

                        challenging to meet the needs of all students. Our campus is a small branch

                        campus of a research-focused state institution. We are a commuter campus

                        with a population of approximately fifteen hundred students who are

                        approximately 23 percent minority (28 percent of freshmen), and at least 50

                        percent are first-generation college students. Although the National Center

                        for Educational Statistics indicates that most undergraduate students are

                        between the ages of eighteen and twenty-four, our undergraduate

                        students’ average age is twenty-six. Despite many students having

                        families and work outside of school, 73 percent of our undergraduate

                        students attend full-time. Approximately 12 percent of our students are

                        military veterans (campus “Facts,” 2011). Most of our students

                        are expecting to procure or maintain full-time employment after graduation;

                        only a very small number of students consider going on to graduate

                        programs.
There is also something to be said about the invisible force of an

                        institutional legacy. The fact that our campus began as a training ground

                        for local government-employed engineers—a bit of a specialized

                        vocational beginning—infiltrates and permeates the campus. Students

                        routinely demand practical applications and have little patience for

                        theoretical underpinnings. In a class I taught surveying elements of graphic

                        and document design, for example, a student turned to me in clear

                        frustration and asked why there wasn’t “just a manual to

                        follow” for all of the design principles because she didn’t have

                        time to think about all of the issues. The murmur of other students in the

                        class indicated she wasn’t alone in her frustration. As was the case

                        with the specialized vocational training that started our campus before it

                        became a branch of the university system, many of our students want skills

                        and applications that can immediately translate into job skills.
For these students to become competitive on the job market, they have the

                        greatest need of all for the kind of flexible and collaborative,

                        tech-friendly learning spaces that computer labs can offer (Walls et al.

                        2009). What complicates issues affecting space allocation for us is the very

                        real and very palpable context that exists in our ever-present growing

                        pains. After becoming a member campus of our state institution in 1989, our

                        campus offered courses only for upper-division undergraduates. It

                        wasn’t until fall 2007 that our campus admitted its first cohort of

                        thirty-five full-time enrollment freshmen. In 2009, that number grew

                        substantially, to one hundred. Since then, our unprecedented growth in

                        enrollments, programs, and course offerings has made staying ahead of

                        student and program needs extremely challenging, particularly because new

                        classroom buildings that would include new instructional computer labs are

                        not expected in the next decade. We’re out of space; we lack

                        sufficient space for faculty, staff, and students.
The process of space requests in institutions is a slow process involving

                        many layers and levels of stakeholders, committees, and so forth. It can,

                        and often does, take years to develop and implement large-scale changes in

                        infrastructure and space use. One of the affordances of working at a branch

                        campus is that this process can be somewhat streamlined. Although the time

                        investment remains similar across state institutions, our budget status,

                        independent from the main campus, means that we often can avoid sending

                        space requests beyond our chancellor to the state capital-planning

                        department. This means that I have a clearer sense of my audiences in the

                        proposal process and how to strategically appeal to each of them through the

                        mission, goals, and land-grant mandates of our campus.
Developing the proposal first involved addressing my area director through

                        the strategic five-year plan I was asked to create for English and the

                        Writing Program for our campus. It also involved meeting with the computing

                        and networking manager to get estimates for equipment and software and to

                        discuss the logistics and time frames possible for new labs, upgrades, or

                        reconfiguration of existing labs. I met with the campus vice chancellor to

                        talk about space availability, long-term planning for buildings and

                        equipment, and possible funding opportunities that could address our

                        computer lab needs. I learned from the vice chancellor about the typical

                        process for university space requests and how woefully inadequate the

                        request form would be for our needs. As seen in figure 8.4, the request form allows very little

                        ability to describe and define the needs or reasons for requesting the space

                        or space changes.
[image: Figure 8.4. request form ]Figure 8.4. request form View AssetNoting that the form expects a departmental representative to file the

                        request, my first small potent gesture (à la Selfe)1 involved making my case for improved computer labs to

                        the area director on campus. I needed to ensure that this person was going

                        to advocate for the need in my stead. I addressed this audience by making

                        the computer labs part of our strategic plan, noting that the labs fail to

                        meet not only the needs for English and for the Writing Program in general,

                        but also for the Digital Technology and Culture program. And when the merger

                        of the College of Liberal Arts with the College of Sciences resulted in a

                        new reporting line for me, I took it as an opportunity to present the

                        proposal to a new audience.
Note 1 below should continue to appear on the Institutional Context webpage

                        of the chapter.
Programmatic Context
Video 8.2. abstract: videos/interview-transcripts.pdf.By the time I was hired in 2009 to direct the Writing Program and to teach in

                        both Rhetoric and Composition and in Digital Technology and Culture program,

                        our need for updated digital tools, and, indeed, the physical spaces in

                        which students employ such tools, was already desperate. The DTC program was

                        implemented at our branch campus in 2004, at which time the program used one

                        of the three PC computer labs on campus. Later, in 2007, when our campus

                        began accepting lower-division undergraduates, the DTC directors

                        successfully argued for the use of capital-planning funds from the state to

                        establish a dedicated Mac computer lab for the program.
Of the four available computer labs on our campus at that time, a very small

                        lab with fifteen Mac stations was dedicated for courses related to Digital

                        Technology and Culture. As video 8.2

                        illustrates, this was a small classroom, with fifteen Mac stations crammed

                        together at long tables fashioned in traditional rows. Over the course of

                        the next five years, we continued to upgrade software, but maintenance and

                        upgrades for the hardware and equipment did not exist in any department

                        budget. Also by this point, our DTC program had gained in popularity and was

                        bursting, with approximately fifty majors. We desperately needed to seat at

                        least twenty students in each of our DTC courses. The Mac lab was too small;

                        yet the main instructors in DTC worked only on Macs, preventing them from

                        taking advantage of the larger PC lab. By 2012, the computer equipment,

                        large-format printer, and other digital tools for both DTC and for the

                        Rhetoric and Composition courses were aging past the point of usefulness,

                        and the computers no longer allowed additional software updates.
The remaining instructional labs were PC labs ranging from twenty-two to

                        twenty-six stations. All four labs were arranged in the traditional

                        instructional design utilizing rows of tables or desks facing the instructor

                        at the front of the class. None of the labs allowed room to move around, to

                        collaborate, or to engage other aspects of computers and composition

                        pedagogy I had come to rely on. Perhaps more to the point was the fact that

                        none of the equipment in the PC labs (computers, monitors, tables, chairs,

                        projectors, etc.) was up to date, and much of the software was also becoming

                        obsolete.
Not only did the condition of the instructional labs inhibit the teaching and

                        learning possible in these labs, but these conditions also pervaded our

                        institution at a systemic level. Recruitment of high-end students wanting to

                        major in our digital and media arts-based courses failed when we lacked

                        “cutting edge” spaces, equipment, and software to offer them.

                        Additionally, I was tasked with adding to the demand in the

                        already-overcrowded computer labs by initiating the Rhetoric and

                        Professional Writing option in our English degree. With the technology

                        situation, recruitment was an issue for this option in the major as well.

                        Retention was also an issue when students failed to turn in projects on a

                        timely basis because of the availability of working computers with

                        appropriate software required for the various courses; thus, their grades

                        and motivation lagged.
Financial Context[image: Figure 8.5. Mac Lab]Figure 8.5. Mac LabView AssetThere are a number of institutionally pragmatic reasons why technology-rich

                        learning spaces cannot adhere to our ideal visions for such spaces. The most

                        pressing reason, however, is money. Although we may long for flexible

                        learning spaces with large-display monitors, comfortable seating, food,

                        coffee, ample access to power outlets, and other infrastructure supporting

                        collaborative research and learning, the initial cost and ongoing

                        maintenance are often prohibitive. This becomes even more problematic in the

                        current economic crisis in which administrators are routinely asked to

                        participate in exercises that project additional 8 percent, 10 percent, and

                        12 percent budget cuts with each fiscal year.
For years, educators and researchers have strongly promoted the need for

                        institutions to rethink technology-rich learning spaces and infrastructure

                        support. For example, in an article in the Chronicle of Higher

                            Education, Ben Terris (2009) described the way that several

                        universities were reimagining and reconfiguring their instructional computer

                        labs to better support newer understandings of social and collaborative

                        learning practices. Many of the changes described also served to cut costs

                        for colleges overall. Some campuses, however, chose to expand their computer

                        labs and increase the support offered to students. For colleges and

                        universities realizing the need to increase technology infrastructure and

                        support, the exigence is student recruitment and retention. To illustrate,

                        Terris cited Temple University’s chief information officer, Timothy

                        O’Rourke, who stated, “We are an urban public institution, with

                        working-class parents, many of which are being laid off. Not only is the

                        TECH Center our biggest selling point to get people to come here, it’s

                        also a great way to make Temple more affordable.”
Although our branch campus context is similar to the one described by

                        O’Rourke, severe reductions in state support over the past four years,

                        combined with an independent operating budget for our branch campus, have

                        prohibited us from offering such technology support. Instead, as noted in

                        the proposal and institutional context described previously, we have had to

                        rely on biennium capital-planning funds earmarked for large-scale equipment

                        and infrastructure needs. These funds are scarce and limited, and often the

                        biennium cycle means that various projects with differing priority levels

                        have piled up. As a result, there is no guarantee that projects will be

                        funded when the funds do become available—no matter how desperate the

                        need. Despite the fact that the capital-planning department at our

                        institution claims to promote “responsible stewardship of the

                        state’s physical facilities and space resources through activities

                        such as facility inventory, space guidelines, space allocation, space audit,

                        and facilities planning,” the budget to do so is rarely available

                        (Washington State University Capital Planning and Development, n.d.). This

                        is also borne out in the statement issued by our institution’s budget

                        office, which claims that our institution “has lost approximately 30

                        percent of its operating budget as allocated by the Legislature. The

                        reductions have been devastating for the university threatening both

                        excellence and access throughout the multi-campus system” (Washington

                        State University Budget Office, n.d.).
Further complicating these financial constraints is the fact that technology

                        equipment and infrastructure requires ongoing maintenance and upkeep.

                        Although our campus has been successful in obtaining capital-planning funds

                        in the past for one-time instructional computer lab upgrades, we have never

                        had such ongoing support. By implementing a budget line for ongoing computer

                        lab support and maintenance in the next fiscal year, our campus will be able

                        to strategically plan for the best use of our physical spaces. For now, we

                        continue to ask to swap instructional computer lab spaces and gladly accept

                        the planned purchase of new Mac lab equipment.
ConclusionThrough the process of researching, crafting, submitting, and discussing a

                    proposal for a reconfigured computer lab on my campus, much information was

                    gleaned about how to negotiate competing priorities. In attempting to assert a

                    critical pedagogy of active, self-reflective, critical inquiry in

                    student-centered orientations to space and place, I also had to address the

                    priorities of upper administration, the contexts of my institution, and the

                    budgetary and space constraints of my campus.
In sharing this proposed rhetorical reconfiguration—or deliberate,

                    infrastructural practices of redesigning, appropriating, and transforming

                    existing spaces—of our traditional instructional computer labs, I hope to

                    promote greater attention to space, place, and pedagogy, as well as provide a

                    discussion catalyst among those responsible for crafting computer lab proposals

                    at other institutions. Many readers may not have the constraints of a branch

                    campus situation, but through articulating the contexts and research of my

                    proposal, others may be able to determine their place-specific contexts and

                    administrative priorities as well.
Importantly, these conversations and negotiations take time—a lot of time.

                    I could not have anticipated that the computer lab proposal process would take

                    nearly four years to complete. At a branch campus, there is the impression of a

                    relatively quicker and more streamlined process, so one might surmise that

                    proposal processes could take even longer at larger institutions. For this

                    reason and many others, it is important for those crafting proposals never to

                    give up. Continue pursuing dialogue with upper administration as often as

                    possible. Such conversations often illuminate administrative priorities and

                    perspectives that allow us to craft proposals that directly address

                    administrative needs while maintaining our own pedagogical vigilance.
What also proved invaluable in the computer lab proposal process were discussions

                    among colleagues in other academic units and departments. If a dedicated

                    computer lab is not feasible, having the ability to argue from a place of

                    solidarity among all faculty who use the instructional lab space can be

                    extremely persuasive in convincing upper administration to approve proposals.

                    For example, when arguing for equipment, furniture, and configurations promoting

                    collaborative and/or team-based learning and research, being able to articulate

                    how this will support the goals of other departments or instructors using the

                    computer lab is extremely beneficial. Upper administration must consider whether

                    requests for instructional lab spaces will disrupt or hinder other users of the

                    lab, but may not have the time to poll those other users. If that information is

                    part of the proposal, one potential obstacle is already dissolved.
Recognizing that instructional spaces are rhetorical spaces enables proposals

                    that foster collaborative and cooperative learning, interaction, and team-based

                    research. Furthermore, proposals can address the need for flexible and

                    sustainable lab designs. This “rhetorical space,” as Roxanne

                    Mountford (2001) called it, “is the geography of a communicative event,

                    and, like all landscapes, may include both the cultural and material

                    arrangement, whether intended or fortuitous, of space” (42). And that

                    materiality, she reminded us, always influences what can be done in a given

                    space. Ultimately, this proposal aimed to take advantage of the rhetorical space

                    of our instructional computer labs, even while remaining fiscally vigilant. Lean

                    times call for creative solutions, and for this round, swapping computer lab

                    spaces, upgrading our equipment, and reconfiguring the furniture were the

                    available means.
Another lesson from this process is the value of long-term planning. Because our

                    institutions and their infrastructures often remain decades behind developments

                    in technology—indeed, even in pedagogical approaches—there is a

                    great sense of urgency whenever we have the opportunity to submit proposals for

                    instructional lab spaces. Nevertheless, upper administration must often consider

                    institution-wide missions, goals, and plans that often encompass five-, ten-,

                    and even twenty-year periods. Assisting upper administration with this work by

                    crafting proposals that align with such institutional time frames can make our

                    arguments more compelling and relevant, and (at least in my experience) often

                    will garner favor in negotiations for our proposals.
The floor plan for the remodeled space demonstrates a workable and reasonable

                    reconfiguration that will allow collaboration and active learning. Although

                    certainly not a perfect, or even ideal, configuration for instructional computer

                    labs, the proposed space will allow for greater collaboration among students.

                    The new configuration will allow students to move out of the passive role often

                    imposed on them by traditional classroom spaces and, instead, will facilitate

                    active and engaged learning. It is my hope that the hub configuration of the

                    workspace will foster a greater sense of learning community for students than

                    they have been experiencing.
In her empirical study of computer-mediated collaborative learning, Maryam Alavi

                    (1994) noted that “effective use and integration of computers into the

                    classroom requires a departure from the traditional instructional mode so that

                    technology-mediated communication in the classroom becomes pedagogically

                    superior to the alternative modes of instruction” (160). Since

                    Alavi’s article was published, we’ve learned a great deal more about

                    the impact of technology infrastructures, but many of our institutions remain

                    decades behind because of the many obstacles and complex layers of

                    administration and budgeting.
However, my computer lab proposal offers only one possible response to the need

                    for pedagogically sound instructional lab spaces. As more scholars attend to the

                    affordances and constraints of learning spaces, many more questions remain. For

                    example, if the physical and virtual material space and place so profoundly

                    affect identity, how might changes and reconfigurations in the digital

                    environments in which many of students today compose affect their identity? And

                    how might such struggles affect students’ ability to identify audience,

                    attend to that audience, and develop writerly personas? As we focus on such

                    questions—to the critical pedagogy of space/place—how do we also

                    learn to speak to the administrative goals, contexts, and priorities that will

                    help us argue persuasively for the necessary space and funding to create

                    computer lab spaces conducive to student learning in the twenty-first

                    century?
see instructions on page 12 regarding note 1.
Note1. Drawing on the work of Henry Giroux and Michel de Certeau, Cynthia L. Selfe

                        (1999) initially put this phrase into circulation to discuss the ideological

                        underpinnings revealed in the small, consistent, everyday activities that

                        can reify marginalization and colonization. As she explained in her article

                        with Richard J. Selfe (1994), such processes occur “not in a

                        totalizing fashion but through many subtly potent gestures enacted

                        continuously and naturalized as parts of technological systems” (486).

                        As I use the phrase here, I refer to the kinds of everyday activities that

                        can help along proposals, such as the hallway discussions that serve to

                        remind administrators of pending decisions or pressing needs.
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Part 3: Crossing SpacesChapter 9: Activist Mapping: (Re)framing Narratives about Writing Center

                SpaceChristine Hamel-Brown, Celeste Del Russo, and Amanda Fields
Webtext Design by Marisa Sandoval
Hamel-Brown, Del Russo, and Fields recount how, in response to significant budget

                cuts, their writing center became part of a new campus support services center at

                the University of Arizona. This chapter explains the physical and intellectual

                journey writing center staff members went through in this transition.
The authors explore the role and identity confusion that can come with moving from an

                autonomous to a shared physical and institutional space. Ultimately, this chapter

                provides an example of how to fight the damaging narratives often told about writing

                center spaces and how writing centers can successfully cross (into) boundaries of

                student support.
Introduction{~?~comp:the gray font in the following paragraph indicates a link to, to http://english.arizona.edu/
Several years ago, in response to the budget cuts most universities have faced in

                    the last decade, our writing center was on the verge of disappearing. The

                    English department, its home since the writing center’s conception, could

                    no longer sustain it. Other tutoring and student support services were facing

                    the same threat to their existence. In response, these units were tasked with

                    creating a student learning center that would house all these entities under one

                    roof and one administration, eliminating many overhead costs and service

                    duplication. Thus was born The think tank.
The tank, as it is affectionately known, lives in

                    the student affairs side of our university, necessitating a shift from being run

                    by an academic department to operating as a student-retention and

                    student-support services unit. This change also necessitated a physical move

                    from our run-down but much-beloved space in the university’s original

                    gymnasium to a building where all the units could cohabitate. Our writing center

                    thus underwent a change in the ways in which we conceive of our roles and

                    positioning in terms of both our physical location on campus and the hierarchy

                    of campus support units.
The writing center still maintains strong connections to the writing program and

                    Department of English. For instance, Christine Hamel-Brown, the tank’s writing specialist and coordinator of

                    the writing center, taught through spring 2013 as an adjunct in the writing

                    program, and the two graduate assistant (GA) professional development positions

                    that support the writing specialist are staffed on a two-year rotating basis by

                    graduate teaching assistants from the English department. Beyond these

                    connections, we now work in a more overt partnership with other units, balancing

                    our pedagogical and theoretical history as a member of the writing center

                    community with a student affairs perspective.
Living through this shift was not as neat as this brief summary might suggest. As

                    experienced by the writing specialist and GAs, it was chaotic and, frankly,

                    painful: Roles became confusing, identities were threatened, and long-held

                    (unconscious) values were (and still are) challenged. We felt beleaguered and

                    marginalized as what felt to us like a business model overtook our cherished and

                    long-held academic model. Did the writing specialist owe more philosophical and

                    theoretical allegiance to the academic world of writing centers than to that of

                    Student Affairs? Do we “serve” students or “educate”

                    them? Are there distinctions between the two? Student retention numbers became

                    ever more critical, and tracking visits and seat time by students in the writing

                    center took over more and more time in a given week. In addition, we had to

                    shift our tutor professional development from an academic internship course,

                    complete with theoretical readings and reflective dialogues and writing, to

                    “training and certification,” words that felt more corporate than

                    educational and did not seem to allow room for what we had done previously. Our

                    location went from the run-down and hodgepodge but homey space we shared with no

                    one, to a fluorescent-lit, white-walled, conference room managed by a tank-wide visual ecology emphasizing spareness and

                    open lines.
If you detect notes of frustration, defensiveness, and crankiness in the previous

                    description, you are not wrong. During this transition phase, we fell,

                    basically, into one of the damaging narratives told about writing centers by

                    ourselves and by others: that we are marginalized and devalued when we are

                    characterized as a “service,” which often includes moves into spaces

                    that do not reflect our personal approach to student learning (Briggs and

                    Woolbright 2000; Harris 1988; Hobson 1992; North 1994; Schultz 2013). We had to

                    work with our new colleagues, within this new (to us) model to survive on our

                    campus, but we resisted it, feeling as if the very things that made us effective

                    and worthwhile were being erased. We fell into binary, limited thinking,

                    perpetuating damaging narratives when we thought we were fighting for our

                    identity.
Reconsidering Our RolesThe necessity of our move and (initially forced) partnership with other

                        support service units and Student Affairs in general is not an uncommon one

                        for writing centers (Harris 1988; Simpson 1996). Writing centers become part

                        of a new organizational structure, yet often maintain ties to other entities

                        they were once part of, such as the English department. This is, in part,

                        because many students who come to the writing center are working on English

                        department and writing program papers; this is also due to the philosophical

                        similarities writing centers may share with writing programs, as well as the

                        personal history of the center (especially if it retains some of the same

                        staff) with these programs. In situations such as this, writing centers are

                        prompted to reconsider roles, which often involves clarifying and resisting

                        certain narratives, sometimes amid tension about who “owns” the

                        writing center and what theoretical underpinnings its space can or should

                        have.
Our purpose here is to look at this common, damaging narrative regarding the

                        “ownership” of writing centers and to consider how we can work

                        to reframe this narrative within the marginalized spaces where we often find

                        ourselves. In this chapter, we examine writing center space around two key

                        ideas. First, we (re)frame narratives in the context of recognizing

                        constrained agency, particularly in kairotic moments. When explored in

                        relational terms, these concepts of damaging narratives and kairos help us

                        to locate the context of the writing center as a space that can make

                        substantial use of constrained agency “in-between.” Because

                        writing centers are often positioned between writing programs, communities

                        of students, faculty, and various funding bodies, those of us who occupy and

                        help organize writing center spaces are frequently required to articulate

                        the kinds of work we do for different audiences and in new circumstances.

                        These opportunities to articulate what it is we “do” allow

                        writing center administrators to claim a space within these larger

                        structures—both for ourselves and for others—thus (re)framing

                        narratives about the role of writing centers on campuses and in our

                        communities. We describe the concept of activist mapping and provide

                        examples of how we used postmodern mapping techniques to locate spaces and

                        potential moments of kairos where we could practice constrained agency,

                        leading to our (re)framing of our writing center (WC) space, for ourselves

                        as administrators, our tutors, and the think

                            tank.
Second, in “Kairos Part

                        1,” we use activist mapping to examine the first of these

                        locations: the conceptual shift of how we viewed our WC and the ways we were

                        defined by others within the tank as we

                        underwent the merger into a student learning center model. In “Kairos Part 2,” we examine

                        the physical shift of our space as we began (re)thinking how our

                        conceptualization of the writing center might affect our need for a certain

                        physical space in a proposed new construction of a “multistoried

                        student services hub.” Finally, we conclude with a discussion about

                        how shifting our lens on agency and institutional contexts allowed us to see

                        ourselves anew and make tangible, positive changes from our new position

                        within the tank.
In many ways, this chapter addresses how we, as writing center administrators

                        and GAs, considered the notion of space during the transition of our WC into

                        a learning center model. For us, space is physical, yes, but also

                        relational, fluid, and conceptual. In viewing our space in this way, we were

                        better able to explore opportunities for activism rather than resigning

                        ourselves to the limitations of physical space.
Framing NarrativesIn “The WPA as Activist,” Linda Adler-Kassner (2010) addressed

                        the framing of narratives through a writing program administrator lens,

                        warning that “WPAs who want to change frames need to understand the

                        broad outlines currently surrounding stories about writing (and education),

                        lest we inadvertently perpetuate those outlines through stories that seem to

                        be alternative—but are not” (218). The stories WPAs, including

                        writing center administrators (WCAs), tell and the ways in which they

                        interpret and enact resistance are laden with historical contexts that can

                        be conveniently forgotten in the exigency of the moment. At the same time,

                        valuing exigency is key to navigating the marginalized space of the writing

                        center. Rather than attempting to invent new narratives and finding

                        ourselves perpetuating old ones, we (the writing specialist and the GAs at

                        the think tank) came to view our choices in

                        terms of kairotic moments that allow for constrained agency, moments that

                        Carl G. Herndl and Adela C. Licona (2007, 133) defined as “at the

                        intersection of agentive opportunities and the regulatory power of

                        authority.” This realization led us to locate kairotic moments to

                        develop from and (re)frame our recent experiences so that we could envision

                        a productive and realistic sense of agency in our new circumstances, as well

                        as minimize the impact of our damaging narrative.
With our local context in mind, we call up Nathalie Singh-Corcoran and Amin

                        Emika’s (2012) discussion of the writing center as a

                        “nonplace,” articulated in a special issue of Kairos with the theme “Spatial Praxes: Theories of Place,

                        Space, and Pedagogy.” They discussed how writing centers often reflect

                        a status as “nonplaces,” or places of a temporal nature, places

                        that are “not fixed.” Connecting the notion of

                        “nonplace” both with kairos and with Herndl and Licona’s

                        theory of constrained agency offers our writing center and, we hope, other

                        writing centers an avenue through which to activate change with the reality

                        of our positionality in mind. If we can think in terms of how we intersect

                        on several levels with many kinds of university entities (e.g., as direct

                        student support across the disciplines through our tutors; as faculty

                        support in myriad departments as they work to more effectively instruct

                        students in writing in their field; as partners with our university’s

                        Center for English as a Second Language, Office of Instruction and

                        Assessment, General Education Committee, writing program, and other writing

                        tutoring centers on campus) rather than view the service narrative as one of

                        simply marginalization and disempowerment, then we might be in a better

                        position to take action to slowly alter these common narratives in ways that

                        sustain our movements within the university while simultaneously perceiving

                        ourselves as a distinct entity with its own unique ability to influence and

                        even help author our university’s goals. We would no longer view

                        ourselves as a disempowered entity functioning only as a tool or as

                        auxiliary support for others’ projects.
We also see the notion of nonplace as essential in describing how we define

                        space in our given context, in the ways we view our space both conceptually

                        and physically in the new space of the service center. We found inspiration

                        and practical tools for mapping our location in Timothy Peeples’s

                        (1999) germane chapter, “Seeing the WPA with/through Postmodern

                        Mapping,” in which he wrote that “postmodern theories of

                        organization and geography have us reconsidering organizational space as

                        both bounded, material structures and dynamic social processes” (154).

                        Postmodern mapping is a research-and-discovery approach that offers a way of

                        reading “complex organizational space” (Peeples, 154). It is a

                        way to represent the complexity of positionalities, as well as to discover

                        what is emphasized or may not be acknowledged when these positionalities are

                        made visible. When we utilized a similar mapping design, we not only

                        examined the institutional spaces surrounding our writing center but also

                        located moments of constrained agency in which we might move to address

                        damaging narratives that restrained us. We found that postmodern mapping

                        allowed us not only to think about spaces we occupy as a writing center, but

                        to explore how we reacted to others across institutional contexts within our

                        own student learning center, and beyond to the rest of the university.

