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ENG 604: 
Teaching with 
Technology 
	
When:	TH | 6:30-9:10 
Where: Robert Bell 291 
Instructor: Dr. Rory Lee 
Email:	ralee2@bsu.edu		
Office: RB 2108 
Office Hours: Monday 11:00-1:00 
 
 

 
 

Course Description: 
For many, the title of this course, “Teaching with Technology,” will conjure up images of 
technologically rich classrooms filled with students interacting with their smartphones, 
tablets, and/or laptops. For others, it will imply teaching online courses. Some may find 
appealing the prospect of teaching in such spaces, while others may find it new and 
foreign—and thus intimidating. In other words, and depending on one’s perspective 
and past experiences, the emergence of digital technologies that offer new 
pedagogical possibilities can enhance and/or complicate the teaching of writing. 
 
In this course, we’ll grapple with potentials and concerns associated with teaching with 
and about digital technologies and texts, and in so doing, we might remember that 
writing (and perhaps language itself) is a technology. In that sense, we’ve always been 
teaching with and about technologies, just ones that we’re familiar with and that have 
become mostly invisible to us 
because their material economy and 
presence have become culturally 
normalized. The advent of new 
digital technologies, however, 
threatens this cultural system and 
the pedagogies and literacies 
common to it, and as such, this 
course proceeds from the idea that 
as writing technologies change, so 
too must our pedagogies.  
 
However, before we grapple with 
issues central to teaching with and 
about (digital) technologies, we’ll 



 2 

work to understand better the development of writing technologies historically and the 
implications this has culturally, cognitively, subjectively, ideologically, and educationally. 
Once we establish this technological foundation, we’ll explore ways to teach with 
technology and attend to the various literacies associated with them. In particular, we’ll 
pay special attention to the practice of multimodality, considering how we can teach 
and assess multimodality and multimodal texts—as well as how we might do so 
multimodally. 
 
Overall, then, we’ll structure the course into two units: 

• Unit 1:	Exploring Writing Technologies		
• Unit 2:	Teaching and Assessing Multimodal and Digital Texts 

 
 

Course Goals and outcomes:		
Upon successfully completing this course, you’ll be able to:	

• think critically about pedagogy, technology, and the intersections between them; 
• argue persuasively for the importance of teaching with and about (digital) 

technologies;  
• understand better and discuss confidently the development and implications of 

writing technologies historically; 
• apprehend more fully the ways that technologies and literacies are inextricably 

linked and have tangible social, political, educational, economic, and ethical 
consequences; 

• identify and explore issues of subjectivity and power associated with (digital) 
technologies and their 
designs; 

• teach effectively the 
persuasive power of 
visuals; 

• define, theorize, and 
complicate the practice of 
multimodality; 

• design and implement 
multimodal, digital, and 
technologically-rich lesson 
plans and pedagogies; 

• assess multimodal and 
digital texts; and 

• play! 
 
 

Texts: 
Alexander, Jonathan, and Jacqueline 

Rhodes. On Multimodality: New 
Media in Composition Studies. 
Carbondale, IL: NCTE, 2014.  
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Arola, Kristin, and Anne Francis Wysocki. 

Composing (Media) = Composing 
(Embodiment): Bodies, Technology, 
Writing, and the Teaching of Writing. 
Boulder, CO: University Press of 
Colorado, 2012. 

 
 Hawisher, Gail E., and Cynthia L. Selfe. 

Passions, Pedagogies, and 21st 
Century Technologies. Logan, UT: 
Utah State University Press, 1999.  

 
Layne, Linda L., et al. Feminist Technology. 

Urbana, IL: University of Illinois 
Press, 2010. 

 
 Neal, Michael. Writing Assessment and the 

Revolution in Digital Texts and 
Technologies. New York, NY: 
Teachers College Press, 2011. 

 
Selber, Stuart. Multiliteracies for a Digital 

Age. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois 
University Press, 2004. 

 
Shipka, Jody. Toward A Composition Made 

Whole. Pittsburgh, PA: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 2011. 

 
Wysocki, Anne Francis, et al. Writing New 

Media: Theory and Applications for 
Expanding the Teaching of 
Composition. Logan, UT: Utah State 
University Press, 2004.  

 
 

Projects:  
• Invent a Writing Technology      15%  (150 points) 
• Technology: Historical, Rhetorical, & Pedagogical Analysis 20%  (200 points) 
• Technologically Informed Lesson Plan    20%  (200 points) 
• Unit on Multimodality      25%  (250 points) 
• Weekly Takeaways and Artifacts     15%  (150 points) 
• Discussion Leader       5%   (50 points) 

 
Total: 1000 points 
All projects must be completed to earn a passing grade in this course. 
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PROJECT descriptions: 
• Invent a Writing Technology (15%):	For your first project, you’ll 

extend your thinking about technology by inventing your own writing technology. 
In an effort to understand better the relationship between the technologies that 
we use to write and what it is that we write, you’ll complete two tasks: (1) write a 
20-word-ish text of any type and on 
any subject using only writing tools 
and technologies invented by you, 
found in nature and/or around the 
house, etc., and (2) write a rhetorical 
rationale wherein you explain how 
and why you created the first part of 
this project and what the first part of 
this project illuminated (or didn’t) for 
you about the relationship between 
the technological tools you use to 
write and what sort of text you end 
up producing. DUE: September 21st. 	
	