                        Although feeling disempowered positions one as static and defensive, our

                        realization of our own potential as WCAs allowed us the opportunity to

                        locate and affect change, not only in our WC, but in the think tank student learning center and within

                        our institution. Still, we needed to visualize the changes we faced. We also

                        needed a plan of action. We turned to the activity of postmodern mapping as

                        one way to visualize the intersections of kairos and constrained agency,

                        shown in map 9.1.
Kairos Part 1: Conceptual Shift: Becoming a Part of the THINK TANKWork within writing centers that have transitioned to student learning centers

                    involves a recognition of what Herndl and Licona (2007) called

                    “constrained agency,” which “emerges at the intersection of

                    agentive opportunities and the regulatory power of authority” (1). Herndl

                    and Licona considered agency as not something to be possessed by one entity but

                    as a kairotic moment in which contextual factors come together to create agency.

                    Writing centers are in a position to recognize moments of constrained agency, as

                    most are part of larger entities and are not necessarily seen as stable

                    components of the university. Rather, writing centers are often seen as a

                    service branch that, like most service areas, can be cut or done away with in

                    moments of budgetary or philosophical crisis—or, in the narrative here,

                    moved from one entity or another. We can accept the narrative in which our

                    services become part of an enumerated system of measurable student achievement,

                    an acceptance that we consider to be damaging to activism, or we can learn to

                    perceive such shifts in a more generative way, understanding the subversive

                    power of constrained agency and kairos.
Using activist mapping, we identified our merger with the think tank as a kairotic moment in which we could recognize

                    constrained agency, specifically in terms of how we might integrate writing

                    center philosophies and practices with student learning center practices. We had

                    to ask ourselves how best practices of writing contribute to tutor training and

                    writing center philosophies while respecting the goals of the student learning

                    center.
Generating these spaces for dialogue and action was significant not only for our

                    agency as a writing center but also for the development of student learning

                    center philosophies. Our example of tutor training below came from our

                    postmodern mapping exercise, which helped visualize conceptual space.

                    “Seeing” our location aided us in determining what kairotic moments

                    we were able to recognize within contexts of constrained agency. We would argue

                    that such an exercise is significant for all writing centers in terms of (1)

                    changing narratives about writing center work and (2) imagining our own

                    potential for writing center work within academic organizational structures.
Re-creating Training and TutoringTo be in line with the rest of the tutor training for the tank, the WC was asked to revamp its

                        three-credit internship course (English 393) into a series of workshops

                        (called “Tutor Enrichment” sessions). These workshops needed to

                        be classified by training level, because the College Reading and Learning

                        Association (CRLA; our certifying body) has distinct levels of training for

                        tutors: Level 1 is basic competence, Level 2 is more advanced, and Level 3

                        is for those who wish to be mentors and trainers of their fellow tutors. We

                        thus had to move from an academic course model to a series of one-hour

                        sessions, and tutors earned money for attending rather than course credit.

                        It became more difficult to include readings (as they would have to be paid

                        for their time reading to prepare for a session, and our budget did not

                        allow for that), and the self-reflective work that had been integral to the

                        course (the writing of a tutoring philosophy, for example) became much more

                        complicated to continue to require.
The work involved in doing this put Chris, the writing specialist, on the

                        defensive, understanding the desire to have a standardized training regime

                        for all tank tutors, but also knowing the value

                        of the academic internship model that had been developed over many years in

                        the WC. In the course, tutors were introduced to voices in writing center

                        theory and practice and were asked to develop their own tutoring

                        philosophies as a means of entering into this conversation and community. So

                        we had our concerns about the new CRLA model. Tutors who had completed the

                        course were not only well versed in the scholarship surrounding writing

                        center theory and practice, but they also shared a sense of community, a

                        solidarity and sense of pride in their work as writing tutors that came out

                        of the course. The new model would not be specific to writing center

                        purposes, goals, identities, or literature. Rather, our tutors would be

                        folded into sessions with science and math tutors. We found value in our

                        tutors working with other tutors from across the disciplines, but were

                        concerned that our tutors would no longer feel connected to a writing center

                        community outside of their immediate context. We wanted our history and

                        philosophies to be counted and sustained in the new training model, but

                        Chris had to figure out how to make this happen.
This situation was an institutional imposition that turned out to be a

                        positive kairotic moment. Chris was able to find ways to identify the

                        critical elements of the old course model and incorporate them into this new

                        structure. The original internship course was structured such that

                        curriculum built on itself, moving tutors to ever-deeper considerations of

                        WC theory and praxis, and guiding them to develop not only a strategy skill

                        set to use in sessions, but also the ability to reflect critically on their

                        practice so that they could each articulate their own philosophy of tutoring

                        writing. This progression and the metacognitive elements of the curriculum

                        were what the writing specialist focused on in the transition to the CRLA

                        model. Instead of simply allowing tutors to take whatever sessions they felt

                        like going to in any given semester (as the CRLA model allowed), the WC

                        created a set series of sessions for each level of certification. Because we

                        could not require tutors to train beyond Level 1 (although we strongly

                        encourage all our tutors to reach Level 2), the Level 1 series had the

                        responsibility of providing all tutors with what we considered essential

                        knowledge and metacognitive skills. Hence, we mined our old weekly lesson

                        plans for five one-hour sessions (how to effectively construct a session;

                        how to tutor nonnative speakers of English and students from other

                        cultural/academic traditions; how to tutor students who may have learning

                        and attention differences; how to work with our largest population of

                        visitors, our first-year composition students; and approaches to and

                        strategies for effective fifteen-minute drop-in sessions) that would give

                        beginning tutors what we felt they most needed. In addition, new tutors were

                        asked to read and analyze three articles on writing center philosophy and

                        praxis, to observe a tutoring session and to be tutored and then reflect on

                        those experiences, and to critically analyze and evaluate what they learned

                        in each of their tutor enhancement sessions; this series of reflections

                        allowed tutors to develop the type of metacognition about tutoring practices

                        we desired, and guided them to apply what they were being taught to their

                        actual tutoring work.
We were then able to create a series of tutor enhancement sessions for Level

                        2 that built on that existing knowledge, pushing tutors to deeper critical

                        awareness of their praxis (our tutoring philosophy statement from the old

                        course became part of this stage) and introducing them to more advanced

                        topics (tutoring writing in unfamiliar subjects and the ethical dimensions

                        of tutoring writing). Level 3 became most like our semester-long internship

                        model, which required training for our writing tutors prior to our merger

                        with the tank. Tutors at this level took on the

                        facilitating of the “Tutor Enrichment” sessions, enacting their

                        knowledge and bringing new perspectives to the set topics, much as they did

                        when they were responsible for framing and leading weekly discussions in the

                        writing center training course. Further, the development of tutors beyond

                        just their ability to provide a service for other students was a priority

                        for our writing center, and the tutor training across these three levels

                        emphasized this. For example, tutors learned to assess how the training and

                        their tutoring experiences could enhance their personal learning and growth

                        beyond their roles in the writing center, thus having an impact on their own

                        self-efficacy, metacognition, and knowledge of transferable problem-solving

                        skills.
Making Use of a Kairotic MomentBy seizing the opportunity to infuse the standard CRLA model with our own

                        values, rather than simply accepting it as is, the WC made positive use of a

                        kairotic moment. Instead of simply requiring tutors to fulfill a certain

                        number of training hours per semester, giving tutors exposure to information

                        (and their colleagues) in a random order, the creation of a standard

                        offering of topics for each level ensured all tutors would have the same

                        exposure to critical ideas and tutoring strategies, and provided a sense of

                        community and common purpose. We could count on tutors having a sense of the

                        wider WC field, both theoretically and pedagogically, that informed our own

                        local practices, thus ensuring that the spirit of our original course was

                        maintained.
Surprisingly and happily, the tank eventually

                        followed suit, adapting more and more of its CRLA training for other tutors

                        to match Chris’s model and accepting the need for reflection and

                        reading as well as the face-to-face session time. This constituted a

                        rethinking of how tutors are trained across the think

                            tank space, making it about tutors taking the initiative and

                        agency to train themselves and their peers. That was a kairotic moment of

                        constrained agency where resources were limited, tensions were high, and the

                        writing specialist wanted to maintain a particular awareness of writing

                        center pedagogies. Revamping our tutor training to accommodate CRLA

                        standards and requirements while also contributing to the tank’s model of training for science and

                        math tutors represents a conceptual shift in how we viewed our writing

                        center; it also represents a shift in how we were defined by others within

                        the tank.
Another way we began to reconsider our position in a student learning center

                        is to consider how we can work within the dominant paradigm of service

                        language, perhaps even slightly altering the meaning of such language. In

                        other words, rather than viewing the ways in which service is discussed as

                        limited to what is measurable, we focused on continuing to bring our writing

                        center philosophy and practice into the tank’s conceptualization of service.
In beginning to address this goal, we turned to the think tank’s mission:
Our mission is to empower UA students by providing a positive environment

                            where they can master the skills needed to become successful lifelong

                            learners.

We embraced the idea of empowerment here, in that one of our own goals in

                        working with students was to provide them with a sense of control and

                        understanding of their own writing and learning processes. This goal could

                        only be met by creating a positive learning environment in which students

                        and tutors could work. Still, there are certain terms related to service

                        that we tend to balk at in writing studies, such as “skills” and

                        “mastery.” Writing centers are not about mastering skills, and

                        this is part of what was problematic (at least initially) for us in fully

                        embracing the think tank’s mission. As we

                        began to deconstruct the mission statement from the frame of writing center

                        theory and writing best practices, we discovered that this skills-based

                        language is part of the practical side of writing centers, which is

                        something we cannot deny. And then we gravitated toward student learning

                        language such as the concept of lifelong learning. However, the idea that we

                        were teaching skills led us to a damaging narrative of writing centers as

                        remedial, fix-it centers, and that became problematic, especially in terms

                        of how we were being framed within the tank and

                        for students who visited our space. It became a priority to demystify the

                        work we actually do in the WC to others within our student learning center.

                        At the same time, we questioned our limitations regarding the language of

                        service.
Adopting Self-EfficacyOne way we were able to enter into this conversation with our tutors as well

                        as other members of the tank was to locate a

                        workable term we used to change our relationships and positioning within the

                            tank; our term was

                        “self-efficacy.” This is one of the tank’s student learning outcomes: “As a result of

                        using one or more services at the think tank,

                        students will self-report an increase in their academic self-efficacy”

                            (think tank 2013, 3). We asked ourselves

                        and our tutors: What does self-efficacy mean in terms of how it works in a

                        writing center?
Under the tank’s mission, self-efficacy is

                        something that can be measured—a packaged skill set students take away

                        with them. This caused some conversation about how our own WC might view

                        self-efficacy in different terms. It felt as if the WC was being made to

                        focus on the kinds of numbers that relate to efficiency and profit rather

                        than on educational and learning outcomes. In writing studies, self-efficacy

                        often relates to collaboration, where writing and learning is an elongated

                        process (Bruffee 2011; Emig 2011; Murray 2011). Getting students to realize

                        writing and learning as an often messy process is significant in

                        contributing to the goal of lifelong learning. When we asked our tutors to

                        reflect upon the meaning of self-efficacy in terms of how they perceive

                        their tutoring strategies, they said they wanted to create a space where the

                        positive learning environment of our writing center ensures that students

                        feel comfortable enough to take risks in their writing and work

                        collaboratively with tutors, who also consider themselves students and

                        learners in the process (Puntambaker and Hubscher 2005; Singh-Corcoran and

                        Emika 2012; Wood and Wood 1996). In writing studies, we tend to view student

                        “error” as evidence that students are taking these risks toward

                        growth in their writing (Bartholomae 2011; Ede and Lunsford 2011; Ferris

                        2002; Perl 2011). Tutors expressed the conundrum that writing centers ask us

                        to help “improve” papers while remaining true to the view that

                        what we perceive as “errors” can be crucial risks that aid in a

                        writer’s development
In the tank setting, where improvement is often

                        measured as student success when grades become higher, it can be difficult

                        to forward a self-efficacy perspective that rewards risks; indeed, this is a

                        problem for all writing centers, whether they are part of a student learning

                        center or not. However, the tank’s

                        self-efficacy outcome enabled us to better assert ourselves among the other

                        types of tutoring and services and continue to wrestle with whether or not

                        we “belonged” there. We saw ways in which some of our

                        philosophies of writing could positively influence the philosophies and

                        mission of our student learning center by defining a more collaborative

                        approach to the idea of self-efficacy among our tutors, who, we hoped, would

                        be able to bring together the material from writing center-specific tutor

                        training with the messages of the student learning center. And, because many

                        of the tutors under the old model have graduated, we can see how folding

                        together the CRLA and writing center models may seem more natural to our

                        current tutors than we anticipated. In this way, we worked to seize a

                        kairotic moment to integrate our philosophies with, and radically change, a

                        service term—in this case, self-efficacy.
As more writing centers become absorbed into student learning centers, it is

                        important to be aware of and discuss the language used in mission

                        statements, goals for “services,” and outcomes for students

                        visiting these centers. We found this to be true in our own analysis of the

                            think tank mission statement, especially in

                        terms of how we opened up space for conversations with other members of the

                            tank, including our science and math

                        specialist, and with our own writing center tutors. We view our experiences

                        and interventions in the above examples (tutor-training models and the

                        service paradigm) as being made possible by our position as a nonplace, as

                        defined by Singh-Corcoran and Emika (2012). Students tend to view writing

                        centers as a “nonplace”; by accessing this student lens, the

                        writing center “adds new layers of dimension to our conceptions of

                        what is real and what is possible within the center.” An understanding

                        of our main audience, students, is crucial, of course. But we want to

                        consider this notion of non-place in another way, articulated when

                        Singh-Corcoran and Emika wrote that “if both online and physical

                        writing centers can be read as nonplaces, then centers can see themselves as

                        simultaneously apart from and a part of the larger circulation, consumption,

                        and communication of the university.” It is from this positioning of

                        “nonplace” that we found our agency in influencing

                        tutor-training models and ideas around the concept of self-efficacy.
Kairos Part 2: Physical Shift to New BuildingSearching for the “World-Class Writing Center”Sitting in cubicles in what used to be a basketball court, the tank (and thus the writing center), looks

                        forward. The university has promised us a new building, and we are integral

                        to its conception and ultimate physical construction. Suddenly, the

                        conceptual shifts the writing center has undergone have a physical, concrete

                        aspect: What physical face does the writing center want to create within the

                            tank and the wider university community?

                        How do we express who we are through our physical space?
In this second kairotic moment, we were tasked with preparing for a physical

                        move to a newly constructed student services hub. In the spirit of

                        (re)framing, we viewed this physical move as a second moment where our

                        writing center practiced constrained agency to develop our goals and reframe

                        our vision for a collaborative learning environment. With this move, we were

                        given an opportunity to apply and embody our conceptualizations to/in a new

                        space. The visions for this space began as early as the summer of 2011, when

                            tank staff were asked to define their ideal

                        spaces. As part of this process, the staff researched comprehensive learning

                        spaces, visiting local campuses to view multiple examples of

                        “new” learning spaces to explore the potential and possibilities

                        for our learning center. Writing center GAs were asked to review research

                        and examine the websites of similar entities such as the tank to determine what constitutes a

                        “world-class writing center” within these integrated spaces. In

                        December 2011 and early January 2012, the think

                            tank Leadership Team discussed and brainstormed desires for the

                        new space. We positioned ourselves within this vision for the new writing

                        center space by creating a second activist map.
When asked about how the WC fits into the tank

                        overall, think tank director Dorothy Briggs

                        responded with the following:
At the start of the transformation process the charge . . . was: Develop

                            a student support model for Student Affairs that prioritizes student

                            needs, makes the best use of resources and eliminates unnecessary

                            duplication. The question posed was “How can we streamline and

                            enhance our existing academic support services?” The solution was

                            to take the best practices of current support models and deliver them in

                            a modified, centralized and comprehensive format to all students. The

                            notion of consolidating learning support in various academic hubs that

                            concentrate services arose. The dialogue in the early conversations was

                            about existing programs. . . . The Writing Center was not involved.
However, at that same time the English department faced looming budget

                            cuts and the Writing Program director proposed the idea of handing over

                            the management and funding of the “Writing Center” to

                            Student Affairs. I put Writing Center in quotes

                            because the Writing Center isn’t something tangible. It is a

                            concept that lives through practice and procedure. From that point

                            forward, the Writing Center was included as an element of the

                            centralized academic support service unit.
In my opinion the timing was right. The Writing Center added the critical

                            support piece that would have been missing in the new unit. The Writing

                            Center has enabled us to be the comprehensive support unit from the

                            beginning. (Hamel-Brown, personal communication, March 6, 2013)

The tank was also undergoing its own conceptual

                        shift early in its development, opening its vision of what constituted

                        comprehensive student services to include a unit that was not simply a

                        collection of tutors or a “service,” but rather something

                        “that lives through practice and procedure.” Once the merger

                        happened and we were all living and working together to manifest this

                        vision, both the tank and the writing center

                        chose to (re)frame our narratives of each other, even if we did not identify

                        this action as such at the time. At the time, we were simply finding a way

                        to coexist peacefully and thus stay focused on what really mattered:

                        supporting students.
This plan for our new physical space, however, has prodded us to more

                        concretely define and articulate our reframing and to overtly examine the

                        narratives that (we let) define the writing center. When asked to share her

                        vision of an ideal writing center space without limits, Chris, the writing

                        specialist, felt free to do exactly that. Instead of feeling the constraints

                        of the service narrative, she envisioned a space that embodies the

                        “practice and procedure” character (Briggs, email

                        correspondence) that the tank had come to

                        accept as critical to the writing center’s being and effectiveness.

                        She described a physical space that grows from a vision of the WC as a

                        campus-wide catalyst that is more than a building. The writing center is a

                        space where literacy is defined and redefined, a space that brings the

                        university community together (literally or figuratively) to determine what

                        matters regarding communicative practices. The concept of measuring the

                        impact the WC has on the campus writing climate was proposed as a way to

                        assess what we do, rather than relying wholly on student visit counts to

                        represent our work and success. Buoyed and encouraged by the energy of the

                        positive outcomes from our first kairotic moment within the tank, we made a commitment to push for a new

                        narrative, manifested through our space: We are a multiliteracy center, a

                        space that not only tutors students across disciplines and in many genres,

                        but also reaches out to faculty as a critical voice in the university

                        conversation about literacy, student learning, and the expression of

                        critical-thinking abilities.
Shifting the NarrativesThose conversations that began in our first kairotic moment planted seeds

                        that are now bearing surprising and positive fruit. Not only were the

                        writing specialist’s proposals for our new space welcomed with open

                        arms, but those proposals and the underlying narrative that supported them

                        became a critical part of the conversation about how the tank conceptualized its space as a reflection of

                        its mission. When the writing center stopped seeing itself as limited by the

                        “service” narrative and its position as an auxiliary unit on

                        campus, the narratives shifted—both the ones we told ourselves and

                        those told about us by others.
When asked about the potential infrastructural implications and unavoidable

                        limitations of our impending physical space changes, such as budget and

                        physical availability of ground to build on, Briggs revealed just how

                        profoundly those narratives have changed:
I have never felt that space is a limiting factor. Our programs are not limited by our space. Space can create

                            opportunity, but it doesn’t limit opportunity. We can seek outside

                            . . . space for programming needs.
Instead, our limitation is our own inability to envision fantastic

                            programs and bring them to fruition. . . . The success and image of the

                            Writing Center has little to do with whether it was housed in Bear Down

                            Gym mice infested space, Nugent thoroughfare space, or a boxy classroom

                            in temporary Bear Down Gym space. The success and image are ours to

                            determine.
The space does not create the program. We do.
[However, while] space does not limit us, it does add value. I do not

                            feel limited in any way as a result of this process. The fact that we

                            are being heard [by higher administrators who control budget and space

                            priorities] and our opinions about space and use of space are being

                            listened to is very affirming and empowering. We are not moving

                            backwards, but forwards. I don’t find that limiting at all. We

                            will run with the opportunities presented to us as we move ahead . . .

                            [O]ur only limitation is our inability to envision and move to fruition.

                            (Hamel-Brown, personal communication, March 6, 2013)

This flexible vision of the writing center and its space—conceptually

                        as well as physically—demonstrates how profoundly the writing

                        center’s reframing of its own narratives has affected its overall

                        community and the educational vision of this student support unit. In its

                        accidental way, the WC’s response to the kairotic moments of our

                        merger with the tank, and now this expression

                        of the physical space we want and deserve to reflect our mission and

                        character, have allowed for a new dynamic between the tank and the writing center, such that we can together develop a

                        fuller, more effective support space for our university community.
Conclusion: “Kairotic Leadership and the Activist WC”Through the lenses of kairos, constrained agency, and the act of reframing, we

                    are now able to envision what we can do and not what we think we can or are told we cannot do. We define ourselves by what we

                    are, and not what we are not. Through our kairotic analyzing and reframing work,

                    we have identified ourselves in a more active, activist way, an identity that

                    allows us to see ourselves as part of the “larger circulation” that

                    Singh-Corcoran and Emika (2012) wrote about. As actors and activists, we have

                    found ways to use damaging narratives about writing centers to our advantage,

                    reframing them and giving them positive power. We have, essentially, identified

                    kairotic moments in our own work as WCAs and then acted in/on these moments

                    rather than reacting to them. We are not disempowered but are, in fact, a

                    concrete entity that can affect the community around us. In adopting this

                    stance, we have modeled the act of “mattering” as opposed to

                    “marginalizing” one’s research, engagement, and work within

                    the writing center (Geller et al. 2007, 125). WC work and WC engagement matter.

                    We have something valuable to teach others within our own writing centers,

                    institutions, and local contexts. If as writing center coordinators we create a

                    culture that matters, we can then locate opportunities for collaboration with

                    our many partners and ways to meet shared goals.
Believing in our own “mattering” became a feedback loop of positive

                    (re)framing of WC work and potentials. In our WC space, the stories we began

                    telling ourselves about our tutor training and our impact on campus started

                    coming back at us, manifesting in concrete changes in the tank and on campus as a whole. The math and science “Tutor

                    Enrichment” sessions have slowly morphed to mimic what the WC does, with a

                    set session curriculum by level and a required tutoring philosophy essay for

                    tutors to achieve Level 2. The math and science specialist spoke extensively

                    with Chris about her approach to the CRLA requirements for the WC, and modeled a

                    revision of his training for his tutors on her philosophy and ideas. The WC is

                    now seen as a pedagogical and ideological agent within the tank, leading us on our journey to be the

                    “world-class” student support center our director wishes us to

                    become, not as simply one service among many to be accounted for.
As regards assessment of the efficacy of our WC, the tank has taken on the language that Chris introduced: We now talk

                    about impact, not just numbers representing seat time by individual students per

                    semester (although we still do that too, but now those numbers are more

                    concretely contextualized). We now, as a tutoring space overall, are beginning

                    to look at the effects of our tutor training on our tutors’ success both

                    as students and postgrads, as well as how that training impacts students’

                    own self-efficacy, metacognition, and transferable problem-solving skills. We

                    are also focusing on ways to evaluate changes in faculty pedagogies regarding

                    writing in their courses due to their collaboration with the WC. These changes

                    in assessment represent a view of the WC as an agent within the university

                    writing culture, wherein we are actors with something to teach others, and not

                    simply a unit to provide service in response to the demands of other areas on

                    campus.
The journey Matthew Schultz (2013) described in “Recalibrating an

                    Established Writing Center: From Supplementary Service to Academic

                    Discipline” echoes our own here. We too “set out to redefine and

                    represent the Center as an academic department that houses a reflective and

                    innovative discipline whose mission is central—not supplementary—to

                    the task of discovering, creating, and sharing knowledge” (2). To do this,

                    we first had to believe it ourselves, consciously stepping out of reactive mode

                    and not engaging in knee-jerk fashion to the damaging narratives that so often

                    characterize—and limit—the role of WCs on campuses. Postmodern

                    mapping gave us a tool to see how we had done this unconsciously in recent

                    moments, and thus how we could more effectively and overtly do so in the future

                    as a conscious, determined practice. This growing awareness of our space in our

                    home unit and in the university as a whole has given us a control over that

                    space—constrained, of course, by institutional realities—that allows

                    us to engage in activism, carving space for our practices within the larger

                    campus community mission and goals. We are able to look ahead to moments where

                    we can engage in the “issues-based organizing” that Adler-Kassner

                    (2010) characterized as the most productive way of effecting change, of becoming

                    activists.
Almost by accident, by staying open in the kairotic moments we encountered, we

                    were able to address through immediate, short-term actions the immediate

                    interests of the parties intimately involved in those situations, as well as

                    stay focused on “the long-term, values-based implications of these actions

                    and make conscious decisions about how, when, and whether to take particular

                    actions with these bigger-picture strategic values in mind” (Adler-Kassner

                    2010, 223). As WCAs, we can consciously engage with this approach and make it

                    our chosen strategy as we face our unit and our campus. We can choose to

                    acknowledge that we are affected by the power of those around us, but, instead

                    of stopping there and remaining locked in damaging narratives, we can remember

                    that if we are affected by “the other side of the coin named power”

                    (Edward Chambers, qtd. in Adler-Kassner, 228), we can manifest some agency for

                    ourselves. Power manifests in relationships, and it is that web of shifting,

                    complex space that all WCs can use to reframe their stories and envision

                    themselves—and thus, be seen by others—in new institutional

                    spaces.
Using Peeples’s (1999) postmodern mapping, we came to read our particular

                    complex of positionalities as an opportunity for bringing about productive

                    (re)framings of narratives about our WC’s potential. We can now claim a

                    different kind of space in our institutional home, a space based on our new

                    narrative about creating new conceptions of writing center spaces. These new

                    conceptions are necessary for ourselves and for the institutions of which we are

                    a part. In many ways, our daily practices of activism within our own writing

                    center have called us to consider ways of making space, space for our writing

                    center theories, histories, and best practices—and to examine how these

                    theories, histories, and practices benefit and connect the larger institutional

                    structure of the tank and the mission of our

                    university. Rather than subscribing to marginalized narratives about writing

                    center spaces, we have, through the lens of constrained agency and kairos, begun

                    to define space not as a limiting factor in achieving our goals as a writing

                    center, but as relational, fluid, contextual, and situational.
Activist MappingMap 9.1 shows intersections that occurred

                    when the writing center was moved to the student learning center. The map is

                    specifically related to the revamping of our tutor-training program to match

                    College Reading and Learning Association (CRLA) standards and requirements. We

                    mapped our positioning as writing center administrators to locate moments where

                    we could interject, disrupt, revise, or contribute to the changes being made to

                    our writing center and think tank space (physically

                    and conceptually), specifically changes to our tutor-training models. While

                    taking a class in writing program administration theory and methods, Chris was

                    first introduced to the idea of postmodern mapping as a useful tool for locating

                    our positioning within the changing context of the tank and for beginning to see movement and development of our writing

                    center’s ideals within our new context.
In Chris’s map (map 9.1), the role of

                    the writing specialist (in her case, as WPA) is located at the center (the blue

                    star), with arrows showing movement, connection, and reflection between that

                    role and her interactions with other entities within the tank space. The arrows also show connections to theories that promote

                    agency and activism in the face of institutional structures. The arrows moving

                    outward from Chris show the responses of our writing center to the new

                    situation, specifically in terms of how we addressed two key concerns: tutor

                    training and the physical space of our writing center (in the light orange

                    squares). From the center, we noted two key concepts that inspired our actions,

                    indicated by the two pale green circles. In one circle, we highlighted

                    Adler-Kassner’s (2010) concept of activist work, asking ourselves how

                    stories and descriptions are used to frame writing centers, potentially

                    perpetuating what is deemed “common sense” about writing centers. We

                    also considered the tropes and language codes we could identify as problematic,

                    along with potential avenues for change. (One trope we identified is the idea of

                    writing centers as a “service” for students. We develop our

                    reframing of this narrative in “Kairos: Part 1”).
In a second circle, we considered Herndl and Licona’s (2007) relationship

                    between kairos and agency, where enacting agency is a configuration of kairos.

                    The relationship articulated between kairos and agency is particularly

                    appropriate for identifying activist opportunities in writing centers, where

                    shifts in structure and ambiguities in situations offer opportunities for change

                    and growth. The gray arrows move outward toward various initiatives where we

                    applied these concepts and saw opportunities for our WC’s growth: The

                    arrow from Adler-Kassner moves out toward how we could use language and tropes

                    to reframe narratives about our WC through initiatives like the think tank common tutor training and faculty

                    outreach, or through its literature and mission statements. The arrow moving

                    away from kairos and constrained agency indicates shifts in structures that

                    could allow us to impact training models and to collaborate with tank colleagues. We point out that the arrows move

                    in both directions, suggesting flow, reflection, relationships, and alliances

                    between these elements and activities.
[image: Map 9.1]Map 9.1View AssetIn the second map (map. 9.2) we located

                    ourselves in the center as a Writing and Multiliteracy Center to reflect the

                    (re)framing of our purpose within the tank. Moving

                    outward from the center, we examined our relationships to various populations at

                    our university with whom we wish to connect, including graduate students in our

                    community, faculty across the disciplines, remote students, and various outreach

                    and resource facilities that operate on our campus.
We then envisioned how our physical and online spaces could be designed to create

                    the kind of work environment that encourages collaboration between our center

                    and these groups. We explored how spaces—such as online writing labs,

                    learning stations, and workshop spaces—facilitate learning among these

                    groups, and exhibit the potential for a multiliteracy model of writing center

                    spaces.
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Chapter 10: From the Ground Up: Shaping Community, Collaboration, and

                Multiliteracies at Georgia TechRebecca E. Burnett, Karen Head, Brandy Ball Blake, Andy Frazee, Diane Jakacki,

                Chris Ritter, Nirmal Trivedi, and Christopher Weedman
This chapter discusses three dynamic spaces of the Writing and Communication Program

                at Georgia Institute of Technology (Georgia Tech): the Laptop Classroom in the

                Skiles Classroom Building, the Communication Center in the Clough Undergraduate

                Learning Commons, and the Stephen C. Hall Building.
The authors recount how these spaces were deliberately designed by and for them. They

                describe how they worked with designers, architects, interior designers, landscape

                architects, and information technology experts in the planning and design stages to

                match the physical spaces with the Writing and Communication Program’s

                philosophy, pedagogy, and research practices.
This chapter focuses on physical and digital affordances that contribute to the

                Writing and Communication Program’s core philosophies of rhetoric, process,

                and multimodality. It also offers implications and conclusions flexible enough for

                readers at a range of other institutional contexts to consider and apply.
HomeThis webtext discusses three dynamic Writing and Communication Program spaces

                    that serve the entire Georgia Institute of Technology (Georgia Tech) campus: the

                    Laptop Classroom in the Skiles Classroom Building (Skiles 302), the

                    Communication Center in the Clough Undergraduate Learning Commons, and the

                    Stephen C. Hall Building. These spaces—which encourage both community and

                    collaboration—are not just any spaces that our program happens to be

                    using; these are spaces deliberately designed by us and for us. Working with the

                    Writing and Communication Program throughout both the planning and design

                    stages, the designers and architects were particularly concerned about the match

                    between the physical spaces and our philosophy, our pedagogy, and our research

                    practices. Representatives of our program also worked with interior designers,

                    landscape architects, and information technology experts in determining details.

                    This chapter focuses on physical and digital affordances that contribute to the

                    Writing and Communication Program’s core philosophies of rhetoric,

                    process, and multimodality; we also offer, however, implications and conclusions

                    flexible enough for readers at a range of other institutional contexts to

                    consider and apply.
The Challenge of Disciplinary SpaceToo often spaces for classes in rhetoric and composition are simply generic

                    classrooms, with an instructor podium or desk, twenty-five student desks, white

                    (or black or green) boards, maybe a bulletin board, and perhaps a projection

                    system and screen. As a discipline, we are victims of our own excellence as

                    teachers, accepting what is available and assuming that’s sufficient. But

                    what if we followed the practice of colleagues in other disciplines by defining

                    our philosophy, goals, and expected outcomes and then describing the physical

                    spaces that would help us best attain them?
This webtext is about just such a scenario: how our Writing and Communication

                    Program’s philosophy, pedagogy, and research practices came to be

                    reflected in the spaces where we teach, conduct scholarly activities, and engage

                    in professional development.1 The stories about our

                    spaces involve several generalizable practices that could help other programs

                    and departments articulate their own philosophies, influencing policies that

                    shape decision making.
Before telling our stories, we must acknowledge three disciplinary changes that

                    are needed. First, we must acknowledge the need for a shift in mind-set in

                    rhetoric and composition, a change in disciplinary expectations to desire more

                    than satisficing—a portmanteau of

                        satisfy and suffice (Simon 1956), an

                    attitude characterized by making due with what’s good enough. In the case

                    of space in rhetoric and composition, satisficing leads to generic rooms,

                    generic furniture, and generic technology: nothing designed specifically for our

                    disciplinary needs. Universities routinely optimize space for courses in areas

                    such as architecture, art, engineering, and science, but seldom optimize space

                    for courses in rhetoric and composition, in part because we—as a

                    discipline—infrequently articulate what we want or need beyond the generic

                    things that will help us teach more effectively and help our students learn more

                    effectively. As Herbert A. Simon (1956) observed, we cannot make optimal

                    decisions if we cannot identify and evaluate the outcomes we expect and the

                    resources we need to make them happen.
Second, we must acknowledge that a substantial body of research, inside and

                    outside of rhetoric and composition, supports our discipline’s need to

                    attend to issues relating to space, student attitudes, and performance. Several

                    decades of conversation have explored the relationship among the natural

                    environment, the architecture of the building, the built environment of the

                    classroom or tutoring center (e.g., seating, classroom spaces, density, privacy,

                    noise, windows, and spaces for interaction), and their effect on K–college

                    student behavior, attitudes, and achievement. (See Pascarella, Terenzini, and

                    Hibel 1978; Weinstein 1979 as examples of long-established research.) Broadly,

                    as Douglas M. Walls, Scott Schopieray, and Dànielle Nicole DeVoss (2009)

                    noted, our disciplinary goal is to change “learning spaces from their

                    static configurations—which typically promote a particular and limited

                    type of interaction—to flexible, technology-friendly spaces that support a

                    range of interaction types and encourage collaboration” (271). More

                    specifically, several scholars draw attention to ways in which space affects the

                    human interaction that shapes our teaching and learning (e.g., Meeks 2004;

                    Miller-Cochran and Gierdowski 2013).
Attention to space and place in rhetoric

                    and composition has taken a number of paths. In the past dozen years, for

                    example, these paths have included Geoffrey Sirc’s English

                        Composition as a Happening (2002); attention to space in writing

                    center research (e.g., McKinney 2005); the point/counterpoint between Dylan B.

                    Dryer (2008) and Mary Jo Reiff (2011) in the Journal of Advanced

                        Composition; and a special issue of Kairos

                    (Haley-Brown, Holmes, and Kimme Hea 2012) focusing on spatial praxes: theories

                    of space, place, and pedagogy, which does a fine job of delineating some of the

                    many uses of “space” in rhetoric and composition. These paths also

                    have included various mapping projects—ranging from the work of Chris

                    Thaiss and Tara Porter (2005–2007) in their International WAC/WID Mapping

                    Project (http://mappingproject.ucdavis.edu/) to that of Diane Jakacki (2012)

                    in mapping the Queen’s Men touring practices in early modern England (http://tarltonproject.org/?page_id=242).
We support the argument made by Nancy Van Note Chism (2009) that “space can

                    have a powerful impact on learning.” She contended that effective learning

                    benefits from spaces that are flexible, comfortable, stimulating, supportive of

                    technology, and decentered. Physical and political characteristics such as these

                    influence both the creation and the reception of arguments (Bemer 2010). In

                    fact, flexible, receptive work-spaces become part of the interaction,

                    influencing, for example, decisions about collaboration and uses of technology

                    (Bemer, Moeller, and Ball 2009).
Third, as a discipline, we must acknowledge the value of paying particular

                    attention to literal, physical space and the resulting political and pedagogical

                    implications. Scott Barnett (2012) argued that space is a “dynamic,

                    ongoing process of relations involving people, discourses, objects, ideologies,

                    histories, and the built and natural environments that together help establish

                    the conditions of lived experience in the world.” Because of our

                    programmatic experience, we believe that political factors should be

                    acknowledged in the construction of new or renovated spaces. Simply put, space

                    is political in that it reflects institutional attitudes toward programs by the

                    location, size, and condition of the space and by the budget to renovate,

                    furnish, and maintain that space.
Spaces for educational architecture should include but should not be limited to

                    design basics such as inviting entrances, appropriate instructional areas, quiet

                    places for reflection, wide corridors, natural light, workable circulation and

                    traffic patterns, acoustic control, access to appropriate technology, and spaces

                    for group activities. In 1997, the University of Georgia’s School Design

                    and Planning Laboratory developed criteria now widely used across the country to

                    “help make physical learning environments more ‘teacher and

                    learner-friendly’ in a multicultural society” (Tanner 2000, 310).

                    Many of these “design patterns” are visible in our new spaces and

                    explicitly consider exterior space, personal space, pedagogical space, office

                    space, infrastructure, movement, interior design, and security and

                    functionality.
With our three points (disciplinary mind-set, supporting research, and importance

                    of physicality) established, we discuss planning, designing, building, and using

                    dynamic spaces in ways that go beyond satisficing our

                    programmatic pedagogical and scholarly needs. Our new spaces occupy three

                    physical buildings serving the entire campus: a conventional classroom

                    repurposed into a laptop/tablet classroom in the Skiles Classroom Building, a

                    new campus-wide Communication Center (located in Clough Undergraduate Learning

                    Commons), and the entirely renovated Stephen C. Hall Building as the new program

                    headquarters. Table 10.1 summarizes

                    the purpose for each space, its origin, the interaction with the architects and

                    designers, and our disciplinary expectations.
Table 10.1. Space purpose, origins, interactions, and expectations	
	Laptop Classroom (Skiles 302)
	Communication Center
	Stephen C. Hall Building

	Purpose
	Needed demonstration classroom to accommodate students required to

                                have a personal laptop.
	Needed an Institute-wide communication center to meet the multimodal

                                needs of all students.
	Needed Writing and Communication Program headquarters to showcase

                                distinctive curriculum and pedagogy.

	Origin
	Reconfigured large double-classroom space in existing classroom

                                building used by the School of Literature, Media, and

                                Communication.
	Designed space (3,000 sq ft) for Communication Center in the new

                                220,000 sq ft Clough Undergraduate Learning Commons.
	Renovated entire small building (11,000 sq ft) as new home for the

                                Writing and Communication Program.

	Interaction
	Worked with architects and industrial interior designers to redesign

                                space specifically for disciplinary use.
	Worked with architects and industrial interior designers to design

                                space specifically for disciplinary use.
	Worked with architects and industrial interior designers to design

                                space specifically for disciplinary use.

	Expectations
	Selected moveable chairs and reconfigurable tables, new paint and

                                carpet, two projection systems, extra electrical outlets, moveable

                                white boards, moveable display boards/dividers, SMART board,

                                pleasing aesthetics.
	Created spaces for stages of the communication process, individual

                                and collaborative tutoring, moveable chairs and reconfigurable

                                tables for work on multimodal projects, high-end technology and

                                computer lab, presentation rehearsal rooms, moveable white boards

                                and SMART board, class presentation and workshop area, arts events

                                area, offices, meeting rooms, storage room, pleasing aesthetics.
	Created seminar room and demonstration classrooms with moveable

                                chairs and reconfigurable tables; postdoctoral individual and

                                collaborative workspaces; commons area for film screenings, poster

                                sessions, guest speakers, mini-conferences; digital pedagogy

                                development lab; student work areas; print and digital display

                                spaces; kitchenette; lactation room; mail and photocopy spaces;

                                intern office; administrative and intern offices; usable terrace;

                                pleasing aesthetics.


How do we use these spaces? Approximately two-thirds of our postdoctoral fellows

                    have offices in the Skiles Classroom Building; one postdoctoral fellow (the

                    assistant director of the Communication Center) has an office in Clough; and

                    approximately one-third of the postdoctoral fellows have offices in the Hall

                    Building. Classes for the more than six thousand students we teach each year are

                    spread across campus, though most are located in three buildings (Skiles,

                    Clough, and Hall).
Skiles, Clough, and Hall are not just any spaces our program happens to be using;

                    these are spaces and technologies deliberately designed by us and for us. During

                    the initial planning for all three spaces, the Writing and Communication Program

                    specifically imagined a remarkable number of uses for each space—and

                    designed spaces for those anticipated uses. When the spaces were completed, they

                    allowed and encouraged our anticipated uses—from flexible teaching spaces

                    to private tutoring, from poster sessions to small-group meetings, from film

                    screenings to video and sound recordings, from exhibitions to demonstrations,

                    from rehearsals to guest speakers, from reading group discussions to Skype

                    sessions with job applicants. However, once the spaces were in regular use, new

                    possibilities for the spaces emerged as well—flash mobs, usability

                    testing, displays of handmade books, MOOC hangouts, and more. As new colleagues

                    work in our spaces and places, further uses will emerge. Our planning had a

                    broad vision that has been fulfilled, but the actual use of each space

                    identifies many additional opportunities. We agree with Jason Swarts and Loel

                    Kim (2009) in their introduction to a special issue of Technical

                        Communication Quarterly about space and place when they argued that

                    “places bear the imprint of the kinds of activities, conversations,

                    relationships, histories, and ways of knowing that conventionally occur

                    there” (213). We have created what Swarts and Kim called hybrid spaces

                    that encourage “literate rhetorical action.” As they suggested,

                    fluid interface with multimodality and technology in spaces and places not only

                    transforms information, but also transforms the physical sites, the people, and

                    the “objects of work” (218).
The hub for space transformation at Georgia Tech is Capital Planning and

                    Facilities, which involved the Writing and Communication Program in every step

                    of designing and developing our spaces. Because of this involvement, we could

                    focus on our programmatic philosophy and consider our classroom pedagogy as we

                    helped select designers and architects and then worked regularly with them to

                    create the plans. The same focus and consideration held true when we worked with

                    interior designers, landscape architects, and IT experts in determining the

                    details.
In working with the architects, we were particularly concerned about connecting

                    the design with our programmatic philosophy, our face-to-face and distance

                    pedagogy, and our scholarship. In the following sections of this webtext, we

                    discuss physical affordances of the space (e.g., reconfigurable classrooms,

                    collaborative areas, flexible work spaces, and multipurpose commons areas) as

                    well as digital affordances of the space (e.g., laptop/tablet classrooms,

                    screening space, recording booth, DevLab, laptop/tablet bars, rehearsal studios,

                    and tutoring spaces). We wanted to avoid problems Melissa Graham Meeks (2004)

                    noted: the “material space” of a classroom can be trapped by the

                    space itself, the furnishings, and furniture in that space.
Specifically, we discuss how the affordances of our spaces grew out of our

                    defined programmatic philosophy and mission and end with a “manifesto for

                    space” for composition pedagogy and scholarship.
Space OverviewLaptop Classroom[image: Figure 10.1. Student end-of-semester gallery of the best-of-class

                            work, exhibited in Skiles 302, with guests including peers, parents, and

                            faculty. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2011. Used with

                            permission.]Figure 10.1. Student end-of-semester gallery of the best-of-class

                            work, exhibited in Skiles 302, with guests including peers, parents, and

                            faculty. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2011. Used with

                            permission.View AssetAs the Writing and Communication Program shifted to a fully multimodal

                        curriculum, we had the opportunity to redesign a conventional classroom as a

                        laptop classroom in the Skiles Classroom Building. In 2008, we had this

                        double-size classroom (referred to as Skiles 302) retrofitted with a

                        projection system on each end. We replaced the conventional classroom desks

                        with movable, upholstered chairs and reconfigurable tables. We added a

                        movable whiteboard; a Smart Board; and three large, movable section dividers

                        with bulletin boards on each side as part of the flexible space. Strip

                        outlets were installed along two walls for students to recharge their

                            laptops.2 The standard floor tile was covered

                        with carpet, and the beige walls were repainted with a color that

                        coordinated with the heathery teal tones of the carpet and chairs.
One of the special uses of Skiles 302 is for end-of-semester student

                        showcases, a common practice in the Writing and Communication Program. Figure 10.1 shows an end-of-semester

                        photography gallery in Skiles 302, possible because of the open classroom

                        space with movable furniture and large display partitions that can be

                        repurposed for an exhibition.
The benefits?
	Projection of the same or separate images for whole class

                            instruction
	The ability to review projected images for group work and presentation

                            rehearsals
	More flexible space for various kinds of group work
	Ease of moving back and forth between group work and whole-class

                            activities
	More convenient use of laptops and tablets
	Display spaces for in-process work
	A large area for exhibitions and guest speakers

Thus Skiles 302 became the space for testing what was to come, both in our

                        new Communication Center and in our new headquarters, the Stephen C. Hall

                        Building.
Communication Center[image: Figure 10.2. Two individuals collaborate in the Communication

                            Center.]Figure 10.2. Two individuals collaborate in the Communication

                            Center.View AssetOur multimodal Communication Center occupies approximately 3,000 square feet

                        of the new Clough Undergraduate Learning Commons (220,000 square feet

                        located in the middle of campus). Designed as a LEED3 Platinum building, Clough Commons was started in 2007,

                        with the building opening in September 2011. These are three of our

                        important spaces (and the related equipment) in the Clough Commons

                        Communication Center:
	Reconfigurable tutoring space, including furniture and movable

                            whiteboard partitions, Smart Boards, a production worktable, high-end

                            computer workstations, a 3D printer, and a plotter printer (see figure 10.2)
	Meeting rooms for small-group and private conferences, which also have

                            video capture and playback equipment to practice presentations
	Four formal rehearsal studios (each reflecting a different workplace

                            style, from IBM to Google) and three informal rehearsal studios, each

                            featuring video capture and playback equipment, monitors, whiteboards,

                            conference tables and chairs, and adjustable lighting

Stephen C. Hall BuildingThe Writing and Communication Program headquarters is located in the historic

                        Stephen C. Hall Building (named for the major donor supporting the

                        renovation). Though plans for renovation began in 2007, political and

                        economic delays ensued. Construction began in January 2012, and the building

                        opened for classes in January 2013. Built in 1924, the small building

                        (approximately eleven thousand square feet) was largely rebuilt from the

                        ground up. The renovation retained (and, when necessary, replaced) the brick

                        exterior, replaced the asphalt shingles with historic slate, created large

                        skylights, replaced the crumbling windows with historically accurate ones,

                        and installed entirely new systems (including the HVAC, plumbing,

                        electrical, and security systems). Many of the historic features of this

                        LEED Gold building were saved.
The Writing and Communication Program worked closely with the architects

                        (Smith Dalia Architects of Atlanta, known for work in historic preservation)

                        in designing the renovation of the Hall Building. Three spaces in the Hall

                        Building—and equipment and furnishings within those spaces—are

                        examples of the Writing and Communication Program and the architects working

                        together to create spaces that reflect our programmatic philosophy:
	A Communication Commons serves up to seventy-five people—for

                            film screenings, poster sessions, guest speakers, miniconferences,

                            performances, and, currently on a pilot basis, composition courses with

                            strong film or visual emphases.
	Two laptop classrooms function independently and/or collectively,

                            connected by a thirty-foot floor-to-ceiling accordion whiteboard, which,

                            when open, allows the two rooms to become one large room serving up to

                            fifty people. Each room has dual projectors and movable tables and

                            rolling chairs, encouraging regroupings and allowing instructors to

                            organize the space to reflect their individual pedagogies and the

                            exigencies of particular lessons and activities.
	Areas designed to promote community and collaboration include (a) instructor offices with walls high enough to

                            ensure privacy and low enough to create a sense of community and (b) areas designed for group interaction, from

                            conversation and brainstorming through to final production.

Defining Programmatic Philosophy and MissionWriting instruction has existed at Georgia Tech since 1888, when it first opened;

                    in each era since then, the space needs changed and evolved. The “modern

                    era” of writing instruction began in 1987 and then evolved again in 2007.

                    As a way of contextualizing the decisions made in designing spaces in accordance

                    with programmatic and disciplinary philosophies, this section summarizes changes

                    to the status quo from 1987 to the present. These changes included explicitly

                    defining some of the program’s tacit philosophies and shifting the focus

                    of the program in several ways. Simply put, the program was well positioned for

                    changing the space. We discuss in greater detail the specific spaces designed

                    with those philosophies in mind: the Skiles laptop classroom, the Stephen C.

                    Hall Building, and the Communication Center. This section also articulates our

                    program’s core mission.
Changing the Status QuoIn 1987, Georgia Tech’s Writing Program changed its practice of

                            hiring adjuncts and lecturers to teach first-year composition and

                            technical communication into a doctoral fellowship—the Marion L.

                            Brittain Doctoral Fellowship—where ABDs came to complete their

                            dissertations while teaching a 3:3 load. This was the beginning of the

                            practice that encouraged the Brittain Fellows not only to help their

                            students achieve a set of common programmatic outcomes but also to teach

                            those outcomes through their own academic specialization. One

                            programmatic outcome, for instance, has to do with the adaptation of

                            information to a specific audience. While the outcome was common across

                            the program, the specific content for teaching audience adaptation

                            varied by instructor: For example, specialists in Renaissance drama

                            taught adaptation to audience in their study of period drama,

                            specialists in Victorian novels taught adaptation to audience in their

                            study of period novels, specialists in twentieth-century poetry taught

                            adaptation to audience in their study of poetry. Instructors were paired

                            in small faculty offices, and generic classrooms were the norm: teacher

                            podium, individual student desks, and a chalkboard. In addition, the

                            Department of English created two computer labs where instructors could

                            take their classes once a week.
In the mid-2000s, the Marion L. Brittain Doctoral Fellowship developed an

                            emphasis on digital pedagogy and morphed into a postdoctoral fellowship.

                            The change enabled a more coherent and consistent curriculum and many

                            professional development opportunities. During the first twenty years of

                            the Brittain Fellowship Program, fellows shared faculty offices in the

                            Skiles Classroom Building and taught in Skiles and elsewhere across

                            campus. In the mid-2000s, although instructors were still paired in

                            small offices, most of the classrooms offered LED projectors and

                            screens, along with a teacher podium, student desks, and a chalkboard.

                            Some instructors regularly took their students to one of the computer

                            labs.
In 2007, Georgia Tech made a senior hire (new program director) and

                            changed the Writing Program to the Writing and Communication Program,

                            reflecting a program-wide evolution to focus on rhetoric, process, and

                            multimodality, while continuing an emphasis on digital pedagogy. Up to

                            that point, the two-semester sequence of first-year composition had been

                            largely rhetorical, with an emphasis on traditional essays, research

                            papers, and digital projects. The 2007 curricular adjustment enabled

                            explicit attention not only to writing but also to oral, visual,

                            electronic, and nonverbal (WOVEN) communication, which meant the program

                            needed spaces to teach a multimodal curriculum as well as physical and

                            virtual spaces to display the resulting multimodal artifacts.
The new program director coordinated three changes in the spaces used to

                            teach writing and communication at Georgia Tech: a laptop classroom, a

                            campus-wide Communication Center, and a program headquarters.
Defining Our Central MissionsAll of these spaces reflect the core philosophies of our program. In

                            rhetoric and composition, we share broad goals regarding humanistic

                            inquiry and rhetorical expectations. Critical thinking and problem

                            solving are good. Appreciation for and understanding of various cultural

                            artifacts, especially literatures, are good. Writing well is also

                            good—but it is not sufficient in a multimodal program. The Writing

                            and Communication Program developed a mission statement in 2007 that has

                            evolved, and when the Communication Center opened in 2011, it developed

                            a mission statement as well (see figure

                                10.3).
Both mission statements were developed collaboratively and are regularly

                            examined for possible revision. The Writing and Communication Program

                            mission statement was initially drafted and revised over several weeks

                            by the program leaders (director, associate director, assistant

                            director), members of the Program Committee (elected representatives of

                            each cohort of Brittain Postdoctoral Fellows and program committee

                            chairs), and members of the Writing and Communication Committee (elected

                            representatives of each cohort of postdoctoral fellows and appointed

                            members from the tenure-line faculty); the same categories of people

                            review it every year. The Communication Center mission statement was

                            initially drafted and revised over several weeks by the program leaders

                            (director, associate director, assistant director) and the Communication

                            Center’s professional and peer tutors and research assistants; the

                            same categories of people review it every year.
Figure 10.3. Mission Statements of the overall Writing and

                                Communication Program and the Communication Center	WRITING & COMMUNICATION PROGRAM

                                    MISSION	COMMUNICATION CENTER MISSION
	he mission of Georgia Tech’s Writing and Communication Program

                                    is to create a culture of communication across our extended

                                    campus. The program focuses on rhetoric, process, and

                                    multimodality. Our approach to teaching and learning

                                    communication emphasizes creating and integrating ideas in

                                    multiple modes: written, oral, visual, electronic, and nonverbal

                                    (WOVEN). Communication involves both individual and

                                    collaborative interaction, both face-to-face and distance

                                    interaction, and many kinds of media, both print and

                                    digital.	At the Communication Center, students from all disciplines at

                                    Georgia Tech work with tutors with expertise in core areas of

                                    communication. From tutors, students learn both conventional and

                                    innovative techniques of communication and diverse strategies

                                    for effectively conveying ideas. Students collaborate with

                                    tutors to improve upon defining, realizing, and relaying their

                                    own interests and needs as communicators. By talking with tutors

                                    about such aspects as the audience, format, medium, and style of

                                    their projects, students further develop their written, oral,

                                    visual, electronic, and nonverbal communication skills.

Installing Programmatic Philosophy in SpaceRhetoric[image: Figure 10.4. The Writing and Communication Program is the client for a

                            senior design team project in the College of Computing. Here our Xbox

                            Kinect Team adapts its technical information for a presentation to us in

                            the Communication Center, explaining how avatars can provide feedback to

                            people giving oral presentations. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett ©

                            2012. Used with permission.]Figure 10.4. The Writing and Communication Program is the client for a

                            senior design team project in the College of Computing. Here our Xbox

                            Kinect Team adapts its technical information for a presentation to us in

                            the Communication Center, explaining how avatars can provide feedback to

                            people giving oral presentations. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett ©

                            2012. Used with permission.View AssetOur program is rhetorical at its core, giving attention to synergistic

                        relationships that exist among factors such as content, context, purpose,

                        audience, argument, organization, evidence, medium, design, and various

                        conventions. A strong rhetorical foundation allows students and

                        professionals alike to adapt to the conventions that differ in numerous

                        modes and media.
How Does Space Affect Rhetorical Situations for Students?The Writing and Communication Program offers instructors multiple spaces

                            to give students opportunities to learn more about relationships between

                            space and rhetorical situations. The Writing and Communication

                            Program’s new home in the Hall Building offers several spaces that

                            allow us to change students’ rhetorical situations in interesting

                            ways. For instance, the Hall Seminar Room, which contains a single large

                            conference table with twelve seats, offers an excellent simulation of a

                            corporate conference room. In these spaces, students consider ways that

                            such space affects interactions with their audience(s).
Classroom spaces and the technology in those spaces affect the rhetorical

                            situations that we create for our students. All our classrooms are

                            equipped, minimally, with a computer and a projector at the front of the

                            room; in the Skiles laptop classroom and in the Hall Building, each

                            classroom contains two projection systems. In the Skiles laptop

                            classroom and in the Communication Center, students also have the

                            advantages of Smart Boards as well. When students give presentations,

                            they must plan ways to maximize the affordances of these technologies.

                            Do they stand behind the computer podium or to the side of it, or do

                            they use their iPad instead? During their presentations, do they use the

                            computer to demonstrate some process or just to illustrate their claims?

                                Figures 10.4 and 10.5 show students adapting to

                            rhetorical situations in different classroom spaces.
[image: Figure 10.5. Students in Skiles 302 work in self-selected small

                                groups to conduct a series of rhetorical analyses as they prepare

                                for a public exhibition of their individual and small group digital

                                photography projects. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2011. Used

                                with permission.]Figure 10.5. Students in Skiles 302 work in self-selected small

                                groups to conduct a series of rhetorical analyses as they prepare

                                for a public exhibition of their individual and small group digital

                                photography projects. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2011. Used

                                with permission.View AssetHow Does Space Affect Rhetorical Situations for Professionals?Rhetoric makes clear that professional decisions about

                            communication—whether developing curricular materials or engaging

                            in research—aren’t neat and easy. While digital technology

                            isn’t essential for effective communication, in some cases, the

                            space and the technology are virtually inseparable, as in the Hall

                            Building’s DevLab, the humanities equivalent of an R & D lab,

                            as a space to experiment with high-end technologies for digital pedagogy

                            and research. Postdoctoral fellows might use our DevLab to work with

                            small groups of students, to engage in committee work, or to create

                            their own professional presentations, ranging from podcasts to videos.

                            The affordances of the Hall Building also enable postdoctoral fellows to

                            engage in professional interactions in a space of their own for

                            colloquiums, symposiums, guest speakers, presentations, and

                            workshops—places to see rhetoric in action. For example, the

                            Communication Commons in the Hall Building provides a large area for

                            scholarly presentations; figure

                                10.6 shows a regular programmatic colloquium session.
[image: Figure 10.6. The Communication Commons in the Hall Building is the

                                new space for the Writing and Communication Program’s Research

                                into Teaching Colloquium. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013.

                                Used with permission.]Figure 10.6. The Communication Commons in the Hall Building is the

                                new space for the Writing and Communication Program’s Research

                                into Teaching Colloquium. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013.

                                Used with permission.View AssetProcessSpace influences both pedagogical and professional processes. For students,

                        learning how to learn, learning how to communicate, and learning how to

                        collaborate are distinctly more important than the specific content vehicle

                        of an individual course.
How Does Space Affect Pedagogical Processes?Many writing and communication classes and many technical classes

                            (whether architecture, business, engineering, or science) require oral

                            presentations, which may take numerous forms. The Communication Center

                            has three presentation rehearsal rooms within its walls, two small and

                            one large. These rooms include Smart Board technology, mounted video

                            cameras, and software that allows the students to record their

                            presentation practice sessions and email the files to themselves,

                            allowing them to watch their practice sessions and learn how they can

                            best improve. These spaces can only be used if the tutee has made an

                            appointment with a Communication Center tutor, who watches the

                            presentation and comments on any of four aspects of it: content, visual

                            aids, oral communication skills, and nonverbal communication skills. The

                            tutees have the option of recording the tutor’s notes in addition

                            to their presentation, providing them with easy access to the

                            tutor’s comments.
Four additional rehearsal rooms adjacent to the Communication

                            Center’s space were also designed by the Writing and Communication

                            Program. Each of these additional rehearsal studios includes

                            video-capture and playback capabilities. These rooms are used by

                            students for a variety of purposes, including presentation rehearsals.

                            Students can reserve these spaces independently, whether or not they see

                            a tutor, for up to two hours at a time. These rehearsal spaces were

                            designed to reflect specific corporate environments at differing levels

                            of formality.
For other assistance with the process of planning and designing

                            communication projects, individual students or small student groups can

                            make appointments to work with a professional or peer tutor in the

                            Communication Center’s general tutoring space (see figure 10.7) or in one of the Communication

                            Center’s small meeting rooms (see figure 10.8).
[image: Figure 10.7. The general tutoring space in the Communication

                                Center enables tutors and tutees to arrange themselves in a number

                                of ways, depending on the project (e.g., paper, poster, podcast),

                                the place in the process, and the student needs. Here Dr.

                                Christopher Weedman works with a student.]Figure 10.7. The general tutoring space in the Communication

                                Center enables tutors and tutees to arrange themselves in a number

                                of ways, depending on the project (e.g., paper, poster, podcast),

                                the place in the process, and the student needs. Here Dr.

                                Christopher Weedman works with a student.View Asset[image: Figure 10.8. Students can choose to meet in pairs or small groups

                                to work on their collaborative strategies or on their projects. Here

                                Michael Laughter, an engineering and professional practice

                                communication specialist in the Communication Center, works with a

                                pair of students in a small meeting room.]Figure 10.8. Students can choose to meet in pairs or small groups

                                to work on their collaborative strategies or on their projects. Here

                                Michael Laughter, an engineering and professional practice

                                communication specialist in the Communication Center, works with a

                                pair of students in a small meeting room.View AssetHow Does Space Affect Professional Processes?The postdoctoral fellows have spaces to engage in various kinds of

                            planning activities. Designing parts of the Communication Center and the

                            Hall Building for supporting students in their communication processes

                            was not difficult. Creating the argument that the faculty members also

                            need specially designed spaces and equipment for their processes took

                            more effort, especially since we were talking about spaces that

                            encourage inventing, planning, and revising. Wouldn’t the usual

                            conference table and whiteboard be sufficient? No. Figure 10.9, which shows a committee meeting

                            in the Hall Seminar Room, provides technology (e.g., a high-resolution

                            projection system, a wired table, and cameras and microphones for using

                            Skype and Google Hangouts) that makes the space one of the most heavily

                            used in the building. In addition, open, collaborative areas throughout

                            the Hall Building encourage chance conversations and the easy exchange

                            of ideas, allowing the entire building to be a site of invention and

                            collaboration.
Figure 10.10 shows that not all

                            technology is digital. For example, a flip chart on an easel is used in

                            the Hall Building’s Communication Commons alongside the digital

                            technologies, supporting our argument that space and technology should

                            be designed to support users rather than expecting people to adapt their

                            processes to whatever is available.
[image: Figure 10.9. Brittain Fellows Committee Meeting in the Hall

                                Seminar Room. (Left to right) Dr. Amanda Madden, Dr. Rachel

                                Dean-Ruzicka, Dr. Doris Bremm, and Dr. Brandy Ball Blake discussing

                                details of the 2013 THATCamp SE (hosted by the Writing and

                                Communication Program). The THATCamp subcommittee was part of the

                                program’s Special Events and Campus Outreach Committee. Photo

                                credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013. Used with permission.]Figure 10.9. Brittain Fellows Committee Meeting in the Hall

                                Seminar Room. (Left to right) Dr. Amanda Madden, Dr. Rachel

                                Dean-Ruzicka, Dr. Doris Bremm, and Dr. Brandy Ball Blake discussing

                                details of the 2013 THATCamp SE (hosted by the Writing and

                                Communication Program). The THATCamp subcommittee was part of the

                                program’s Special Events and Campus Outreach Committee. Photo

                                credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013. Used with permission.View Asset[image: Figure 10.10. Collaborative decision making for session topics at

                                2013 THATCamp SE. (Left to right) Dr. Rebecca Weaver, Dr. Diane

                                Jakacki, Dr. Rachel Dean-Ruzicka (all from Georgia Tech) and Dr.

                                Levin Arnsperger (from Emory). Photo credit: R. E. Burnett ©

                                2013. Used with permission.]Figure 10.10. Collaborative decision making for session topics at

                                2013 THATCamp SE. (Left to right) Dr. Rebecca Weaver, Dr. Diane

                                Jakacki, Dr. Rachel Dean-Ruzicka (all from Georgia Tech) and Dr.

                                Levin Arnsperger (from Emory). Photo credit: R. E. Burnett ©

                                2013. Used with permission.View AssetMultimodalityAccording to Gunther Kress (2000), “Communication is always and

                        inevitably multimodal” (5). Multimodality is so important, Kress

                        explained, that “it is no longer possible to understand language and

                        its uses without understanding the effect of all modes of communication that

                        are co-present in any text” (337).
How Does Space Affect Multimodality for Students?While learning to write well is a critical part of our core curriculum,

                            it’s not alone; instead, our curriculum focuses on multiple modes as a means of representation (i.e., writing,

                            speech, images, gestures, posture, music, or new configurations of these

                            or similar elements) and multiple media as means of

                                dissemination (i.e., printed books, newspapers, films, TV,

                            radio, CDs, websites, Prezis, PowerPoints, podcasts). Our broad view of

                            modality (high tech and low tech) and media melds the digital and the

                            humanistic, respecting social values and highlighting social issues by

                            focusing on three processes:
	Translation involves adapting information for

                                a new audience.
	Transformation involves changing and reshaping

                                ideas and information—for example, changing genre, scale,

                                medium, scope, color palette, and pacing.
	Transference involves applying communication

                                strategies from one context to another.

Because writing and communication classes and technical classes (whether

                            architecture, business, engineering, or science) alike often require

                            poster projects, the Communication Center has been outfitted with a

                            poster table, which provides individuals and groups with a large area to

                            spread out a two- by three-foot poster to be viewed by tutor and tutee

                            or by a group. The Smart Boards located in the space can also

                            accommodate posters that have not been printed, and the Smart Board

                            technology allows tutors to make notes on the digital file of the

                            poster, which can then be emailed to the student. This provides the

                            opportunity to comment directly on a primarily visual document without

                            ruining a printed copy of a poster.
To tutor students on the numerous types of projects assigned—not

                            only by English 1101 and 1102 instructors but also by the departments

                            across campus (from architecture to music, from engineering to

                            biology)—the space must accommodate projects designed in many

                            different modes and media.4 The Communication

                            Center includes reconfigurable table space for one-to-one and

                            small-group tutoring. This area is used most commonly for tutoring

                            related to traditional writing assignments. Students may work with the

                            tutors at these tables on printed copies of their papers or on laptops;

                            floor outlets placed around the area allow students to charge any

                            technology needed for their projects. The tables can be separated to

                            provide private sessions or can be joined together to accommodate larger

                            groups.
Traditional classroom spaces incorporate individual desks, which work

                            well for individual writing assignments but do not accommodate other

                            modes or media, and because communication projects are never singly

                            written, oral, visual, electronic, or nonverbal, the space needs to be

                            able to accommodate projects that encompass many modes and media. This

                            is a benefit of reconfigurable classrooms. For example, a technical

                            communication class assigned to the laptop classroom used a client-based

                            approach. The client—Read Aloud Chattanooga, a nonprofit to

                            promote reading to young children—requested several artifacts to

                            promote childhood reading, including a series of billboards. At the end

                            of the semester, the laptop classroom was transformed into a large

                            presentation space for the client and his guests, which included

                            representatives of the target audience, an entire class of fourth and

                            fifth graders. Figures 10.11 and

                                10.12 show a technical

                            communication student presenter introducing the recommended billboards

                            (in the background) to the client and his guests in a professional way

                            in a space that could be transformed from a classroom into a large

                            meeting room to accommodate them.
[image: Figure 10.11. Read Aloud Chattanooga (a nonprofit to promote

                                reading to young children) was the client of a technical

                                communication class. One of the projects for the client was to

                                design a series of billboards to promote reading. In the laptop

                                classroom, a student introduces the recommended billboards (in the

                                background) to the client and his guests. Photo credit: R. E.

                                Burnett © 2010. Used with permission.]Figure 10.11. Read Aloud Chattanooga (a nonprofit to promote

                                reading to young children) was the client of a technical

                                communication class. One of the projects for the client was to

                                design a series of billboards to promote reading. In the laptop

                                classroom, a student introduces the recommended billboards (in the

                                background) to the client and his guests. Photo credit: R. E.

                                Burnett © 2010. Used with permission.View Asset[image: Figure 10.12. The client brought along fifth graders from an

                                elementary school to represent the target audience. They were

                                polite, attentive, and enormously excited to be on campus. Photo

                                credit: R. E. Burnett © 2010. Used with permission.]Figure 10.12. The client brought along fifth graders from an

                                elementary school to represent the target audience. They were

                                polite, attentive, and enormously excited to be on campus. Photo

                                credit: R. E. Burnett © 2010. Used with permission.View AssetHow Does Space Affect Multimodality for Professionals?All postdoctoral fellows have a research agenda that results in both

                            presentations and publications. The Writing and Communication Program

                            supports multimodality and interdisciplinarity in this research. One way

                            of assisting scholarship is the Hall Building’s DevLab (figure 10.13), which provides space

                            to experiment with high-end technologies for digital pedagogy and

                            scholarship.
DevLab is also the physical home for creating and managing TECHStyle (see figure

                                10.14), the e-magazine designed and maintained by the Brittain

                                Fellows.5 As is noted on the site’s

                            “About” page, TECHStyle is the hub of

                            the Brittain Fellowship.
Here readers will find posts from Brittain Fellows on topics related to

                            teaching, research, technology, and life in academics. Posts range from

                            scholarly articles in development to brief reflections on new teaching

                            strategies. TECHStyle is also a venue for debate on

                            questions related to pedagogy and scholarship as well as a message board

                            for news, announcements, committee reports, and calls for participation.

                                TECHStyle gives voice to a vibrant community of

                            innovative scholars and teachers and opens up that conversation to the

                            world (http://techstyle.lmc.gatech.edu/about/).
[image: Figure 10.13. The Hall Building’s DevLab is an R & D

                                space for Writing and Communication Program faculty to work on

                                curricular projects and to advance their own research. DevLab is

                                currently managed by Dr. Jonathan Kotchian and the Media and

                                Technologies Committee that he chairs. Here (right to left)

                                Associate Director Dr. Andy Frazee collaborates with Dr. Diane

                                Jakacki, Dr. Christina Van Houten, and Dr. Patrick McHenry at the

                                collaborative table in DevLab. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett ©

                                2013. Used with permission.]Figure 10.13. The Hall Building’s DevLab is an R & D

                                space for Writing and Communication Program faculty to work on

                                curricular projects and to advance their own research. DevLab is

                                currently managed by Dr. Jonathan Kotchian and the Media and

                                Technologies Committee that he chairs. Here (right to left)

                                Associate Director Dr. Andy Frazee collaborates with Dr. Diane

                                Jakacki, Dr. Christina Van Houten, and Dr. Patrick McHenry at the

                                collaborative table in DevLab. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett ©

                                2013. Used with permission.View Asset[image: Figure 10.14. Brittain Fellows produce TECHStyle, an e-magazine that offers opportunities for

                                publication (e.g., feature articles, columns, commentaries) and

                                conversation (e.g., a Twitter feed). Dr. Rebecca Weaver is the

                                current editor of TECHStyle; Dr. Christine

                                Hoffmann is the immediate past editor.]Figure 10.14. Brittain Fellows produce TECHStyle, an e-magazine that offers opportunities for

                                publication (e.g., feature articles, columns, commentaries) and

                                conversation (e.g., a Twitter feed). Dr. Rebecca Weaver is the

                                current editor of TECHStyle; Dr. Christine

                                Hoffmann is the immediate past editor.View AssetCollaborationCollaboration is an integral component of our program, for both students and

                        postdoctoral fellows—instilling a sense of community and a sense of

                        teamwork as normal and productive for social and professional relationships.

                        While we explicitly help students learn to be better collaborators (for

                        example, learning about performing various roles, avoiding groupthink, and

                        managing conflict), we also have created spaces that make collaboration

                        easier. Two space challenges involve balancing the need for collaborative

                        work with the need for privacy and recognizing that virtual collaboration is

                        as common as face-to-face collaboration.
How Does Space Affect Collaboration for Students?The first experience of collaboration is a sensory one. One sees, hears,

                            and feels it happening and is by virtue of the experience pulled into

                            being a collaborator, whether one intends to take part or not. In the

                            front of the Communication Center, beanbag chairs line the walls, easily

                            seen from outside the glass walls of our entryway. Many students enter

                            the center simply to ask about the beanbag chairs and whether the area

                            could be used for general study. (The answer is no.) These chairs act as

                            a hook—through the window of our center, students see a casual and

                            welcoming space with a cool design and a relaxed atmosphere. They might

                            come to check out the chairs, but they stay for the tutoring.
However, the purpose of the beanbags is twofold: while they do hook the

                            students into coming inside the Center, they were designed to promote

                            brainstorming. Set up around one of our movable whiteboards, the beanbag

                            chairs provide students with a flexible atmosphere for brainstorming.

                            Dawn Johnson (2002) explained the evolving definition of the word brainstorm: “The very origin of the word

                            ‘brainstorm’ suggests disorder. It dates from the late 19th

                            century as ‘a severe mental disturbance’ and in the 20th

                            century has come into corporate jargon as a conferencing term”

                            (11).
The collaborative process of brainstorming is messy and uncertain, so we

                            wanted the space to reflect mental freedom. The beanbag chairs can be

                            moved around, and large whiteboards offer colorful and easily erasable

                            options for jotting ideas. The space helps students both become more at

                            ease with the disorder of the process as well as embrace the process,

                            coming to understand its benefits as a tutor guides them. The

                            whiteboards offer more freedom than the written page, as Johnson (2002)

                            discovered in her work with brainstorming students: “There’s

                            a tyranny in the printed page that keeps student writers from

                            questioning what they’ve written. They feel trapped into the

                            formulations they’ve set down on paper; they can’t think of

                            new words because they’re looking at the old ones” (12). The

                            whiteboards, on the other hand, emphasize transience and invite erasure;

                            because multiple people can work on the whiteboards at the same time,

                            tutors can also jump in to draw lines, make notes, or erase unhelpful

                            bits of thought that may be tyrannizing the student. See figure 10.15 for the planned informality of

                            the beanbag brainstorming area in the Communication Center. See figure 10.16 for brainstorming

                            revisions based on a usability testing session at one of the

                            “egg” tables in the Hall Building.
[image: Figure 10.15. Students lounging on the beanbag chairs in the

                                Communication Center, brainstorming on one of the many

                                whiteboards.]Figure 10.15. Students lounging on the beanbag chairs in the

                                Communication Center, brainstorming on one of the many

                                whiteboards.View Asset[image: Figure 10.16. Student group at one of the “egg” tables

                                in the Hall Building. They’re working on a project in Dr. Olga

                                Menagarishvili’s technical communication class, revising a set

                                of instructions based on usability tests they conducted. Photo

                                credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013. Used with permission.]Figure 10.16. Student group at one of the “egg” tables

                                in the Hall Building. They’re working on a project in Dr. Olga

                                Menagarishvili’s technical communication class, revising a set

                                of instructions based on usability tests they conducted. Photo

                                credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013. Used with permission.View AssetHow Does Space Affect Collaboration for Professionals?One way to support faculty is to provide spaces for collaborative

                            conversations. Physical spaces for informal conversation and

                            collaboration are built into the work areas of the postdoctoral fellows

                            in the Hall Building, near the kitchen area, on the terrace, and in the

                            public areas (see figure

                            10.17).
Spaces for more formal collaboration are also designed into the Hall

                            Building. The postdoctoral fellows have themselves formed writing groups

                            that meet regularly to review and critique each other’s work (see

                                figure 10.18).
[image: Figure 10.17. (L to R) In one of the Brittain Fellow conversation

                                areas in Hall 105, Dr. Mollie Barnes and Dr. Leah Haught discuss how

                                to build wikis. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013. Used with

                                permission.]Figure 10.17. (L to R) In one of the Brittain Fellow conversation

                                areas in Hall 105, Dr. Mollie Barnes and Dr. Leah Haught discuss how

                                to build wikis. Photo credit: R. E. Burnett © 2013. Used with

                                permission.View Asset[image: Figure 10.18. Brittain Fellows Writing Group that meets bi-weekly.

                                (L to R) Dr. Aaron Kashtan, Dr. Jonathan Kotchian, Dr. Joy

                                Bracewell, Dr. Rachel Dean-Ruzicka, and Dr. Christine Hoffmann

                                discuss a draft of one of the Writing Group members at an

                                “egg” table in the Hall Building. Photo credit: R. E.

                                Burnett © 2013. Used with permission.]Figure 10.18. Brittain Fellows Writing Group that meets bi-weekly.

                                (L to R) Dr. Aaron Kashtan, Dr. Jonathan Kotchian, Dr. Joy

                                Bracewell, Dr. Rachel Dean-Ruzicka, and Dr. Christine Hoffmann

                                discuss a draft of one of the Writing Group members at an

                                “egg” table in the Hall Building. Photo credit: R. E.

                                Burnett © 2013. Used with permission.View AssetA Manifesto for SpaceOur new spaces—the Skiles 302 Laptop Classroom, the Communication Center,

                    and the Hall Building—influence the way we think and act. The

                    intersections of philosophy, process, people, and practice are enormously

                    important to the ways in which rhetoric, process, multimodality, and

                    collaboration work in our program. The following fifteen generalizable actions

                    sync with the design and planning criteria the University of Georgia’s

                    School Design and Planning Laboratory developed in 1997 and serve as a manifesto

                    that we hope supports other programs as they create and renovate spaces.
Philosophy	Clarify your program’s philosophy and express it in a public

                                mission statement.
	Articulate ways in which specific aspects of the space, furniture,

                                equipment, and technology help instantiate your program’s

                                mission.
	Remember that your loyalty is to your program. You’re the

                                voice and defender of your program in defining and shaping space.

                                And remember that other people are defenders of their programs; they

                                do not oppose you (as an individual); rather they just have

                                professional responsibilities and priorities for which they have to

                                answer.
	Decide what is critical, nice to have, negotiable, and easy to let

                                go—and use that information strategically.

Process	Learn how the process works at your institutions for new

                                construction and for renovation (on this issue, please also see

                                Davis and also Knight, this volume).
	Get a seat at the table for designing and planning the space,

                                observing the construction, and creating the punch lists (the list

                                of contractor activities to be completed).
	Take advantage of opportunities to test new concepts in pilot

                                spaces if at all possible, for as long as possible. Develop a

                                critical eye in reviewing these pilot projects and generalizing to

                                the new spaces.
	Get your own hardhat. Wear it when you visit the site so you can

                                learn how the space is being developed.
	Take pictures to document the process of construction or

                                renovation.

People	Make friends and allies in space planning and facilities

                                management, in architecture, in instructional technology, in

                                construction, and in landscape design. Keep your own colleagues and

                                administrators regularly informed about the project, showing them

                                blueprints, drawings, and photos to help make the complexity of the

                                project accessible. Share information with colleagues to help them

                                understand that your involvement and recommendations are based, in

                                part, on best practices used at other institutions and advances in

                                disciplinary thinking about the ways that space affects engagement,

                                attitude, performance, and curriculum.
	Create a broad-based advisory or consulting committee for the

                                project and involve this committee as active advisers to your

                                decision making.

Practice	Anticipate learning about things that were never part of your

                                degree in rhetoric and composition—and being able to

                                understand and talk about them. Some of the things you will need to

                                know? Stakeholders. Approval processes. Email trails. Timetables.

                                Inspections. Negotiation. Decision makers. Record keeping.

                                Ergonomics. Safety. Security. ADA. Mold. Termites. Asbestos.

                                Drainage. Gray water. Sustainable landscaping. Irrigation.

                                Mechanical systems. LEED. Drawings. Blueprints. Architects.

                                Contractors. Vendors. Project managers. Power relationships. Cost

                                cutting. Political trade-offs. Furniture. Equipment. Lighting.

                                Wiring. Punch lists. Work-arounds. Etc.6
	Be cautious about the relevance of your prior knowledge. What you

                                think you know about construction and renovation (from, for example,

                                residential projects) may not apply to commercial projects.
	Be patient with yourself when you plan something that works

                                differently than you anticipated. Be flexible.
	Anticipate the unexpected—with the building site, the

                                schedule, the plans, the people. Articulating disciplinary

                                philosophies, defining programmatic processes, describing the needs

                                of people, and explaining critical practices all provide information

                                that lets us characterize physical spaces that are integral to our

                                pedagogy and research. Such reflection is valuable whether a program

                                is creating a single room or an entire building. The goal should be

                                to design learning spaces to help our students best accomplish

                                course and programmatic outcomes.

Notes1. At Georgia Tech, the Writing and Communication Program is responsible for

                        first-year composition, business/technical communication, and courses in

                        thesis and proposal writing required of students in Georgia Tech’s

                        Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program—a total of approximately

                        six thousand students per year. Our Writing and Communication Program has

                        its institutional home in the School of Literature, Media, and

                        Communication, which in 1990 morphed from an English department into a

                        broader, more interdisciplinary school.

2. For the last several years, Georgia Tech has required that all incoming

                        students have their own laptop for their work, but it does provide a wide

                        range of software, either free or at a significant discount.

3. LEED is an internationally recognized green building program that

                        “provides building owners and operators with a framework for

                        identifying and implementing practical and measurable green building design,

                        construction, operations and maintenance solutions.” Qualification for

                        LEED designations includes minimizing “the impact on ecosystems and

                        water resources”; promoting “smarter use of water, inside and

                        out; reducing potable water consumption”; promoting “better

                        building energy performance through innovative strategies”;

                        encouraging “sustainable building materials and reducing waste”;

                        and promoting “better indoor air quality and access to daylight and

                        views.” For further information, see U.S. Green Building Council, http://www.usgbc.org/leed

4. For extended discussion of space in writing centers, see Nathalie

                        Singh-Corcoran and Amin Emika (2011); the authors explain that “our

                        treatment of writing center spaces follows a continuum. We move from the

                        material, tangible, physical writing center to the more ethereal, digital

                        space. We explore what it means to occupy a particular space and what

                        identity constructions are possible in our physical and digital

                        spaces.” For further information on digital space, particularly space

                        in audio-visual-textual conferencing, please refer to Yergeau, Wozniak, and

                        Vandenberg 2008.

5. Current statistics show that Brittain Fellows published 212 articles on TECHStyle in a twenty-month span across 2012–2013.

                        The TECHStyle site was visited 900 times by 625 unique

                        visitors during February; 62 percent of visitors were new, and 10 percent of

                        site visits were from mobile devices and smartphones.

6. Learn these things by a calculated self-education program. For example, ask

                        your colleagues who teach technical communication to help you learn about

                        email trails (and archive everything related to the project). Ask colleagues

                        in architecture to help you learn about drawings and blueprints, LEED,

                        drainage, and gray water. Ask colleagues in horticulture and landscape

                        architecture to help you learn about sustainable landscaping and irrigation.

                        Ask your institution’s chief safety officer to help you learn about

                        concerns related to safety and security. Ask the director of facilities and

                        capital planning who the stakeholders are, how the project manager is

                        chosen, and what that person’s responsibilities entail. Ask the

                        project manager what he or she has established for timetables (e.g.,

                        approval processes, inspections processes, deadlines). Ask the lighting and

                        electrical contractors to go over the rationale for the

                        recommendations—and ask for more electrical outlets than they think

                        are needed. Ask the IT person assigned to the project to involve you in

                        selecting all the technology. Ask the industrial interior designer assigned

                        to the project to help you learn about ergonomics (everything from counter

                        heights in workspaces to placement of toilet paper dispensers in bathrooms)

                        and furniture. Talk with the facilities manager for your college (someone

                        who has been involved in building spaces) how the institution deals with

                        negotiation, decision making, and trade-offs (for example, when extra money

                        is needed to manage an unexpected leak or previously unidentified mold or

                        termites, is the money coming from your IT budget or your furniture budget

                        or from somewhere else?). Ask the architects how your program’s

                        mission is reflected in the space and how they’re dealing with the

                        criteria to help make physical learning environments more teacher and

                        learner-friendly. Make sure you’re at the table whenever your project

                        is discussed. Listen a lot. Learn the technical concepts and language. Be

                        prepared to ask questions and to act as an assertive advocate for your

                        program’s space. Be a partner in the project, not a silent client.
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Chapter 11: Digital Writing Spaces across Institutions on the U.S.-Mexico

                BorderTodd Ruecker and Beth Brunk-Chavez
This webtext explores the digital writing spaces in an overwhelmingly Hispanic high

                school and two federally designated Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSIs), a

                community college and a university, located in a midsize city on the U.S.-Mexico

                border.
The authors explore how digital writing spaces differ across these three institutions

                and how those differences impact instruction and student work. Through this

                comparative analysis, the authors argue that the spaces of the environments evidence

                how educational institutions have not adapted to the recent increase in the Hispanic

                population in the United States.
IntroductionAs a technological shift has occurred over the last few decades in the United

                    States, there has also been a significant shift in the population of the

                    country. This population shift has largely been driven by the rapid growth of

                    the Hispanic population, of which Mexicans and Mexican Americans are the largest

                    part (Passel, Cohn, and Hugo Lopez 2011). Increasingly, this population is

                    enrolling in two-year and four-year colleges with a total enrollment of 12.2

                    million Hispanic college students in 2010 (Fry 2011).1

                    Although both technological and demographic shifts have occurred and are

                    occurring outside educational environments, the space of educational

                    environments has not, on the whole, adapted to the changes in learning and

                    learners. Computer classroom design of learning spaces—both physical and

                    virtual—has come under more research consideration; much more work,

                    however, needs to be done on the connection between student learning and

                    classroom spaces (Temple 2008).
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[image: Figure 11.2.]Figure 11.2.View AssetTheorizing SpaceThe presence and use of technology in institutional learning spaces is more

                    complex than the number of computers available to students and the frequency of

                    computer use. An increased consideration of educational space is important

                    because, as Les Watson (2007) noted, “The spaces in which we work, live,

                    and learn can have profound effects on how we feel, how we behave, how we

                    perform and can affect different people differently” (260). With this in

                    mind, we turn to articulating a perspective that realizes spaces as socially

                    constituted and more than the sum of their physical parts.
Like Henri Lefebvre (1991), we understand space as a product of social

                    interaction: “(Social) space is a (social) product . . . [and] such a

                    social space is constituted neither by a collection of things or an aggregate of

                    (sensory) data, nor by a void packed like a parcel with various contents”

                    (26–27). Although the contents of a particular space are important in and

                    of themselves, they are situated in a system of “networks and

                    pathways” through which they and nonphysical things, such as information,

                    are exchanged. In addition to creating spaces as places of production, these

                    networks create spaces as places of “a means of control, and hence

                    domination, of power” (Lefebvre, 26). The production and use of space,

                    therefore, is ideological in the sense that it is affected by, and also

                    contributes to, power hierarchies in educational institutions and in broader

                    society.
Diana Oblinger (2005) reminded us that “learning spaces convey the image of

                    an institution’s philosophy on teaching and learning” (11), and Paul

                    Temple (2008) noted that space design in higher education has traditionally been

                    determined by campus master planning and institutional architectural dictates.

                    Additionally, ideological shifts regarding what makes for effective pedagogy

                    have placed emphasis on student-centered learning rather than the dissemination

                    of knowledge (see Jamieson 2003; Jamieson et al. 2000; Kuh et al. 2005). As a

                    result, the traditional “one-to-many,” or Harvard-model, lecture

                    hall, which positions the professor as the ultimate source of knowledge and

                    authority, is now frequently sharing space with classroom designs that center

                    students and facilitate collaboration between them. Drawing on Gilles Deleuze

                    and Félix Guattari (1988), Maggi Savin-Baden (2007) contrasted these

                    different learning spaces as “striated” or “smooth”

                    (13). While these spaces can overlap, in their simplest forms, striated spaces

                    are “characterized by a strong sense of organization and

                    boundedness”; learning in these spaces occurs via a “sense of

                    subordination to a body of knowledge and the power of the expert” (13).

                    The smooth learning space, however, is “open, flexible, and

                    contestable.” In these spaces, learners are not static, but are always on

                    the move. In contrast to the utmost respect for disciplinary knowledge and the

                    expert in the striated space, in smooth learning spaces, learners are

                    “encouraged to contest knowledge and ideas proffered by lecturers and in

                    doing so create their own stance toward knowledge(s)” (14). Figure 11.3 is a depiction of what these

                    two spaces might look like:
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                    that spaces affect how we feel, behave, and perform. It stands to reason, then,

                    that educators may be challenged by bringing new curricula and innovative

                    teaching methods into old, often striated, learning spaces. The integration of

                    technology into a traditional learning space very much may replicate existing

                    social hierarchies and “limit the possibilities of our activity,

                    restricting us to old modes of working and thinking” (Watson 2007, 260) in

                    spite of the innovations.
With this point in mind, Educause’s Education Learning Initiative, or ELI,

                    is interested in answers to several pertinent questions related to the creation

                    and usage of educational space, including:
	What kinds of spaces enhance student learning?
	What assumptions should we challenge as we design learning spaces for the

                        future?
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As we consider responses to these questions within the frame that space is a

                    social construction, it is important to realize that our definition of space is

                    not restricted to physical classroom spaces but also includes social learning

                    spaces and virtual learning spaces. Savin-Baden (2007) found that much learning

                    and production of knowledge occurs outside of the traditional learning spaces

                    where instructors physically meet with their students. Of course, with increased

                    use of the Internet in teaching and learning, including immersive virtual worlds

                    (Johnson and Levine 2008), the boundaries between physical and virtual learning

                    spaces are blending. Savin-Baden (2007) noted that “learning, knowledge,

                    relationships, communication, home and workplaces are no longer seen by staff

                    and students as static, bounded and uniform but instead as ongoing, variable and

                    emergent” (10). As observed in an Educause Center for Analysis and

                    Research (ECAR) report, students suggested that “blending modalities was a

                    winning combination” for learning (Dahlstrom 2012). Digital learning

                    spaces are not without control as well, however. External social forces, such as

                    administrative restrictions placed on the use of technology, can overtly shape,

                    even striate, these virtual spaces.
Technology and Access across Home and Institutional SpacesAs evident from the discussion in the previous section, institutional spaces are

                    ideological and shape student experiences—as they are also shaped by

                    students, professors, and a variety of external forces. As societal inequalities

                    persist across racial and ethnic lines, these inequalities trickle down to

                    classroom spaces and the lifeworlds of the students that inhabit them. Any

                    investigation of institutional spaces, then, must consider the myriad of forces

                    shaping them and shaped by them, including not only the design of spaces, but

                    also how technology is used in and around these spaces.
As educational researchers have documented, home lives of students are a critical

                    force shaping student success in the educational realm. In a Pew Research

                    Hispanic Center report, Gretchen Livingston (2011) documented a digital divide

                    in the home spaces of Latina/o and non-Latina/o students, with Latinas/os less

                    likely than African American and white students to have home broadband access

                    (45 percent vs. 52 percent and 65 percent). Another Pew report noted that, even

                    though they are gaining ground in terms of smartphone usage and Internet access,

                    Latinas/os continue to lag in terms of owning a desktop or laptop computer

                    compared to whites (72 percent vs. 83 percent; Lopez, Gonzalez-Barrera, and

                    Patten 2013). As writing programs continue to increase focus on multimodal

                    composition, it is important to consider how to support the success of students

                    whose families may not be able to afford fast Internet access, a dedicated

                    laptop for a student, or software required by the program. For a student

                    dependent on a campus computer lab—including many of the students at the

                    institutions profiled in this study—the creation, support, and design of

                    institutional technology spaces becomes a vitally important consideration.
While many K–12 schools serving large numbers of Latina/o students have

                    access to grants that can support adding technology to classrooms and labs, this

                    does not equal effective use of these enhanced spaces. An unfortunate reaction

                    to the lack of home technology resources and skills that minority students bring

                    to the classroom has been to lower expectations surrounding the use of

                    technology for educational purposes, much as schools will “dumb

                    down” instructional programs and lower expectations when serving students

                    who come in with lower literacy levels. A number of scholars have documented

                    this curricular divide (e.g., Banks 2006; Margolis et al. 2008; Scardamalia

                    2003; Warschauer, Knobel, and Stone 2004; Wenglinsky 2005). In a study of

                    technology in public schools, Barbara Monroe (2004) noted that white suburban

                    schools tend to use computers for “communication and collaborative

                    learning projects,” while poorer schools tend to focus on

                    “keyboarding and drilling,” much the way developmental courses use

                    technology for grammar or math drills.
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Moving to the college level, the aforementioned ECAR study was based on survey

                    results from ten thousand undergraduate students at 195 institutions and

                    produced a comprehensive picture of current technology usage and future

                    pedagogical possibilities at two- and four-year colleges (Dahlstrom 2012). While

                    the study found that students were increasingly using technology both inside and

                    outside the classroom and that engaging students via technology in the classroom

                    is a valuable practice, the report highlighted a continued access disparity.
Along the lines of Mark Hugo Lopez, Ana Gonzalez-Barrera, and Eileen

                    Patten’s (2013) findings, ECAR (2012) reported that that “fewer

                    community college students own laptops” than their four-year college

                    counterparts although they tend to make up for this disparity with desktop

                    ownership. Given that Latinas/os are overrepresented at two-year colleges

                    compared to white students, this finding is perhaps unsurprising (St. John and

                    Musoba 2011). Whereas an expectation that students bring laptops to class may be

                    feasible at certain schools, many Latinas/os are dependent on the institution to

                    undertake a conscious redesign of its campus spaces to provide student access to

                    these technologies while building their technological literacies.
Community colleges seem to be addressing this to some extent; the ECAR (2012)

                    survey also noted that community colleges are “more likely to provide

                    on-campus computer access” than four-year schools (13). However, with

                    conflicting numbers, the reality is uncertain. Arthur Cohen and Florence Brawer

                    (2008) wrote that community colleges often lead in classroom computer use but

                    lag in equipment, with only one computer station for every 6.7 students compared

                    to a computer for every 2.9 students overall in higher education. This disparity

                    is even greater in the availability of technology support personnel, with one

                    for every 912 students in community colleges, and one for every 277 students

                    overall in higher education.
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Although access data provide some indication of how technology is used in

                    educational settings, how and for what purposes instructors use technology is

                    equally significant but perhaps more difficult to both measure and change. The

                    Two-Year College English Association has emphasized that “skills need to

                    be developed in using technology-mediated instruction” among faculty at

                    two-year colleges (TYCA 2004, 10). A 2005 TYCA survey of 338 faculty at two-year

                    colleges in all fifty states found that 86 percent of colleges offered

                    technology training, but that the majority of this was devoted to preparing

                    faculty to teach online courses, not on how to use smart classrooms or computer

                    labs effectively in instruction (Millward 2008). Overall, technology was used

                    minimally in mainstream composition classrooms, with only a small minority of

                    instructors including a multimodal assignment in their courses. Jody Millward

                    (2008) attributed this to a variety of causes, including inequitable

                    distribution of technology across campuses, limited compensation for

                    professional development, and limited leadership for implementing technology in

                    teaching. As Harold Wenglinsky (2005) pointed out, effective technology

                    instruction stems from good, well-trained teachers; overworked community college

                    instructors lacking time, support staff, and consistent access to technology

                    across institutional spaces will be less likely to integrate technology in their

                    instruction. Consequently, even when educators are trained and ready to

                    innovate, they may be limited by constraints in the digital spaces provided by

                    institutions, as well as constrained by striated spaces that limit opportunities

                    for pedagogical innovation. As the New Media Consortium (2013) noted,

                    “Educators are often trying to design new, innovative learning models that

                    must be integrated with outdated, pre-existing technology and learning

                    management systems” (19).
In sum, although access to educational technologies may be improving overall, and

                    some strides have been made in encouraging innovation and providing support,

                    there is still considerable work to be done in providing the infrastructure and

                    support needed to develop students’ technological literacies. Given

                    disparities in home access among Latinas/os and white counterparts, it is vital

                    that institutions and programs serving Latina/o students carefully consider how

                    they can build institutional spaces where students can develop their

                    technological literacies (Scenters-Zapico 2010, 2010–2011).
MethodologyThis chapter draws from two forms of inquiry by two researchers across three

                    different institutions: a formal year-and-a-half study of seven Mexican /

                    Mexican American students transitioning from Samson High School (SHS) to El Paso

                    Community College (EPCC) or the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) and

                    narrative inquiry conducted by the former director of First-Year Composition at

                        UTEP.2
The first author spent time as a volunteer and researcher in the high school and

                    followed seven study participants through their first year of college. The

                    second author spent five years as the writing program administrator at UTEP.

                    During this time, she worked with the first-year composition faculty to redesign

                    the curriculum to incorporate, among other things, a more multimedia-focused

                    curriculum. In this capacity, as all WPAs do, she also addressed ongoing issues

                    of available classroom space.
Borderland and Institutional ContextsEach of the institutions profiled in this chapter is located in El Paso, a

                        city of approximately 820,000 people located on the U.S.-Mexico border in

                        the southwestern corner of Texas. It is located across the border from

                        Ciudad Juárez, a city of just over 1.5 million. A number of students at

                        each institution profiled in this study crossed the border to attend school

                        on a daily basis, while some lived in the U.S. side while their families

                        continued to live in Mexico, including Juárez. The slideshow below

                        shows some aspects of the area.
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                        As noted by Livingston (2011) and by Lopez, Gonzalez-Barrera, and Patten

                        (2013), income levels correlate with home broadband access and computer

                        ownership, so we can infer that these numbers are lower in El Paso than

                        nationally. All aspects of the community profile, among others, should be

                        taken into consideration when designing and utilizing institutional spaces

                        to build student technological literacies.
Table 11.1. Selected demographic characteristics of El Paso, Texas

                            (source: 2011 American Community Survey, U.S. Census)	
	El Paso
	United States

	Hispanic
	81.4%
	16.7%

	Native U.S.
	74.0%
	87.0%

	BA or higher
	20.7%
	28.5%

	Median household income
	$39,573
	$50,502

	Food stamp income
	23.6%
	13.0%

	Health insurance coverage
	72.3%
	84.9%


At SHS, the approximately fifteen-hundred-student population was over 99

                        percent minority, with the vast majority being Latina/o. Over 90 percent of

                        the students qualified for free or reduced-cost lunches, around 80 percent

                        were classified as “at-risk,” and around 40 percent were

                        classified as Limited English Proficient (LEP). Because of the high

                        school’s proximity to the border, some students drove, took the bus,

                        or even walked from Juárez daily. In the years approaching the study

                        period, the school continually missed testing benchmarks mandated by No

                        Child Left Behind. As a consequence, preparation for the Texas Assessment of

                        Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), the state-mandated test, dominated the school

                        culture. Because of its demographics, the school qualified for and received

                        certain grants that supported activities such as special tutoring for test

                        preparation and the purchase of technology oriented toward test preparation.

                        As with other high schools with predominantly low-income minority

                        populations (Callahan and Shifrer 2012; Mosqueda 2012), Advanced Placement

                        and dual credit options were limited, with only a couple AP senior English

                        classes offered during the time of study.
EPCC served approximately twenty-seven thousand students on five campuses

                        located throughout El Paso county. It was a federally designated Hispanic

                        Serving Institution (HSI) with over 80 percent of students identifying as

                        Latina/o. This study was conducted primarily on the Rio Grande campus, which

                        served the lower-income downtown area.
UTEP enrolled 22,600 students and was also designated an HSI, with 77 percent

                        of the student body identifying as Latina/o. The majority of students at

                        EPCC and UTEP were bilingual first-generation college students who commuted

                        to classes. For the 2010–2011 school year, tuition and fees at UTEP

                        were about three times that of EPCC, at $2,643.56 for twelve credit hours.

                        The differences between the institutions are somewhat reflected in their

                        advertising slogans. The most common advertising slogan for EPCC was

                        “the best place to start,” while UTEP embraced the slogans

                        “access and excellence” and “the first research university

                        with a 21st century student demographic.” In 2013, UTEP ranked seventh

                        among national universities by Washington Monthly, and

                        was ranked number one in terms of impact on students’ social

                        mobility—a strong statement about the relationship UTEP has with the

                        region from which its students come.
Data Collection and AnalysisThe primary study on which this chapter is based is a year-and-a-half

                        ethnographic/case study of seven Latina/o students transitioning from high

                        school to a community college or university. As part of this study, Ruecker

                        interviewed participants three times a semester for three semesters, and

                        interviewed nine of the English faculty at the high school and fourteen of

                        the students’ college writing instructors, in total conducting

                        approximately one hundred interviews. He also regularly observed the

                        English/writing classes of all study participants. These observations were

                        conducted twice weekly during the participants’ last semester in high

                        school and three times a semester at the college level. Ruecker adopted an

                        action researcher role at the high school, initially volunteering twice a

                        week with ESL classes and then with senior English classes by giving

                        individual students feedback on their work and occasionally leading lessons.

                        Consequently, he had to record observation notes between classes; at the

                        college level, he was a more traditional “objective” researcher

                        and took notes while classes were being conducted. All interviews were

                        transcribed, inductively coded, and analyzed in conjunction with observation

                        notes and other materials collected from the research sites.
The personal experience of Brunk-Chavez as program WPA was corroborated with

                        the findings of the study described above. In preparing her contribution to

                        this chapter, she drew from her involvement in the daily running of the

                        program: curriculum redesign meetings, observations of graduate student

                        instructors teaching in computer classrooms, and workshops and meetings held

                        to address productive methods for using technology in and for the writing

                        classroom. Her contribution is grounded in autobiographical narrative

                        inquiry, which explores various changes in the first-year composition

                        program at UTEP over the past several years from her perspective as the

                        program administrator. The purpose of such inquiry, according to Mark

                        Freeman (2007), is “to understand, to make sense of the past in the

                        light of the present” (14). Her portrait of the program, as narrative

                        portraits are, has been shaped by multiple elements: microinteractions

                        recalled over her years as WPA; research reviewed in the preparation of this

                        chapter; and the findings of the longitudinal study by Ruecker, a project

                        that she helped advise. By combining the perspective of a WPA with that of

                        instructors and students in the program, we were able to draw various

                        elements and experiences to be pulled together into a narrative that

                        provides a sense of the whole (Connelly and Clandinin 1990).
The High SchoolSHS was dominated by test preparation, something that shaped every aspect of

                    instruction, including the way technological spaces were created, accessed, and

                    used. Computers were added to institutional spaces and made accessible to

                    students in different ways: closed and open computer labs in the library,

                    computer labs embedded in classrooms, roaming laptop carts, and netbooks

                    provided to students who would own the laptop after completing a certain number

                    of tutoring hours.
Senior-level mainstream English classes went to one of the two library computer

                    labs relatively frequently. The space was constructed along the lines of a

                    traditional classroom with computers set up in rows with a central aisle. There

                    was a computer and projector pointed at a board in the front of the room. In

                    this lab, seniors received instruction from school counselors on applying for

                    college, financial aid, and scholarships. Students would also use this space to

                    work on their personal statements and literary analysis essays, primarily using

                    computers as typewriters with the exception of copying and pasting

                    “research” from websites like Sparknotes.
Outside of class time, student access to labs was highly restricted. Students

                    were not allowed into the computer labs without a teacher present. The only

                    computers they were permitted to access outside of class were twenty or so

                    machines. Ironically, they were largely useless for school purposes as they did

                    not offer access to Microsoft Office programs like Word and PowerPoint. A junior

                    English teacher, Ms. Diaz, explained how restrictions on access led to a limited

                    use of technology in comparison with other schools:
For example, I know somebody that went to [Eastern High], and he has his own

                        website and all the lessons are there, so if you miss a day, you go to the

                        computer lab and you get it. Here’s it’s not like that. We

                        don’t have the computer labs they do where the students can just go in

                        on their own. We have to take them as a class. The one that they do have

                        where students can go by themselves, they’re limited. They don’t

                        have PowerPoint, they don’t have Word, we can’t save, we

                        can’t do a lot of things, you know. Sometimes they can’t

                        print.

Even if the labs could be made more useful to students and teachers, most non-AP

                    teachers found it difficult to find time to take students to the computer lab,

                    largely because of the school-wide testing emphasis. Ms. Diaz described this

                    constraint: “There’s a computer lab, for example, and it’s

                    just sitting there and the teachers are not taking the kids because we are so

                    caught up in TAKS. . . . Before TAKS there’s very few people that actually

                    go there.” As noted by Ms. Diaz later in this discussion, there was a

                    clear divide between AP and non-AP classes at all levels, including the

                    knowledge that students in different classes brought with them to school. The

                    SHS senior AP classes had very different opportunities in school because the

                    presence of technology in their classroom was much stronger than in most, and it

                    was used in much different ways. Most classrooms had a Smart Board, projector,

                    and a single computer for the teacher. In contrast, the classroom where senior

                    AP classes were held had these items in addition to an always-present unlocked

                    laptop cart with computers for every student and access to multiple printers.

                    Observations of these classes found students researching opportunities and

                    application procedures from top colleges, conducting additional research, and

                    writing reports for their class. The senior AP teacher, Mr. Cordero, described a

                    use of technology very differently than the other teachers interviewed at the

                    high school:
When I was teaching at UTEP, I taught in a computer classroom. Every student

                        sat at their own terminal and did their own thing. It was a very effective

                        form of teaching. We do the same thing here. What I have the students do is

                        a multitude of research. . . . On average, each class will use the laptops

                        no less than once a week.

In collaborating with the mainstream senior English teacher as an action

                    researcher, Ruecker attempted to bring a laptop cart to these classes to

                    introduce more technology into the classroom space; however, this experience was

                    much different. Because these laptops were designed for testing purposes, the

                    menus did not have access to commonly used features like a web browser, so we

                    had to figure out creative ways for students to access these tools. Half of the

                    laptops never worked, and the battery capacities on the others were diminished.

                    This led to students losing what they wrote when they did group work with the

                    computers.
Beyond the focus on test preparation, there were other factors imposed by school

                    and district administration that negatively impacted teachers’ ability to

                    use technology in writing instruction. The core of this problem was the

                    heavy-handed restriction of online spaces through a filtering software used by

                    the district that blocked YouTube, Google Images, and other sites that teachers

                    regularly find useful for teaching.
The link connected with the blocked-site message led to a five-page document

                    titled “Electronic Communication and Data Management” that detailed

                    the district’s policies on technology access, which explained that

                    filtering was necessary for the school to qualify for federal funding. Filtering

                    was guided by a “Harmful to minors” statement (figure 11.7).
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                    in very different ways. The consequences of a broadly interpreted policy under

                    the third guideline meant that teachers at SHS were regularly challenged to find

                    work-arounds when wanting to use blocked websites, including YouTube, Google

                    Images, and MySpace. For instance, Ms. Portillo wanted to use YouTube videos to

                    build student interest in a novel or story they were reading. As she noted,

                    there is “always a way to work around it if you know how to use the

                    technology.” While students would find proxy servers to gain access to

                    sites, Ms. Portillo would download videos in advance and bring them on a flash

                    drive. However, another teacher, Ms. Diaz, recalled a messy situation when she

                    tried to involve students in this technology work-around in her visual media

                    class. To circumvent the filters, she had students bring in visuals such as

                    YouTube videos and downloads from Google Images on their USB drives, but Ms.

                    Diaz’s computer got a virus as a result and stopped functioning.
Another English teacher, Mr. Molina, clearly valued the rise of social

                    networking, explaining that these online spaces gave students a new way to

                    communicate that was an improvement on the didactic one-way communication of

                    older technologies, for instance, showing movies in class. He argued that

                    teachers should harness technologies like Twitter, Facebook, and MySpace as

                    tools to support education, rather than actively blocking them from student use.

                    He attempted to put this belief in practice by creating an assignment in which

                    students created MySpace profiles based on characters in the novel they were

                    reading for class, Animal Farm. He described this experience

                    in depth:
When we talked about Animal Farm I had them create Animal Farm characters within MySpace, and they created

                        MySpace pages for the characters. We commented on the story as it was going

                        on, in character, throughout the book. And we had quotes that we said

                        throughout if you had that character. . . . And they understood these

                        characters on such a deeper level. And what I came to understand [is that]

                        the more native it is, the more authentic it is to their environment and

                        what they do every day, the more they can run with it and the more they can

                        connect with different types of intelligences and creativity out there.
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The school’s administration took a different perspective from Mr. Molina,

                    deeming the technology dangerous to students, as it exposed them to peer-to-peer

                    networking, and presumably to content considered “harmful to

                    minors.” They quickly shut down his MySpace learning environment. Outside

                    of the creative work of a few teachers like Mr. Molina, students’

                    sanctioned experiences centered on test preparation tutoring guided by PLATO

                    Online Learning, an online learning services provider. Because of administrative

                    constraints, broader political constraints in the form of the TAKS, and other

                    considerations, students at SHS had different experiences in regard to

                    technology than their counterparts in EPCC and especially at UTEP.
The Community CollegeStudents at EPCC, especially the campus where most of the students in the study

                    started attending classes, were generally not as financially secure as many of

                    their UTEP peers. This fact was constantly on the mind of interviewed

                    instructors, who made comments like “A lot of my students, they

                    don’t have access to the computer except here. And then, I’m hearing

                    constantly about, you know, how—sob stories about how they’ve got

                    their jobs and their kids.” Given limited access to technology in home

                    spaces as well as the lack of time to go to a lab outside of class, it would

                    seem that these are the types of students who need the most guidance and access

                    to technology in institutional spaces; however, EPCC did not have the resources

                    or instructors with the training or time to provide extensive support in

                    building student technological literacies.
Upon visiting EPCC classrooms, Ruecker was struck by the fact that computers were

                    absent from most of them and that overhead projectors were occasionally used in

                    instruction. When instructors were asked about technology in classroom spaces,

                    the first thing that typically came to mind was the divide between

                    “smart” and traditional classrooms. Dr. Thompson, a tenured

                    professor who had taught at the college for thirty-five years, described a smart

                    classroom like this: “There’s a projector from the ceiling and up

                    front there’s a DVD player and we have access to the Internet.

                    There’s a screen that drops down.” At underfunded institutions like

                    EPCC, however, these are not so common. Only one of the five writing classes

                    observed at the Rio Grande campus was held in a smart classroom. The other

                    instructors would work with handouts, the reliable chalkboard, and sometimes the

                    antiquated overhead projectors. The slideshow below includes images of

                    technology and instructional spaces at EPCC.3
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                    was limited use of technology in teaching. Dr. Thompson’s was the only

                    class observed at the Rio Grande campus in a smart room, but he was never

                    observed using the classroom technology. Echoing the concerns of other

                    interviewed instructors, he explained that he would like to incorporate

                    technology in his teaching, but with three to four class preps and a five-class

                    teaching load, with only selected classes in smart classrooms, it was too

                    difficult to think about how to incorporate technology into instruction for just

                    a few classes. So, although the space did provide some affordances to innovative

                    instruction, other challenges created insurmountable barriers.
This contrasted with some of the younger instructors observed, who did find ways

                    to incorporate technology into their teaching, albeit in limited ways. In a

                    smart classroom at the main EPCC campus, Ms. Warner, an instructor of a

                    first-year composition and sociology learning community, regularly showed movies

                    in her class, but otherwise engaged in limited classroom technology use. Mr.

                    Madison, a young developmental writing teacher who taught on multiple campuses

                    in addition to teaching online for a major for-profit university, regularly

                    sought out a laptop cart even though he did not teach in a smart classroom.

                    However, video watching seemed to be the dominant theme of his digital

                    pedagogy:
I use videos from YouTube. So another assignment, I did—I had them,

                        instead of giving them the PowerPoints, I just printed up the PowerPoints.

                        Had them do notes, and then I showed them videos from YouTube of other

                        lecturers because I know they get bored with me lecturing all the time. So I

                        have—I just put the videos on, and they took notes on their notes

                        based on what the—so I use videos that way a lot.

Mr. Madison requested a computer/projector cart from IT for two of the three

                    classes observed. However, one of the times, he only used it to display a long

                    quote from Gandhi followed by a writing prompt; the technology evidently saved

                    him the time of writing on the chalk board. The third time, he had planned a

                    sentence correction exercise in a Word document; however, the projector was not

                    working, so he had to write the sentences on the board and correct them the

                    old-fashioned way.
Like all but one of the classes observed at the Colorado campus, the other

                    developmental writing class observed was in a traditional classroom. The

                    instructor, Ms. Mariscal, did not see this as a problem because the class, in

                    her words, “doesn’t require that much technology.” In this

                    particular class, one of the students in the study handwrote all his essays (see

                        figure 11.9), which was an option the

                    instructor allowed out of concern that her students had limited technology

                    access in home spaces.
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                    computer lab one day a week. However, student time in the physical space of the

                    lab and the online space of the computer they worked with was highly

                    constrained. Their sole purpose in being there was a departmental requirement

                    that they had to log twelve hours a semester on the PLATO tutorial software, the

                    same drilling program used by SHS. Ms. Mariscal explained how the software

                    constantly monitored and timed their activity, such that slow readers would have

                    less time counted than faster readers who were moving the mouse more often. She

                    had mixed feelings about this use of technology in the class: “I’m

                    doing it because it’s a [departmental] requirement and I know that they

                    have to incorporate some technology in their learning.” Otherwise, the

                    only technology element was when the students went to the library to

                    electronically search for “one small piece of research” to be used

                    in their final essays.
Although EPCC did not restrict access to online social networking spaces as SHS

                    did, the older instructors involved in the study questioned whether or not

                    “real writing” occurs in these virtual spaces. Ms. Flores, the

                    tenured professor of a second-semester first-year composition class,

                    commented:
It would be nice if everybody had a laptop and you could do, you know, more

                        stuff instead of just counting on the media carts, things like that. But on

                        the other hand, a lot—at least my own personal feelings, a

                        lot—you know, they still need to just know how to write.

Dr. Thompson noted:
I don’t think they have enough experiences writing these days. I

                        don’t call texting writing and they’re all doing that and I have

                        to remind them to shut off their cell phones during class and, they really

                        don’t write other than messenger kind of things, Facebook kind of

                        stuff, many of them, and so I feel that well they really need to have a

                        sense of writing more fully as a way of communicating.

Defining “real” writing primarily as traditional essay writing and

                    excluding the writing that occurs in networking spaces like YouTube, Facebook,

                    and texting represents a different philosophy about writing than that espoused

                    by the redesigned writing program at UTEP, to which we will now turn.
The UniversityWhen the first-year composition (FYC) program at the university sought to

                    redesign its curriculum and delivery in 2008, access to technology was not an

                    issue. In 1997, UTEP opened the Undergraduate Learning Center Building (commonly

                    called the UGLC), the first fully technological classroom building in the

                    country. This four-story building didn’t belong to any one department.

                    Rather it housed a range of classroom spaces that could accommodate two thousand

                    students: six large lecture halls with a range of technological capabilities,

                    smaller smart classrooms, and a suite of four computer classrooms. Also hosted

                    in the building were a computer lab, the Digital Media Center, Instructional

                    Support Services, and the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, as

                    well as a highly qualified support team available to assist with technology at a

                    moment’s notice. Over time, several collaborative learning and meeting

                    spaces were also created. Because of the diligence of Evelyn Posey, the vice

                    president for technology and innovation, who was also Rhetoric and Writing

                    Studies faculty, the suite of computer classrooms was designed with writing

                    classes in mind and kept off the “scheduling grid” so that writing

                    classes did not have to compete with the general university for this

                    instructional space. The slideshow below provides a visual tour of selected

                    technology spaces on the UTEP campus, especially the UGLC.
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                    issues to be addressed: not quite half of the first-year composition classes

                    could be taught in the computer classrooms, and those scheduled in the computer

                    classrooms were taught by instructors not yet equipped to use the technology in

                    pedagogically meaningful ways. However, through the development of a

                    technological culture of use on campus and intensive professional development

                    with a focus on teaching with technologies, the program was eventually able to

                    maximize the infrastructure of its digital writing spaces.
Because there were many more sections of FYC than there was available computer

                    classroom space, not every section could be scheduled in these rooms. In the

                    early 2000s, different configurations were attempted, including shared

                    classrooms where an instructor taught Monday and Wednesday in a regular

                    classroom and Friday in the computer classroom during which another section

                    would meet Monday and Friday in a regular classroom and Wednesday in a computer

                    classroom. In 2004, however, Instructional Support Services asked FYC to be the

                    first academic program to formally deliver hybrid courses. Only six instructors,

                    however, were approved by the previous director to deliver hybrid courses, so

                    the impact on access to computer space was minimal. In 2009, the FYC program

                    began scheduling all second-semester courses as hybrid. After working with the

                    classroom scheduling office to determine that it was, in fact, possible to

                    schedule two classes in the same classroom at the same time but on different

                    days, 95 percent of the FYC sections were scheduled into four computer

                    classrooms. As a result, all second-semester courses and the majority of the

                    first-semester courses could be taught in these computer classrooms.
As noted earlier, however, access to a computer classroom is only half of the

                    challenge. What happens in those digitally equipped spaces is equally, if not

                    more, important to students’ educational experiences. Observation notes to

                    instructors in 2008–2009 typically asked them to “consider how

                    teaching in a computer classroom is different from teaching in a regular

                    classroom, how you might be able to engage your students with the technology,

                    and how regular access to computers during class time might help to improve

                    student research and writing.” To their credit, instructors weren’t

                    prepared to consider these questions, and the text-centric traditional

                    curriculum provided little room for technological innovation regardless of the

                    space they were in. So although students sat at computers, they often did little

                    with them, and many instructors claimed they were a nuisance to their teaching

                    as students were easily distracted. A common solution was to require students to

                    turn off the monitors, rendering the technology essentially useless. Thus,

                    perhaps the two biggest advantages to teaching in a computer classroom at the

                    time were the reliable overhead projector and the availability of a printer for

                    students to print their essays and submit them to the instructor for

                    evaluation.
Also during 2008–2009, however, there was a significant shift in the

                    curriculum, delivery, evaluation and assessment, and professional development of

                    the FYC instructors. In part, the redesign sought to achieve two goals: to

                    simultaneously acknowledge the digital writing worlds that students inhabit as

                    well as to prepare them for the digital writing worlds that they will move into.

                    With the new curriculum, students were encouraged to not only analyze digital

                    texts but to also create a range of multimedia texts. Projects included a

                    traditional analysis project, and also a public service announcement, a

                    documentary, and an e-portfolio or advocacy website. To make the shift from the

                    traditional essay-based curriculum to this multimodal one, professional

                    development became a robust component of the program.
As a result of the shift in thinking about what the goals of a writing curriculum

                    should be, as well as a shift to a hybrid course where half of the coursework

                    was completed online, instructors collectively began thinking more productively

                    about how the computer classroom could be used for teaching, learning, and

                    writing. Observations revealed instructors engaging students with the technology

                    available in their classrooms: Students researched during class time, shared and

                    commented on drafts, revised drafts, watched and shared videos, created

                    storyboards, and mocked-up websites. One recent observation reported on students

                    sharing earbuds as they searched for a TED Talk appropriate to their research;

                    another observation reported on students playing an interactive game on

                    plagiarism. Most importantly, nearly all instructors provide some time for the

                    students to research and write during class while making themselves available to

                    answer on-the-spot questions and provide immediate feedback.
To promote innovative teaching across the program, professional development

                    opportunities needed to be created and sustained. Teaching with technology

                    became a focus in the teaching assistant preparation class with attention to how

                    writers collaborate with technology, how to choose appropriate platforms for

                    teaching and writing, and how to analyze and create digital media. Additionally,

                    monthly workshops occasionally featured ideas for using technologies in

                    instruction, the faculty wiki featured digital teaching tips, and new

                    instructors observed experienced instructors teaching in the computer

                    classrooms. Through these professional development opportunities, ideas were

                    shared and improved, and the culture of use grew by number and in strength. In

                    contrast to EPCC, UTEP enjoyed not only the resources of a robust technological

                    instructional space but the ability to spend time and resources in professional

                    development.
Finally, the digital writing space has not only taken hold within the classroom,

                    but also in a variety of online spaces. Most instructors used the campus

                    Learning Management System (LMS) to assist first-year students in their ability

                    to navigate online learning spaces they will experience in their future

                    coursework. Many added a variety of additional online learning spaces to augment

                    student learning experiences: class wikis, class blogs, Facebook pages, SMS, and

                    Twitter are a few of the additional learning spaces used by FYC instructors.

                    According to Evelyn Posey, the UGLC was designed and built with the intent of

                    offering “the latest in technology for UTEP students while encouraging

                    faculty to use the technology as a teaching tool” (personal communication,

                    February 26, 2013). Although the results were not immediate, nearly a decade

                    later, the FYC program had achieved this goal.
Discussion and ConclusionComparing the access to and use of technology across writing programs at a high

                    school, community college, and a university has revealed how the physical and

                    virtual spaces at different educational institutions offer radically different

                    possibilities in shaping student literacies for the twenty-first century. While

                    these are only three institutions in one city, they illustrate Lefebvre’s

                    (1991) point that spaces are social products, as they were constructed through a

                    myriad of internal and external attempts, desires, and pressures to integrate

                    technology into instructional spaces. Here, we recap some of the forces at play,

                    their impact on perpetuating social hierarchies, and conclude with ways to

                    challenge the status quo. Table 11.2

                    provides an overview of some of the differences we identified.
Table 11.2. Differences identified between SHS, EPCC, and UTEP.	
	SHS
	EPCC
	UTEP

	Technology use in writing classes
	Low
	Low
	High

	Type of learning spaces
	Striated
	Striated
	Striated and smooth

	Level of technology access across campus
	Medium
	Low
	High

	Types of technologies present
	Smartboards, projectors, and teacher computers in all classrooms;

                                Windows desktop computers in labs and select classrooms; roving

                                laptop carts
	Teacher computer and projector in selected classrooms; Windows

                                desktop computers in labs; roving projector carts
	Teacher computer and projector in all classrooms; Apple and Windows

                                desktop computers in labs

	Software use in writing classes
	Microsoft Office; PLATO Tutoring
	Microsoft Office; PLATO Tutoring
	Microsoft Office; iMovie/MovieMaker; Weebly; PBWorks; others

	Faculty training
	Occasional optional district workshops
	Optional college workshops
	Required monthly program-organized workshops; graduate student theory

                                and pedagogy course; university workshops, etc. 

	Restrictions
	Web filtering and administrative oversight prohibited sites like

                                MySpace and YouTube; most computers off limits without teacher

                                present
	Check-in required to use computers in non-library labs
	Public signs identifying social-media-free spaces but

                                nosoftware-based filtering


Although computers were widely present in SHS, the spaces in which they were

                    situated or the access to online spaces they provided were what Savin-Baden

                    (2007) would refer to as “striated.” Students (and even teachers)

                    were subordinated to those in higher positions of power via decisions made

                    within and beyond the high school. Multiple teachers and students explained that

                    courses were more rigorous and technology was more accessible and widely used at

                    other high schools in town. In the case of SHS, Internet-filtering conditions

                    attached to Department of Education funding contributed to an overly restrictive

                    filtering system. Mandated assessment and associated pressures led to most

                    technological resources in the school being devoted to test preparation,

                    supporting Adam Banks’s (2006) assertion that students in low-income

                    schools are often relegated to drill-oriented technology instruction. When one

                    creative teacher engaged students with a novel by having them create personas in

                    an online social networking space, this space was declared off limits by

                    administration because it tended to be primarily social in nature and also

                    exposed students to risks associated with peer-to-peer networking.
At the college level, the external mediators of state and national politics and

                    the internal meddling of administrators in shaping the creation and use of

                    technological spaces did not factor so strongly as they did at the high school

                    level. Nonetheless, the spaces provided in these environments were not

                    consistently ideal, and many were based in the traditional, striated, notion of

                    learning space. Most commonly, the integration of technology in classrooms

                    across both institutions consisted of installing a computer and projection

                    system in a traditional classroom environment, which continued when an

                    instructor upheld traditional models by situating the teacher behind a fixed

                    computer podium at the front of the room. When teachers at EPCC would take their

                    developmental writing classes to a computer lab, it was because of a

                    departmental mandate and the tasks in which students engaged were narrowly

                    defined by those with more authority.
While some of the earlier constructed computer labs at UTEP followed this more

                    traditional model, the newer technology-enabled classrooms created pods of

                    students not oriented toward the front of the room, with the teacher the center

                    of expertise and knowledge. This orientation, paired with a curriculum that

                    fostered individual creativity with technology, enabled these learning spaces

                    (both physical and virtual) to be more in line with the “smooth”

                    spaces described by Savin-Baden (2007)—spaces that are “open,

                    flexible, and contestable” (13).
The reality of technological spaces across the three institutions was constructed

                    through a variety of factors, but funding disparities seem to be the most

                    prominent culprit. Charging three times the tuition amount and having access to

                    state-level funding through the top-tier university system gave UTEP

                    opportunities in providing technology to students that EPCC was not able to

                    match. These funding disparities not only affected the ability of each

                    institution to provide and support technology, but also affected important

                    tangential factors such as teaching loads and disciplinary expertise. As noted

                    earlier, the only professor at Rio Grande observed in a smart classroom never

                    made use of the available technologies; he, like other teachers at the college,

                    taught five or more classes a semester with several preps in different types of

                    classrooms and thus found it difficult to integrate technology consistently, if

                    at all, into his teaching. On the other hand, the WPA at UTEP had a lower

                    teaching load, one largely based on preparing graduate teaching assistants for

                    writing instruction, with the expectation that she would stay active in reading

                    and publishing current scholarship. She had the time and support to apply for a

                    state-funded grant and was able to build on previous processes to continue to

                    negotiate access to computer labs on campus to facilitate the transformation of

                    UTEP’s writing program.
Our study of the construction of physical and technological spaces across

                    institutions illustrates that space is social and consequently ideological

                    (Lefebvre 1991). As mentioned previously, one of UTEP’s prominent

                    advertising slogans is that it is providing both access and excellence to a

                    twenty-first-century student demographic. A vital part of preparing

                    twenty-first-century students is helping them develop the technological

                    literacies needed to be effective communicators in an increasingly digitized

                    world. Unfortunately, as this local study has revealed, disparities between

                    minority-serving high schools, community colleges, and universities that have

                    been documented in numerous education studies (e.g., Suárez-Orozco and

                    Suárez-Orozco 2008) are likely to be replicated in the creation and use of

                    technology in instructional spaces. Political ideologies shaping assessment

                    agendas for the K–12 system, funding disparities between community college

                    and university systems, and notions of appropriate use of technology are

                    constantly shaping the spaces that students pass through in their educational

                    journeys. The institutional space that students pass through—often by no,

                    or little, choice of their own—has a dramatic impact on their ability to

                    communicate effectively with technology and consequently have a larger voice in

                    this century. Before concluding, we would like to suggest a few ways that

                    writing program administrators and others can work to begin some of these

                    transformations.
At the high school level, the ongoing implementation of the Common Core State

                    Standards (CCSS) offered across most states provides some leverage in changing

                    the way technology is situated and used in high schools. Advocates of the CCSS

                    have framed the standards as a way to create students that are “college

                    and career ready.” In defining the type of student who meets this

                    descriptor, the CCSS states: “They use technology and digital media

                    strategically and capably” (7). This is further explained: students should

                    “use technology, including the Internet, to produce and publish writing

                    and to interact and collaborate with others” (41). Given the enormous

                    pressure on schools to implement these standards, teachers like those featured

                    in this chapter can leverage this language in their schools and districts to

                    promote increased access to digital writing spaces through decreased

                    restrictions on online spaces and subsequent increased creativity with engaging

                    students with communicative tools such as social networks, wikis, and website

                    builders.
The story of transformation at UTEP provides insight into how WPAs can effect

                    change. Being awarded a state-funded transformation grant provided a genuine

                    exigence for change in the FYC program. While the charge of the grant was to

                    improve retention, student success, and efficiencies in delivery, FYC used this

                    opportunity to additionally review and revise nearly every aspect of the

                    program. Although the grant funds could not be used for equipment or

                    infrastructure, they could be used for something more significant: time for

                    instructors to review, read scholarship, plan, collaborate, and design. The

                    result was that by the end of one summer, the program had created an entirely

                    new curriculum, pedagogical materials for instructors and students, and a vision

                    for a new kind of FYC program. Thus, the quality of instruction was improved and

                    digital writing was meaningfully incorporated into the curriculum. FYC was then

                    able to maximize the already present smooth instructional spaces available on

                    the UTEP campus. As a result, students who attended UTEP had the opportunity to

                    engage with technologies in a blended environment, which ECAR (2012) suggested

                    as a positive educational move.
Constraints such as institutional policies and financial limitations make

                    creating space for digital composition in writing programs both a challenge and

                    an opportunity. Advocates for the creation and effective use of technological

                    spaces on campus need to jointly make the argument that failure to create and

                    effectively use such spaces, especially in environments where students may have

                    limited home access, widens a digital divide and perpetuates a hierarchy of

                    readiness in a century where digital multliteracies are increasingly valued.
Notes1. According to the Pew Research Hispanic Center, in 2010, Hispanics comprised

                        15 percent of the total student population of young students between

                        eighteen and twenty-four years old. Forty-six percent of them were enrolled

                        in two-year colleges, and 54 percent were enrolled at four-year colleges

                        (Fry 2011).

2. The high school and participant names are pseudonyms, and IRB institutional

                        review board approval was secured from all three institutions.

3. In thinking about disparities, it is relevant to note that instructors who

                        taught on multiple community college campuses mentioned that smart

                        classrooms were much more common on other EPCC campuses. Ruecker witnessed

                        this when observing a student at the main campus, which offered smart

                        classrooms that were just one aspect of the facility more developed than at

                        its counterpart. The expansive library had many more computers than the

                        eight present at the tiny Rio Grande campus library.
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Chapter 12: The Infrastructure of Space: Expanding Writing Classroom Activity into

                the ExtracurriculumDouglas Walls and Leslie Wolcott
Walls and Wolcott explore ways of hacking the virtual space of classrooms. The

                authors consider how digital objects such as digital mapping tools and learning

                management systems can allow students and their work to shift and move through the

                physical walls of their assigned classrooms.
Through the lens of actor network theory, the authors argue that digital tools can

                act as activity-generating objects, but only if—and when—networks of

                people and activities around those objects exist in a way that invite opportunities

                for meaningful writing work.
IntroductionIn “Kitchen Tables and Rented Rooms: The Extracurriculum of

                    Composition,” Anne Ruggles Gere (1994) wrote about the way that writing

                    education happens outside of the university and other formal settings. Writing

                    about groups that collaborate around kitchen tables and community centers, she

                    drew from the work of Simone Weil to note that “walls can be a means of

                    communication as well as a barrier, and I propose that we listen to the signals

                    that come through the walls of our classrooms from the world outside”

                    (Gere, 76). Our experience as writing teachers gives us a similar sense of the

                    importance of paying attention to these signals both in a literal sense

                    (wireless signals, cellular data signals) and in the metaphorical sense

                    (compositional practices, technologies, cultural positionings).
Many instructors are encouraged to use learning management systems (LMSs) in

                    their networked classes. These LMS sites are seen by instructors and students as

                    digital extensions of the classroom both in terms of what sort of writing is

                    done there and in terms of special metaphor. In other words, there are

                    “places” where “students” go to engage in sanctioned

                    writing activity. In terms of the theory of space we articulate in this chapter,

                    because the networked space of the writing classroom is so tightly bound in

                    terms of a “place” that “people” go to engage in

                    “sanctioned” forms of writing, the writing produced in such a place

                    replicates the sort of writing that would take place in the space of the

                    classroom despite the fact that students might be producing it in their bedrooms

                    or, indeed, at kitchen tables.
Douglas Walls, Dànielle DeVoss, and Scott Schopieray (2009) talked about

                    hacking the spaces of computer lab type classroom spaces. They said: “We

                    want to recover notions of hacking as positive” and suggested that hacking

                    instructional spaces can be a way for teachers and students to improve learning

                    outcomes even when stuck in classrooms that are not ideal. They went on to note

                    that “hacking, for us, is a useful term for understanding the ways in

                    which this instructor can make that space useful and more pedagogically

                    appropriate in the context of that class and that semester” (275). We

                    would like to build on and expand the idea suggested by Walls et al. of hacking

                    spaces beyond computer lab-style rooms. We would like to think of ways of

                    hacking the virtual space of classrooms.
Further, Cynthia Selfe and Richard Selfe (1994) cautioned writing teachers about

                    the ways in which computers and software can replicate problematic power

                    relationships at borders. Even twenty years ago, Selfe and Selfe noted that

                    “these electronic spaces—which are subject to increasing legislation

                    and control—are at the same time becoming more expensive and more rigidly

                    aligned along the related axes of class privilege and capitalism”

                    (487–488). While our own institution has recently changed its learning

                    management software to one many of us find much more usable and, perhaps,

                    democratic, it is easy to see how the electronic spaces of the university

                    continue to replicate patterns of have and have-not, where students who have

                    already acquired certain skills are much better able to work within these spaces

                    than those who have not. (Estee Beck, Mariana Grohowski, and Kristine Blair

                    discuss this idea further in chapter 1

                    of this collection.) One way to get around this is by changing the way the

                    sanctioned technology works; another is to change what technology is used to get

                    the work of the college and the university done.
The prevalence of public and semipublic online writing, both within and beyond

                    our LMS, in our writing classes has added another layer of complexity to how we

                    think about classroom spaces, and what we do inside of and beyond the walls of

                    our designated classrooms. Public writing tools, like those provided by Google,

                    are both within the walls of our classrooms and simultaneously transcend those

                    walls, as they are viewable and, depending on various settings, editable by

                    anyone, anywhere in the world. They shift the formerly semiprivate space of the

                    classroom to space that is both closed from and open to everyone. Discussing

                    pre-Internet library walls, the philosopher Vilém Flusser (2011) wrote:
Walls are arrangements for distinguishing between public and private space.

                        Walls facilitate vital decisions, for human life oscillates between public

                        and private. A human being inhabits a back wall and experiences a front

                        wall. Walls must be set to allow for oscillation. There are openings to be

                        made (doors) for going out and coming back in; others (windows) through

                        which publicity may be desired in private and through which the private is

                        publicly inspected. (97)

Flusser (2011) discussed how the Internet complicates public/private divides,

                    saying that “we are dealing with technically developed walls, in which the

                    window and picture functions overtake and suspend one another dialectically,

                    making the doors superfluous” (97). Life oscillates between public and

                    private in very different ways on the Web; it moves in more fluid ways, and ways

                    that sometimes slip from our awareness. The “walls” of the academy

                    do not stop wireless or cellular signals any more than they stop the concerns of

                    the working student or the oppressive forces of culture. Reflexively, students

                    work on writing assignments at kitchen tables, in coffee shops, during work

                    breaks, and late at night. The work that we describe here imagines writing

                    spaces and technologies as spaces that are multiple and distributed through the

                    walls of both the formal university setting and the walls of our own kitchens.

                    We think that the assignments we describe in this chapter treat both

                    compositional space and technologies as they truly function in the world that we

                    and students inhabit, where writing opportunities are omnipresent and

                    collaborative. Rather than limiting technologically mediated “writing

                    spaces” or constraining writing to activities that are endorsed and

                    sanctioned, we seek ways to create assignments that sanction activities and

                    spaces already engaged in by students either through activities such as

                    searching the Web or their embodied experiences of simply trying to get to class

                    on time. We pondered how the rapid oscillation between sanctioned and

                    unsanctioned space changes our pedagogy; although we cannot fully address that

                    question, in this chapter we consider how a couple of specific classroom objects

                    complicate the way we think about classroom spaces and about public and private

                    writing divides.
In this chapter, we thus consider how some principles from actor network theory

                    (ANT) might help us think about how we might assemble the “things”

                    of our classes to create spaces for writing beyond the sanctioned college

                    classroom. ANT is a useful way to reconsider Gere’s (1994) kitchen tables

                    as objects that generate activity around them, and then to build on Gere’s

                    discussion by suggesting that digital tools can act as the same kind of

                    activity-generating objects, but only if—and when—networks of people

                    and activities around those objects exist in a way that invites opportunities

                    for meaningful writing work to be done. Our goal is to expand what counts as

                    writing classroom spaces. We demonstrate this idea first with Leslie’s use

                    of Google Maps in a campus transportation problem-solving project for a class in

                    rhetoric and civic engagement, and then with Doug’s use of Twitter in a

                    digital literacy class. We then offer a three-part heuristic for designing

                    writing assignments with an eye toward expanding writing classroom spaces and

                    networks using digital tools. We end with some implications and heuristics that

                    we hope will be helpful to writing teachers interested in similar problems.
Using Actor Network Theory ANT and ObjectsActor network theory, and specifically the work of Bruno Latour (2004, 2005,

                    2010), John Law (2002), and Annemarie Mol (2003), is productive to this project,

                    as they have been used in rhetoric and writing studies to understand heavily

                    technologically mediated environments (Spinuzzi 2008; Swarts 2008),

                    cultural-historical views of rhetorical activity (Prior et al. 2007), and

                    technological artifacts (Van Ittersum 2008). It was developed to understand the

                    complicated relationship between people and things, especially at the level of

                    associations. We think ANT is useful for following, theorizing, and then

                    designing assignments around the distributed nature of space in mediated writing

                    work. In other words, we use ANT to think about all the spaces where learning

                    about writing occurs, not just spaces on campus. We then discuss how we have

                    designed and assembled assignments that take advantage of all the spaces in

                    which students live and write. We discuss how we try to use our assignments and

                    digital tools to link them together; doing so integrates, rather than replaces,

                    formal writing assignments and theories about writing into the lives of

                    students. To do that, we first make some claims about the core ways of thinking

                    involved in ANT. That is to say, we have to examine how ANT assembles itself in

                    science and technology studies. We begin by considering the rhetorical landscape

                    of ANT.
There is a key difference in ANT between “things” and

                    “objects,” and each is extremely important to the other and key to

                    understanding “space.” For Latour (2004), “things” are

                    gatherings of people, resources, nonhumans, technologies, and ideas that are

                    deployed by, or in response to, a matter of concern. Things make associations

                    through activity. They help to align other things, and, sometimes, when those

                    associations have a great number of actants involved, where there is lots of

                    activity, things become objects. Vast and complicated arrays of things become

                    greater than the sum of their parts when they become objects. For example,

                    first-year writing programs are made up of a network of teaching assistants,

                    writing program administrators, students, instructors, offices, upper

                    administrators, university policies, class number designations like “ENG

                    101,” and organizational resources. These elements coordinate a great deal

                    of activity. To the extent that they cohere through activities like teaching,

                    those elements come together and function as something called a “writing

                    program”—a coherent object.
The reverse is true as well. Objects that were once held together by effort begin

                    to fall apart into things again if people and nonhuman actors aren’t

                    paying attention. In “Why Has Critique Run out of Steam?” Latour

                    (2004) described moving back and forth between C-SPAN channels in 2003 as Colin

                    Powell assembled things in the United Nations—using slideshow

                    presentations, documents, resolutions, alliances, and language (things) to make

                    an object: war. At that moment, war was not yet. Powell was trying to make it

                    happen. Meanwhile on C-SPAN 2, Latour watched coverage of whole regional

                    populations of the United States being deployed to pick up the things that used

                    to be the orbital space shuttle Columbia, an object. The

                    object, Columbia, was a single stable object but was also

                    made of very sophisticated technologies and people. Columbia’s breakup on reentry turned that stable object from a

                    space shuttle into many bits and pieces and, in the process, became something

                    else people and resources are gathered around: grief, regret, and

                    investigations. As Latour pointed out, the shuttle was so stable an object that

                    its launch was hardly covered by the news media. However, when it failed and

                    became a series of things again, media coverage happened. This is one example of

                    how things can be turned into objects and objects fall apart into things.
Another example that might resonate closer to home is the typical college essay

                    in first-year writing classes. While it is a coherent object for many of us, it

                    is also made up of many things and people that become coordinated through it.

                    Assignment sheets, teachers, students, writing technologies, assessment

                    technologies, state mandates, and their accompanying histories are all present

                    to some extent as things that shape the object of a freshman college essay. Some

                    of these things can be swapped out or changed, such as moving from one

                    institution to another, but the essay’s relative stability of

                    “essay” across contexts means we can talk about the college essay in

                    first-year writing as an object.
Objects are complicated “black boxes” that are so useful for doing

                    whatever they are designed to do that we rarely understand how exactly they

                    work. Often people want to figure out how they work when something goes wrong,

                    and not before. Think of that same freshman essay. When you read a “good

                    one,” you assume that the student paid attention in class, read the

                    assignment sheet, read the class readings, and so forth. Perhaps you mark

                    something like “good job,” then you move on to others. When you have

                    a student who needs more help, you spend time thinking about what help he or she

                    needs, wondering what you should point out, or contemplating what comment will

                    help the student. Objects work this way as well; we only pay attention to them

                    when they stop working, or when they don’t do a good job.
One of the ways to talk about objects is to talk about the spaces they construct.

                    John Law (2001) defined objects differently from the traditional views of ANT in

                    that in his view, objects—or the stabilized arrays of things in a

                    network—generate spaces. According to Law (2001), an object exists in and

                    generates two kinds of spaces. One is the physical knock-on-wood world of

                    Euclidian geometry. We sometimes call this material space. The other is the

                    ontological and conceptual world of networked space created by social

                    associations. We sometimes call this social space. Together and in relationship,

                    Law called these the topology of objects.
Sometimes Western thinkers have a tendency to conceptualize Euclidian space as

                    being “empty” or “neutral” before an object arrives.

                    However, spaces are not neutral and waiting to be filled. Spaces are enacted

                    with objects in Euclidean space, objects that are rooted in networked space of

                    the social. So one ends up with an object that both generates and exists in a

                    certain Euclidian space because it also is part of a network space through a

                    process called homeophoric enactment. The object stretches a great deal before

                    it breaks in Euclidian space, which means it functions the same way in networked

                    social space. Here then is the key: “To generate network homeomorphism it

                    is also necessary to work in Euclidean space.” That is to say that the

                    physical space that a network-object generates must be understood because, as

                    Law (2002) noted, “objects are always enacted in a multi-topological

                    manner” (98), both Euclidian and networked.
Take the “writing classroom,” for example. We both teach in a

                    stand-alone Writing and Rhetoric department. When we teach classes, we teach

                    classes in Euclidian spaces filled with desks, whiteboards, laptops, and so on.

                    Yet both of us have found if we deprive students of the “things” of

                    classrooms—like desks, screens, and whiteboards—and ask the class to

                    go outside, in, say, the fifth week of the semester, they will assemble the

                    space of the classroom again. They will gather around the instructor, sometimes

                    sitting in the exact same places relative to other students that they sit near

                    within the walls of a classroom. In terms of the theory of space we have

                    borrowed from ANT, because the networked/social space of a

                    “classroom” is so strong, it allows that classroom to move and

                    reassemble itself in various different Euclidian places. Students will use their

                    tight networked/social idea to replicate the classroom in different Euclidian

                    places, thus re-creating the classroom again. Repeated, coordinated, and

                    networked activities are what allow the object to come into being in the first

                    place. The same thing wouldn’t happen on the first day of the semester

                    because the students haven’t engaged in enough repeated activity of their

                    classroom.
ANT has helped us think about how we might generate assignments that assemble

                    stable objects that travel through networked (social) and Euclidian (material)

                    spaces as well as across sanctioned and unsanctioned spaces for writing work.

                    Stable arrays of things and activities become objects. That is why kitchen

                    tables can become places of empowerment when they are used to organize grant

                    writing through repeated activity. Blog writing becomes public when enough

                    people read it. Objects do not fill an “empty” space, but rather

                    generate their own kind of social and material space around them. As we

                    mentioned earlier, the extent to which an object can bend before it becomes

                    something else is called homeophoric enactment. For example, in Gere’s

                    (1994) article, we can imagine that if the person brought a new kitchen table to

                    the writing workshop, everything would still be fine and function normally.

                    Change that table too much (make it a stool, perhaps) and those changes might

                    begin to interfere with the collaborative writing process.
We attempted to design writing assignments and the writing those assignments

                    generated, objects, that expanded the “space” of our classes into

                    the extracurricular without co-opting students’ “kitchen

                    tables.” We wanted to design assignments that emerged from daily life and

                    allowed students to participate in our classes through mundane literate activity

                    but also allowed those objects to disappear as quickly as they formed, the same

                    way that using a kitchen table for writing work doesn’t stop it from being

                    a place where eating with families occurs.
Our goal with our technologically rich writing assignments is to distribute

                    objects that travel well between sanctioned and nonsanctioned writing spaces in

                    an effort to break down student-held distinctions between those barriers.

                    Students struggle with seeing writing theory and instruction as something that

                    is as ubiquitous as cell phones and web browsers. In other words, early in our

                    classes we often have to push students to recognize that texting, social media

                    postings, and list-making are all kinds of writing that they have learned how to

                    do. Our attempt to create these writing assignment objects is to validate the

                    extracurricular without making it become the curriculum.
MappingExample 1: Using Digital Mapping Tools to Think about Physical and Virtual

                        Classroom SpacesThe physical setting, or Euclidian space, of the first iteration of an

                        upper-level class titled Rhetoric and Civic Engagement was what Leslie

                        imagines to be fairly typical. The class was assigned to a third-floor room

                        with long, unmovable tables and a “technology station” at the

                        front of the room. The room was windowless with one door. Because of the

                        class title and purpose, Leslie hoped students would engage with the campus

                        and community around them. So Leslie began to think about how to expand the

                        space of the classroom: How could she make the classroom—or objects in

                        it—generate space for community-centered, collaborative writing?
Leslie realized that instead of fighting the space, adding digital tools

                        could expand its possibilities. She could expand the space of the classroom

                        by recruiting other digital tools, tools that would be useful both in her

                        classroom and in other places. Leslie hoped that digital tools selected by

                        students could become a sort of object that traveled with her class to other

                        physical locations but also one that could create new objects, and new

                        spaces, that could reshape the authority structure of the class and how the

                        classroom (and other writing spaces) were used.
In one project, the class decided to use Google Maps, a tool with which some

                        students had no familiarity and with which some were quite competent. The

                        major assignment in the class was a group project where Leslie asked

                        students to map transportation issues on and around their large campus.

                        Leslie built different steps of the assignment as students made decisions

                        about the information they were encountering. Therefore, a traditional

                        assignment structure was ineffective. The first step was for students to

                        identify ways in which campus transportation worked well. Amy Diehl, Jeff

                        Grabill, Bill Hart-Davidson, and Vishal Iyer (2008) noted that when

                        community organizers map the sites of problems (deficits), then outsiders

                        see only problems. The class also tried to identify what was not working

                        regarding campus transportation—and there were a number of areas that

                        they identified. Each student in the class had his or her own experiences

                        with getting to and from campus, and each also began looking beyond those

                        experiences. They conducted surveys of students on buses, of fellow cyclists

                        and pedestrians, looked at parking lot complaints, searched Tumblr for

                        UCF-tagged transportation posts, and more.
After students identified an extensive list of transportation issues, they

                        each selected one issue for the project. Students chose such items as bike

                        racks (in addition to existence, they looked at placement and design),

                        intersections with frequent jaywalking, sidewalks that end, campus and

                        beyond-campus shuttle systems, parking deck capacities, and more. Leslie and

                        the students in her class then discussed what useful ways these ideas might

                        be placed into a Google map and tried to narrow the focus of the project.

                        Thus, the campus map began as an assembly of things. Those things included

                        the classroom on the third floor with one computer and projector; the

                        software called Google Maps; the roughly twenty-five students and one

                        instructor in the class; and the experiences of each of the students getting

                        to campus, parking, and getting around campus every day as well as the

                        information they gathered from their peers.
Over the course of the semester, these things and the work students were

                        thinking through articulated via a map some transportation challenge on

                        campus and became objects that coordinated activity. One object was a campus

                        map for students on campus without a car. Another was a map that instructed

                        people how to ride, or hack, the private apartment shuttle bus system as a

                        campus transportation option. These objects were, in some ways, within the

                        university walls; they could be (and often were) called up on the screen of

                        the large computer in our classroom. But they also existed (and still exist)

                        as searchable maps in Google. They have, since the class, generated all

                        kinds of activities beyond the class, which we will return to shortly.
Even in the class, the map-objects started to generate interesting

                        activities. Students were able to take the work of the class and extend it

                        to other Euclidian spaces. One student in Leslie’s class worked at the

                        campus writing center, and following in-class discussions of both the

                        mission of the project and the infrastructure of the classroom, took a small

                        group of students with him to the writing center after class to do some

                        work. The class only lasted fifty minutes, which often was not enough time

                        for in-depth conversations about the goals of a collaborative map. This

                        student introduced the others to the space of the writing center. Because

                        the students were there alone, and the student employee was familiar with

                        the space, the classroom configuration of teacher-in-front, students facing

                        and following, was disrupted. Leslie stopped by, and noticed the students

                        gathered comfortably in a corner around a whiteboard. The writing center

                        student led the group, taking notes on the board, while a couple of usually

                        reticent students—and one who was often late or absent due, of course,

                        to campus transportation issues—made major contributions to the

                        conversation. Because the students moved the work of the class, and because

                        they chose the space and time, they did not reproduce the structure of the

                        sanctioned classroom space, yet their object still traveled and made a new

                        writing space. Leslie wondered, as all instructors might, what the key to

                        this change was, and whether it was the new, writing-tool-filled, nicely

                        segmented writing center space, or whether it was the student

                        employee’s comfort in a space intentionally set up to support

                        collaboration between peers.
Sometimes, the map-objects did not generate innovative activities around or

                        thinking about writing; though sometimes the students were in the physical

                        classrooms, and sometimes they were not, some of their roles stayed the same

                        no matter where they were. The “thing” we call writing was too

                        stable in their heads; it could not bend so far as the writing Leslie was

                        asking students to do in the class. For example, one rather large group

                        attempted to put several “things” or ideas on one map, a map

                        intended for students on campus without a car. This was an extremely

                        collaborative activity, and one that needed leadership. A student who

                        regularly sat at the front of the physical classroom took charge of

                        “writing” the framing narrative for this map. He coordinated the

                        activity by emailing each person working on the collaborative map and asking

                        a series of questions. He then gathered their answers together to write a

                        framing narrative. This student had a particularly hard time with the class.

                        He kept asking when we would do “real” writing—on paper,

                        in the classroom. At the same time that he was taking important leadership

                        in a meaningful collaborative writing project, he was still waiting for the

                        class to begin in the sanctioned virtual and physical spaces that he defined

                        as the classroom.
Unlike the previous students who were happy to move the location and the

                        organization of the classroom from place to place, this student’s

                        definition of “real” writing only included that done in

                        sanctioned classroom spaces. To Leslie, this offered a warning that if we

                        are going to shift, add to, and alter classroom spaces using digital tools,

                        we should articulate to students why and how we are doing this. The student

                        mentioned above was an on-campus resident who did not have a car. After he

                        asked when the “real” writing of the class would begin, Leslie

                        talked to him about how he managed to get to the store and other places. He

                        said that he posted to the “Graduating Class of 20xx” Facebook

                        page asking for rides. Leslie pointed out that this nonsanctioned writing

                        work did things in the world for him. In order for it to do things in the

                        world for other people, he would need to add this to the Google map of

                        campus transportation challenges, carrying his practical, unsanctioned

                        writing work “into” the sanctioned space of class writing. We

                        think this is a good example of how associations of objects can flow two

                        ways in writing classrooms spaces. Objects have to be associated with and

                        validated in the classroom if they are going to create useful new writing

                        spaces. Leslie invited the student to move these writing things, Facebook

                        posts and everyday shopping tasks, into the space of the classroom.
Leslie and Doug had a discussion about how to handle this on a larger scale.

                        They concluded that actually asking students to articulate a theory of

                        writing in class would be a good start. We suggest beginning by asking

                        questions like: What is writing? When is writing? When does writing get

                        things done? How often do you use it? This exercise, in Leslie’s

                        experience, takes some nudging; students won’t immediately list the

                        mundane and nonsanctioned writing that they do—they don’t think

                        of it as “writing.” Ideally, we suggest doing this at the

                        beginning of the class, so that students can look back, revise, and reflect

                        on their theory of writing as they move through the work of the class and as

                        they assemble final class reflections. It is, perhaps, only when we do this

                        that students can participate in the creation and use of writing objects

                        that move easily from the classroom to other spaces; that change the way the

                        classroom works even before moving; and that allow important thinking and

                        writing work to be done at kitchen tables, on the bus, and in new sanctioned

                        and unsanctioned spaces on and beyond campus. We think this is an activity

                        that writing structures do every day. However, what we think is key is that

                        this unsanctioned writing activity became validated as sanctioned because it

                        was then integrated into the classes’ specific writing object, the

                        map, which also traveled between sanctioned and unsanctioned spaces. In

                        other words, the associations became twofold, both adding to classroom

                        discourse and also becoming more useful, simultaneously, in and outside the

                        classroom. For Leslie, the key is to create an assignment that integrates

                        previous unsanctioned writing from multiple students and combines it in a

                        new object that can travel across sanctioned and unsanctioned writing

                        spaces. In other words, she tries to create assignments in situations where

                        stable arrays of networked objects have a chance to form and generate new

                        kinds of writing spaces in both networked and Euclidian senses.
As a final note, we think that it is important for instructors to understand

                        and accept the degree to which they will not be in control of such writing

                        objects once they have been created. In the case of Leslie’s class,

                        she has seen the map-objects pop up in campus discussions far after the end

                        of the semester. One example is demonstrated by figure 12.1; Leslie’s campus wanted to

                        survey students about bus use patterns. Though Leslie happened to see the

                        post and suggest linking to the map project, a student campus leader who was

                        not in Leslie’s class had already noticed the object, brought it to

                        the Student Government Association and the campus transit authorities, and

                        was moving forward with her own agenda using the map-object to assist

                        her.
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                        and to make that part of his networked classroom extension. In his Writing,

                        Literacy, and Technology course, Doug wanted to encourage students to bring

                        content and issues that the students ran across in their daily lives into

                        the course. He had two pedagogical goals. First, he needed a technology that

                        could be integrated into the daily workflow of web browsing and rich online

                        literate lives that he knew students already engaged in. Second, it could

                        not be a student’s own online-networked activity, but needed to be

                        something that he or she could use in his or her own Euclidian space.

                        Kitchen tables and their digital equivalents should not be

                        “forced” into becoming the domain of the writing classroom. For

                        such a move to be successful, Doug could not simply take over and make more

                        spaces “sanctioned” school writing spaces. For Doug, the point

                        was not to extend the writing class to the digital kitchen table and

                        supplant it, but to have both exist at the same time as a place for both

                        sanctioned and nonsanctioned forms of writing activity, in much the same way

                        web browsers are used for both sanctioned and nonsanctioned writing

                        tasks.
The way Doug imagined it, a student might be at home, on a kitchen table with

                        her laptop reading news from friends. She comes across a story about the

                        impact of mobile phones on literacy education and recognizes this as useful

                        content to share for her class, but posting such a story would mean leaving

                        what she is doing—logging in through multiple security measures,

                        dealing with web browser version error notices, having Java scripting

                        problems, and so on—so she doesn’t decide to post. By the time

                        she gets to class, Monday, she has forgotten all about that interesting

                        article and so it does not travel to the space of the class. The different

                        writing stays siloed, and nothing is done to bring that writing activity

                        into either the Euclidian or networked space classroom.
For Doug, the answer to what was the digital equivalent of the “kitchen

                        table” is the web browser. Doug has a different approach to creating

                        collaborative spaces in his classroom. What he tries to do with his

                        networked writing classrooms is to expand what counts to students as a

                        “writing classroom” by creating and encouraging the use of web

                        browser plug-ins. The web browser is a ubiquitous writing technology. That

                        is to say, students’ web browsers are used both in class and at home,

                        albeit for very different purposes. The tool itself moves with the student

                        across writing spaces, both institutionally sanctioned and nonsanctioned,

                        which makes the web browser a useful entry point for beginning conversations

                        about bridging differing Euclidian writing spaces.
Doug encouraged his students to integrate Twitter web-browser plug-ins into

                        their browsers. Unlike learning management systems, Twitter has an

                        open-ended design, which is, in part, why Twitter was used so often by

                        protesters during the Arab Spring in places like Egypt and Tunisia and

                        during the Occupy movement in the United States. Such an open technological

                        nature means Twitter is almost as flexible as the web browser itself,

                        allowing third-party developers to create useful web browser plug-ins. Web

                        browser plug-ins are tiny bits of programming that can be installed into

                        modern web browsers and that usually add buttons that can be clicked on near

                        the URL address line in an open browser window.
Doug understood that expanding the class to the digital kitchen table meant

                        creating a network effect in terms of both Euclidian and networked space,

                        but one that could be quickly summoned, then disappear. He did this through

                        three pedagogically designed moves. First, he created a short and

                        easy-to-remember hashtag for his course, #enc3417. Second, he made

                        participation in his course directly correlate with posts on Twitter by

                        collecting and counting tweets with the TAGS tool. The more students tweeted

                        information relevant to the class, the higher their class participation

                        became. Third, he reinforced this participation in the classroom by spending

                        the first ten minutes of every class engaged with discussions of the student

                        posts. With these pedagogical design decisions in place, Doug noticed many

                        more students contributing content, and discussions to the class and his

                        classroom conversations radically improved.
What Doug learned from this experience is that designing for “digital

                        kitchen tables” requires multiple forms of reinforcement of networked

                        associations. Doug tried to reinforce these associations by responding in

                        Twitter to student tweets, using student tweets as objects to theorize about

                        and spur classroom conversations and validate student tweets as a form of

                        “classroom participation,” complete with grades and measures.

                        Doug also made sure to use open technologies that integrated into student

                        digital literacy experiences in the most unobtrusive way possible.
Using ANT to Expand SpacesWe think ANT and the classroom assignments we developed offer interesting

                    heuristics for designing assignments that create their own physical and

                    networked spaces. Like Gere’s (1994) kitchen tables, writing assignments

                    with digital tools can become objects that generate activity around them by

                    traveling across physical and networked space. Our attempt here is to develop

                    some guiding principles for assignment design that help create objects that do

                    the work of Gere’s kitchen tables while being more mobile.
	Use digital tools that are easily mobile. Use tools

                        commonly available, usable, and easily accessible by a variety of devices.

                        Using easily portable tools means that it is easier for students to form

                        associations with the tool in multiple Euclidian object/spaces and therefore

                        easier to create new networked object/spaces that move between sanctioned

                        and unsanctioned writing activity. Leslie’s class used Google Maps

                        because it is widely available from all devices and has an open interface.

                        In Doug’s class, he used Twitter and web browser plug-ins specifically

                        because those tools could be accessed on a variety of mobile

                        technologies—including laptops, tablets, and phones—that travel

                        with students through their worlds.
	Assign inherently social projects and tools. Although

                        students often do not like small-group work, we think that writing work that

                        is inherently social is different from many of the group tasks that they are

                        asked to perform in their lives. Leveraging inherently social projects and

                        tools allows students to share lots of meaningful associations that

                        strengthen the objects/spaces an instructor is trying to support. The strong

                        networked associations make object travel easier. Leslie’s students

                        were tackling a collective problem—not just for them, but one that

                        affected at least the sixty thousand students at their large institution,

                        and probably many more people. Thus, a classroom management software would

                        severely limit the rhetorical velocity of a project. A searchable Google

                        map, though, can be found, used, and even edited (depending on chosen

                        settings) by anyone. As was discussed earlier in this chapter, that meant

                        that the work of the class continued to be useful far beyond the time

                        constraints of the semester. In Doug’s class, students were able to

                        share work and ideas that were meaningful to them collectively. Doug would

                        highlight and engage student links when the class met in the Euclidian space

                        of the sanctioned writing classroom, and students would also read and

                        respond to each other’s tweets within the stream.
	Reinforce associations and activities of objects in

                            sanctioned spaces. We think that assignments and activities must

                        be discussed in both sanctioned and unsanctioned writing spaces to be

                        successful. There are many writing activities and experiences that students

                        do every day that relate to the classes we teach, but many students feel

                        that classrooms and “real life” are inherently different spaces.

                        Although students have always done homework, we think that the best design

                        for expanding the space of writing classrooms is work that is mobile and

                        blurs distinctions between home/work divides the way our technologies do. We

                        think that one of the ways an instructor encourages that blurring is by

                        using classroom resources (like grades, time, technologies) to strengthen

                        the associations with sanctioned space. Leslie, for example, devoted class

                        time to problem solving in Google Maps, to tackling issues of collaborative

                        writing, and to addressing the long-term and uncertain nature of online

                        public writing. For her class, the map became the central workspace of the

                        class—one that was mobile and used constantly in both sanctioned and

                        unsanctioned spaces. Doug began each meeting with a discussion of student

                        Twitter feeds. He positioned student tweets as valuable by tying student

                        participation grades to them. These associations validated the work spaces

                        students were making with tools at home as “sanctioned.” They

                        were not something extra, but at the core of the class work.

ConclusionsMany students may seem resistant to the co-option of “their” digital

                    writing spaces. Some moves instructors might engage in, such as conducting

                    classes in Facebook, might seem hollow to students, especially if enough of the

                    network of the object moves or if the associations between work, titles, and

                    types of writing are the same. It doesn’t matter if the writing takes

                    place on Facebook or in the institutional learning management system or if it is

                    still “school” writing and the class and rhetorical expectations

                    transmorph it to another “classroom.”
We think Doug’s class shows how both nonsanctioned and sanctioned spaces

                    can exist at the same time. We think the infrastructure of composing is

                    something that consists of humans, tools, and policies that work together to

                    sanction certain types of writing, something that is deeply embedded and needs

                    to be unpacked (DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill 2005). In Doug’s course, a

                    browser plug-in allowed students to share content with the course while sitting

                    at their Euclidian tables; this was a small but important part to sanctioning

                    activity. We think that the button itself, small and omnipresent in the browser,

                    allowed students to quickly create the networked space of their class by its use

                    while also allowing for that space to quickly dissipate. Then Doug using those

                    posted links as tools for discussion in the classroom brought the experiences

                    and types of reading and writing behavior around the kitchen table back into the

                    classroom, sanctioning it. We think this is a direct result of the mingling of

                    objects like the web browser, Twitter, and plug-ins, which allow networked

                    writing spaces to occur in a variety of Euclidian spaces as well as altering our

                    perception of those spaces.
Leslie’s experiences further support this. A loosely guided use of publicly

                    available writing and mapping tools extended both the Euclidian and networked

                    space of the class and extended student engagement in considering the best use

                    of the space(s) available to them in their assigned classroom, on their campus,

                    and even as they reach beyond campus onto buses, sidewalks, and their own

                    homes.
Positioning the mapping tool in Leslie’s class as a central object around

                    which the entire mapping activity was generated allowed a restructuring of the

                    authority system that traditional classrooms may force or seem to force on a

                    class. Placing the mapping tool-object in that way not only redistributes

                    authority, but repositions physical bodies in the assigned classroom, as when

                    various students took leadership, and when different students took on the

                    teacher role when skills in the technical operation of Google Maps were needed.

                    Positioning writing tools like this also encourages students to take work beyond

                    the walls to better-fitted writing spaces that they can control.
We have also been witness to numerous conversations about whether student writing

                    should occur in public places or in limited-access places like learning

                    management systems. Our answer to this is to suggest that student writing

                    activities should happen in both places, simultaneously. There is value to

                    public, nonsanctioned, easily accessible writing technologies, and there is a

                    need also for writing with an audience limited to fellow classmates or

                    instructors. But in all cases, as teachers we should be analyzing and critiquing

                    the spaces in which we write with our students. We should talk about the ways

                    that the particular students in the class combine with digital tools and even

                    the network spaces of the university to create objects that function in

                    particular ways within our classes and consider how those objects and the spaces

                    around them are different in each class. Productive discussions of classroom and

                    classroom objects and their usefulness can lead to shifting and adding of more

                    productive writing spaces by students, which can alter participation and

                    contributions by students in positive ways.
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Afterword: Shaping More SpacesRichard (Dickie) Selfe
As it stands, Making Space is a powerful collection of

                experiences, research, and theoretical formulations. It serves the English studies

                communities well and introduces theories and practices that are uncommon in our

                subdisciplines. As the editors suggest, we have, in our discipline, very few

                examples of “curated bod[ies] of work address[ing] issues of space

                design.” Agreed, but as you’ll see below, I think we can reach out and

                influence other disciplines as well as support our own. My charge, however, is to

                dwell on the future of this area of study. Before I move on, let me say that I am

                delighted that so many fantastic scholars and practitioners are working on the

                creation of new physical and digital spaces and tickled by the suggestion that there

                    is a future for work of this type.
Situating the CollectionWe are all well aware of the changing nature of physical and digital space

                    configurations, even the newest of those described in this collection. So all

                    curated bodies of work of this type will need to be refreshed frequently. To

                    that end, it makes perfect sense to publish in a made space created by the

                    Sweetland Center for Writing. The University of Michigan Press / Sweetland and

                    participants in the Digital Rhetoric Collaborative (DRC) look at this

                    publication and others not as one-off scholarly works but as nodes in a web of

                    continuing discussions. One can see this in the objectives of the DRC and in

                    descriptions of the UM Press / Sweetland. Anne Ruggles Gere and Naomi Silver

                    made it clear in Paris, France, at the Writing Across Borders Conference in

                    February 2014 that the Sweetland Center and the University of Michigan are

                    making spaces that will surround stable, powerful collections of this type with

                    interactivity. As a result, this curated body of work pulled together by

                    Dànielle Nicole DeVoss and James P. Purdy has the potential to evolve.

                    Bravo.
But is it enough to provide for and appeal to our own discipline, subdisciplines

                    and sub-subdisciplines? I don’t think so. The scholar-workers in rhetoric,

                    composition, and technology areas of English studies are very willing to bring

                    in theory, scholarship, and research from other disciplines that can influence

                    our understandings of the interdisciplinary, intrainstitutional, and

                    interinstitutional “objects” (a Latourian phrase adopted by Douglas

                    Walls and Leslie Wolcott in this collection) of these collected chapters. But

                    how about taking our theory and practices out into the academic streets? Others

                    should be reading this collection besides our disciplinary colleagues. How about

                    C/LMS designers reading the Estee Beck, Mariana Grohowski, and Kristine Blair

                    chapter? Challenge them to design for cyberfeminists if they can.

                    Shouldn’t our instructional technology approaches, distance education

                    initiatives, and classroom design and maintenance organizations read Christopher

                    Scott Wyatt’s chapter on accessibility? Can we challenge them to develop

                    inclusive—not just accessible—spaces and systems? Shouldn’t

                    online learning designers consider the kairotic design process developed at

                    Miami University (Cummings et al., this collection)? Certainly interdisciplinary

                    academic teams working on projects at most colleges and universities should

                    consider the (re)design models and approaches discussed by Aimée Knight;

                    Dana Gierdowski and Susan Miller-Cochran; Russell G. Carpenter and Shawn P.

                    Apostel; Andréa D. Davis; Rebecca E. Burnett and her colleagues; and

                    Christine Hamel-Brown, Amanda Fields, Celeste Del Russo, and Marisa Sandoval.

                    Every chapter has an audience outside the English studies disciplines.
Thinking Back, Moving ForwardSo my first two gestures toward a future include a nod toward interactive,

                    unstable—even messy—publishing venues and some hand-waving support

                    for those willing to take their work to academics and professionals outside our

                    discipline.
After reading this collection, I can’t help but think back to the mid-1980s

                    when Cindy—that is, Cynthia L. Selfe, my wife and collaborator, herself

                    cited many times across this collection—and I (and many others) were

                    pushing around little cutouts of pod-shaped desks and chairs for computer class

                    spaces in the then-new Center for Computer-Assisted Language Instruction (CCLI)

                    at Michigan Technological University. We were only beginning to understand that

                    combinations of the material and not-so-material world would come together in

                    that space to influence the learning communities around us. As many of the space

                    makers in this collection suggest, we didn’t really know the extent to

                    which we would influence and encourage local communicative practices or how

                    people would establish their own “living-learning community”

                    (Sheridan, this collection). Subsequent observations of the things, policies,

                    agents, and actants around us often drove our scholarship. It was constantly

                    refreshing, shocking, and puzzling.
Curricular and extracurricular activities forced us, again from David M.

                    Sheridan, to “look not just at courses and course sequences, but at how we

                    can foster learning-supportive activities that take place outside the confines

                    of classes and classrooms.” What we learned from the CCLI at Michigan

                    Tech—now the dazzling HDMZ (Humanities Digital Media Zone) designed by

                    Erin Smith—was that this self-constituting community would help to reframe

                    classes, curriculum, and the literacy experiences of teachers, students, and

                    eventually the many visitors from off campus (consider both the CIWIC, Computers

                    in Writing-Intensive Classrooms, institutes and ECAC, the Electronic

                    Communication across the Curriculum, workshops that took place there over the

                    years).
The materiality of this one space forced us to look at the design of physical

                    space and the digital interfaces and networks at the time (then one of the few

                    LAN-connected learning spaces in the humanities). But we also realized that

                    policies around safety, food, ownership, and access for students, family

                    members, faculty, and staff were hugely important to the living-learning

                    communities that developed in the space. In this collection, that kind of

                    attention to nondigital and nonphysical realities is best represented in the

                    chapters by Christopher Scott Wyatt and, in particular, Todd Ruecker and Beth

                    Brunk-Chavez.
Moving Forward, Crafting FuturesSo two more gestures to the future:
	Keep paying attention to all aspects of the newly minted spaces being

                        made. Surprising collectives and activities will emerge.
	Learn from the nondigital, nonphysical components of these spaces. That

                        process has always been both a humbling and a productive experience for

                        me.

If my experience at Michigan Tech and at The Ohio State University is any

                    indication, this type of scholarship should continue to be a source of pride as

                    we work with changing systems, events, and sites at our institutions. Making Space steps us down the road, showing us how to learn

                    from theorists and intellectuals; from research around students and teachers;

                    from those who help build, maintain, and support our efforts; and finally from

                    the outside communities who visit.
What are the sets of obligations and material responsibilities that we take on

                    when we make spaces of the sort described in this collection? Not surprisingly,

                    this collection pays productive and sophisticated attention to the future. And

                    why not? Considerations of new and improved learning, new types of lived

                    pedagogies, new compositions, and unique social relationships are compelling.

                    They generate an excitement necessary for academics asked to dive into these

                    deep collaborations over time as spaces are made.
In his chapter, David M. Sheridan asks us to attend to a type of emergence:

                    “Emergence is the materialization of order through the interactions of

                    heterogeneous elements in a complex system.” Making

                        Space has created its own order: powerful, useful, challenging.
Where might we go from here? I’d like to suggest a few paths that I hope

                    those in the “interdisciplines” created by this collection are

                    willing to explore. The extensive sets of collaborations and hard work reported

                    on in this publication and in others are concerning for at least three reasons:

                    electronic waste, credit and merit, and space design communities.
Electronic Waste. If we take on the responsibility

                    of developing new online and technology-rich spaces, should we not also care, to

                    some extent, about what we replace, tear out, and throw away? On my campus that

                    means engaging the “surplus” people: an underappreciated unit that

                    deals with our departmental e-waste among other disintegrating

                    “objects” (Walls and Wolcott, this collection). We certainly do not

                    want to contribute unwittingly to the electronics dumping industry that has

                    developed worldwide (see www.ban.org for endless distressing details). Check with your surplus

                    people about the type of certification their waste contractors carry and read

                    about the certifications on the Basel Action Network website (www.ban.org). Let them know you care and are

                    paying attention.
And as my colleague Louie Ulman and I suggested (2014), let’s deepen our

                    “horizon of care” for the objects we are replacing. As we illustrate

                    in figure A.1, our current horizon of care does not adequately address the full

                    range of activities related to the tools we use on a daily basis. We attend, in

                    our scholarship and our institutions, to issues of use, distribution, and

                    collection in reusing, repairing, repurposing, and remanufacturing our old

                    electronic goods. However, we don’t fully attend to issues of manufacture,

                    extraction, recycling, and disposal. Promote the green efforts of manufacturers

                    and those at your institution as you purchase, use, refurbish, reuse, and

                    recycle electronics (and buildings for that matter). I could go on and on, but

                    I’ll stop here. In sum, we need to be environmentally concerned space

                    makers.
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                    credit and merit. As usual in the sub- and sub-subdisciplines of English

                    studies, we need to wonder if the substantial work of current and future

                    scholars engaged in space (re)design on their campuses will be valued by

                    administrators and tenure or promotion committees. When the output of this work

                    is a conference presentation, article, or book chapter, the work is generally

                    recognized and valued. But what about the work of serving on institutional space

                    design committees? The work of analyzing and situating existing and future

                    institutional spaces? The time spent reviewing different configurations of

                    tables, chairs, desks, and other material objects? This book itself stands as a

                    corrective for this situation and a way that we might, perhaps, bring more

                    attention to the complexities of space work. The chapters

                    here document the hidden work of many teacher-scholars. But, once again,

                    individuals are left to describe what is not obvious to those evaluating them on

                    their campuses. How do colleagues involved in making new spaces represent

                    themselves and their work professionally? How do they set themselves up to

                    receive the credit they deserve for projects? Shouldn’t

                    that—couldn’t that—be part of the publishing process? Is there

                    digital space for accounting for the hidden academic and extra-academic work

                    involved in all these projects? Sure there is. But we will have to engage in the

                    hard work of surfacing the hard work involved and in helping others understand

                    how—and why—such work should be valued.
Space Design Communities. One of the lessons learned

                    from Making Space is that the type and scope of projects

                    represented here require long-term, intrainstitutional, interdisciplinary, and,

                    at times, interinstitutional collaborations. Some institutions have the luxury

                    of stabile academic design communities. Most do not. My anecdotal experience

                    suggests that communities of space-making scholars at any one institution are

                    mobile and changeable. In addition to providing tenure and promotion credit for

                    that work, the question of how programs and institutions continually

                    reinvigorate these collectives of scholars and practitioners remains.
Over the years when this sort of exigence occurred, communities of scholars, like

                    the ones represented in this collection, have typically developed yet another

                    sub-subdiscipline—or, perhaps more appropriately in this case, an

                    interdiscipline—in response to the dilemma. These communities of scholars

                    have garnered institutional attention and support in at least these four

                    ways:
	Through avant-garde publications like this one
	By creating graduate classes and programs in which new scholars are

                        professionalized in this area of study,
	Through job descriptions and hiring criteria that will bring in scholars

                        who can teach in these programs and do the work of redesign
	By developing national representation at conferences and in

                        (inter)disciplinary organizations

That leaves me with a few questions for the community of scholars engaged in this

                    collection and their readership. Are there interdisciplinary

                    graduate-level courses or programs that address theories, research methods,

                    pedagogies, best practices, and the mundane issues of space making? Can future

                    faculty choose to specialize or develop a concentration in the collection of

                    problematics configured by Making Space authors? Can they do

                    so within a department, or, more likely, within interdisciplinary initiatives or

                    centers? How do those of us invested in space making encourage our colleagues

                    and administrators to embed hiring criteria into disciplinary and

                    interdisciplinary job descriptions so that space-making communities continue to

                    grow and develop over time? Where should we be represented in the pantheon of

                    national organizations?
In light of these questions, perhaps the following scenario is something to

                    consider.
Is there enough interest in a learning and communicative space-making collective

                    such that a burgeoning online and face-to-face community of expertise can be

                    developed? I imagine such a collective starting with groups of professionals and

                    scholars recruited by those of this and several other related collections. Can

                    we create a supportive space for colleagues to gather around pedagogical and

                    theoretical justifications, research, design philosophies, common policies,

                    online and physical space configurations, funding concerns, and so on? We all

                    recognize and appreciate Making Space as an important node

                    in that effort. But I am inspired to dream of much more:
	Rich multi-institutional collaborations that embrace the extracurricular

                        and cocurricular
	Fascinating hands-on, conference-like experiences involving diverse

                        educational and noneducational representatives
	An internationalized commitment involving the very wealthiest and poorest

                        users of made spaces, with designs that accommodate both
	An ethical concern for the agents and actants involved in our projects,

                        e-waste in particular.

One of the strengths of the current collective is its ability to set up

                    infrastructure. What are the components of a made space that will support those

                    who follow and find these projects real, exciting, and important? Can we help

                    build that infrastructure?
It is remarkably gratifying to see the spread of scholarship represented in Making Space. It is not the legacy of any set of individuals

                    that seems to drive this inquiry but something about the encompassing vision of

                    our approach to communicative learning that allows, encourages, and even demands

                    that we attend to all of the material and not-so-material world that influences

                    those communities that we love. I am proud to have lived and worked in that made space.
ReferencesGere, Anne Ruggles, and Naomi Silver. 2014. Born-digital scholarship and

                        long-form publishing in online environments. Paper presented at Writing

                        Research across Borders Conference, Paris.
Ulman, H. Lewis, and Richard L. Selfe. 2014. Composing horizons of care,

                        engagement, and collaboration. Paper presented at Conference on College

                        Composition and Communication, Indianapolis.
OEBPS/images/mpub7820727-00000151.jpg





OEBPS/images/mpub7820727-00000201.png
Mapping Part 4; The Final Countdown

Evaluation:

«Does your project effectively address the purpose of enhancing civc lives and
promoting sustained engagement around transportation on the UCF campus and
beyond?

«Does your project effectively address the rhetorical situation, including using
appropriate style and mechanics, and transitions for its potential audiences? Have
you made good choices about what to include—images, sounds, interviews, links?
«Does your chosen location and data collection strategy add to our understanding
of how engagement happens in the Greater UCF area?

+Does your map project effectively draw on the combination of written text and
other media, to tell stories about civic engagement around transportation issues?
«Have you worked effectively with others? Have you taken leadership on the class
project, or made a unique o helpful contribution to the group in some other way?
+What else?
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Next week

«Monday, we’ll do the power mapping
exercise to consider what action you want the
map to cause/ create/ inspire and how to get
there

«Wednesday we’ll talk about your reading HW
Mathieu) and continue talking about framing
narratives

«Friday we’ll do final presentations of revised
maps.
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Mapping part 2

«What did you find on your site visit?

«What kind of information will be best to
map?

«How can we work within the constraints of
google maps to share this information?

«Take informed consent pages and have
anyone you photograph or interview sign them.
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Homework:

«Do the google map maker tutorial
http://www.google.com/mapmaker
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Andres Gonzalez Jr. shared 2 link via UCF Health Services

Juy 31

UCF Survery to Determine Usefulness of Grocery Store Shuttle
knightnews.com

UCF is asking students whether a shuttle sevice from the main campus
to Publix would be utiized. Would you use the bus service to get to the

Unlike * Comment - Share B4Q3
You and 3 others ke this

Leslie Wolcott ooh! can we point them to our map work? (©)
July 31 at 6:38pm * Like * 31

R Aubrey Marks ©)
July 31 at 6:53pm * Unlike * &1

W Andres Gonzalez Jr, Areadly done- Aubrey here pushed i intheirdirection A~

July 31 at 8:55pm - Edited - Unlike - &1
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Next Project: Mapping

Specifically, mapping civic
engagement around transportation
issues at UCF and beyond
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Mapping Part 4; The Final Countdown

By Friday you should have done the following:

+Make sure your map is publicly available and searchable
+Link the map to our class webpage

«Insert the map on the class webpage, where possible (Or
a screenshot of it)

«Place your framing narrative on at least our class website;
you may also choose to place it on the public map

+By next Wednesday, you'll also need a reflection piece for
your portfolio. I'l distribute some specific questions about
the project to help you with the reflection piece.
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After we have info, we’ll map it.

“Each group will then contribute to the Google
Map that visualizes their collected data,
including at least 10 data points within their
location. Excellent map contributions will use
multi-media, icons, and placemakers effectively
and will carefully combine words and images to
make data points meaningful. We will conduct
exercises working with the Google Maps
platform in order to prepare groups for working
with this technology.”
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After Monday’s class,

You will then start officially collecting your data.
Go to the place you've chosen. Take pictures,
videos, conduct interviews (remember to have
interviewees sign informed consent documents).
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ENG 111 Online (Sectioms JU and NQ) Composition and Rhetoric

Closing Notes For Finas ..

December 6: Portiolos 2.

December 4: Reflection ...

About Your Wrting: Refe...

About Your Wrting: PUblL..

November 29: Refiecton ..

November 27: Introducti...

November 22: Happy Th..

November 20: Peer Review

Tech Crat: Embedding ...

November 15: Remedatl...

November 13: Remix, .

November 8 Crafting S|

November 6: Remediation

1]
=
&

November 1: Introauct

October 30: Touimin Log...

About Your Wrting: Inqui...

October 25: ntroduction...

October 23: Proposal W...

November 13: Remix, Creativity, and Copyright
Tuesday, November 13

Remix, Creativity, and Copyright

Oniine Lectures and Readings
Due by 12:45/2:15

Watch this lecture "Everything is a Remix” and Part Four of the original video series. Also read this brief outiine of fair use
guidelines for video. For slidecasts, copyright issues and remixing isn't quite as obvious as when working with video or
even text. It is easy these days to simply do a Google search and download an image from the web for slidecasts. This
may or may not be considered “fipping someone off." Are you just copying images, ideas, or design? Are you
transforming these in Some way? Or maybe you are combining them in new ways? How might you make a case for
originality? How might you make a case for *fipping off*?

Google+ Class Discussion
Interact throughout the Day (First Post by 12:45/2:15)

Respond to the lectures and readings today, particularly by applying the ideas to either your slidecast or other webtexts you
have been encountering online. You might even take a second look at your webtext from Inquiry Two. Are there any ways
that text "transformed" or *combined” original material” | will also post some examples for discussion early in the day.

Blogger Post
Due by Wednesday at Midnight

By Wednesday you should have at least 3-5 more siides for you Inquiry Four Project. Embed what you have so far in your
blog post and reflect on some of the choices you've made so far. In particular, | would like you to focus on why you choice
certain images or ideas and how you might be "transforming® or "combining" those elements to create something new.

Goal: To think about fair use, copyright, the art of remixing and how these ideas apply to making slidecasts.

Helpful Links

Sond foedback
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The main idea

«you will continue researching UCF student
and Orlando civic engagement by collecting data
about the civic interests and concerns of current
UCF students and faculty in specific locations
that you identify, and then contribute to a
Google Map that coordinates the data of all
members of the class
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Mapping (Part 3)

Remaining tasks

«Focus maps to align with mission

«Write framing narratives

«Think about what we want these maps to do.
(Who do you want to read them? What do you
want them to do as a result?) We'll address this
specifically Monday with power mapping.
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Then, on Monday

«We'll get back together and think about what
kind of documentation we want to collect.
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How do | start?

«Choose a location where you think civic
engagement around transportation is
happening. Remember to define civic
engagement broadly; what are all the ways that
someone could be civically engaged around
transportation issues?

«Let’s brainstorm about this for a bit.
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Mapping (Part 3)

How will we evaluate the maps? A few ideas:

«Does your chosen location and data collection
strategy add to our understanding of how
engagement happens in the Greater UCF area?

«Does your map project effectively draw on the
combination of written text and other media, to

tell stories about civic engagement around
transportation issues?
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“Harmful to minors” means any picture, image, graphic image file.
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Mapping Part 4; The Final Countdown

You also need to achieve a few things as a class

«Decide on a website design and layout

+Finalize the mission (Let’s keep the mission draft notes
somewhere though)

«Think about an action plan for getting the word out
about your maps (internet; sidewalk chalk; what else?)
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Mapping: Evaluating the Project

«Does your project effectively address the
purpose of enhancing civic lives and promoting
sustained engagement around transportation on
the UCF campus and beyond?

«Does your project effectively address the
rhetorical situation, including using appropriate
style and mechanics, and transitions for its
potential audiences?
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Request for Allocation of Space

Directions for Completing Form: Copy this MS Word document to a personal directory or folder.
Respond to the requested information by inserting supporting text into the comment box provided after each
inquiry. Responses for each inquiry may use additional space as needed.
Directions for Request Processing: Requestor completes the space request form and submits to
Department Chair or Director. Department Chair or Dircctor reviews the space request and submits to Dean
or Vice President. Dean or Vice President approves and signs the space request and submits a hard copy to
Capital Planning and Development (Campus Zip Code 3611).
Part I: Requestor/Department Contact Information
Name: |
Department:
Phon
Email:
Campus Zip Code:
Date of Request:

Part II: Purpose of Request
» Bricfly describe the need for space and the reason your department is requesting space.
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To-do list

«Decide what kind of information you will post
on the map. Discuss with one or two partners
today in class.

«Go gather those items (take photos/ videos/
ask questions/ ???)

«Find the location on the map where you want
to share your information
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Then.... Take a field trip!

«Go, sit, watch, observe.

«Think about what kind of information from
this place would be useful on an interactive
map. Photos? Videos? Interviews? Instructions?
A link to a website? Survey results? Polls?
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Normal people are engaged

«focus on student and community members’
lives, activities, and concerns, not necessarily.on
the “sponsors” or “managers” of civic
engagement, so choose a location where you’ll
be able to trace everyday people.

«As far as | am concerned, this can be
anywhere in the greater Orlando area. Campus
is certainly included in that.
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Reframing narratives: Tell
the story you want them to
hear and focus on what you
‘want or are, not on what
You don't want or who you
aren't (Adler-Kassner,
2010).

Authoring, zgency, shifting power,
multiple subject positions—
RELATIONSHIPS/ALLIANCES!

Chris as activist

Authoring, zgency, shifting power,
multiple subject positions—
RELATIONSHIPS/ALLIANCES!

Recognizing kairos:
Recognize shifts in structure
‘and ambiguities insituations;
identify places where
strategies and tactics.
overlap. These are the places
for change and growth
(Herndl & Licona, 2007).
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Thinking about audience

«Who do you think might use this map that we
are creating?

«How do you think they might use it?

«Does that affect what information you share,
or how you share it?
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