• Technology: Historical, Rhetorical, and 
Pedagogical Analysis (20%): After completing the first unit, 
during which you’ll explore technologies historically and rhetorically, you’ll select 
a specific technology to analyze critically. To that end, you’ll create a text that 
traces said technology’s historical development and influences, unpacks its 
rhetorical affordances and constraints, and articulates its pedagogical potentials 
and limitations. You can create this text using whatever composing tools you feel 
are appropriate, and the final product can be print and/or digital. Your text 
should target fellow teaching assistants (TAs) as well as other writing teachers. 
DUE: October 12th.	

	
• Technologically Informed Lesson Plan/Teaching 

about Techno-Issues [Presentation] (20%):	Your third 
project, which takes the form of a presentation, affords you two options. You can 
either: 

1. develop a lesson plan 
that covers a week or 
two of class and that 
consciously and 
effectively implements 
digital technology in 
order to attend to and 
teach a specific 
rhetorical concept (other 
than multimodality); or 

2. develop a lesson plan 
that covers a week or 
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two of class and that introduces and tackles an important issue (or set of 
issues) related to the uses of digital technologies. 

If you opt for the latter, you can still speak to the ways you would address this 
issue pedagogically with and through technology, but that isn’t required. In short, 
you’ll need to design a lesson plan that teaches a rhetorical concept through the 
aid of digital technologies or that addresses an issue engendered via digital 
technologies. Your 10-minute presentation should contain not only a breakdown 
of the lesson plan, including the homework and in-class activities and exercises, 
but also a defense of the lesson plan. Your presentation should also include some 
sort of visual component (e.g., handout, PowerPoint, Keynote, Prezi, etc.). DUE: 
November 16th.  

	
• Unit on Multimodality (25%):	For your final project, you’ll design 

a lesson plan that introduces, defines, theorizes, and offers instruction in 
multimodal composition. Like the previous project, your lesson plan—which you 
can (read: should) use to satisfy BSU’s Writing Program’s multimodal 
requirement—should contain not only an overview of the assignments and in-
class agenda but also a defense of your pedagogical choices, emphasizing why 
and how you’re implementing this unit on multimodality. In addition, you’ll need to 
design an assignment prompt for the unit’s culminating project and a means to 
assess that project. DUE: December 15th.	

	
• Weekly Takeaways and Artifacts (15%):	Before the 10 

classes for which you don’t have another project due, you’ll need to post two 
items on Blackboard in the “Takeaways and Artifacts” page: 

1. a sentence or three that summarizes your major takeaway from that 
week’s (set of) reading(s), and 

2. an artifact (e.g., article, video, image, meme, current event, etc.) as well as 
a few sentences that briefly explain how said artifact connects to, 
complicates, and/or 
clarifies ideas you 
encounter in the 
week’s (set of) 
reading(s). 

These takeaways and 
artifacts are an integral part 
of our course; they help you 
and your peers think 
through theoretical readings 
and offer each of you the 
opportunity to shape the 
class curriculum and 
discussion. 

	
• Discussion Leader (5%):	Each of you will select one week in which 

you’ll act as the primary discussion leader for that week’s (set of) reading(s). 
During that week’s class, you’ll be responsible for (1) generating discussion (in 
whatever manner you find most conducive to our ability to understand and apply 
that week’s content and materials) and/or (2) conducting an in-class exercise. As 
discussion leader, you’ll be allotted an hour of class time. In proposing your 
agenda to me via email (no later than Wednesday before class), make sure to 
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articulate the goal(s) and outcome(s) of your pedagogical lesson. Upon 
completing your role as discussion leader, you’ll then reflect on the experience in 
a one-page document. Here, contemplate what you think worked well and not so 
well (and why) as well as what you might have done differently given the benefit 
for experience. This reflection is due no later than two weeks following your role 
as discussion leader.	

	
	

Class participation and Discussion: 
This course is intended to help you both know and do: in other words, know how to teach 
with technology and write about it in well-informed, thoughtful ways. Our collective 
objective is to be exposed to and see value in different perspectives and to foster critical 
thinking, which is to say: it’s one thing to understand the material; it’s another to engage 
with it, discuss it, apply it, critique it, question it, and respond to it. We want to do all of 
that, not just the understanding.  
 
As such, and as is so often the case in graduate courses, your participation in class is 
imperative. And if we all participate, you’ll want to come to class. Although I’m capable 
of it, I don’t intend to act as a lecturer. In other words, you’ll very much dictate where our 
conversations go. I’ll assist us along the way, of course, but in doing so, I’ll often look for 
your input. We truly are, as the metaphor goes, a team.  
 
While you’re in class, please do what you can to make 
our discussions accessible, productive, and useful to 
everyone. This takes a great deal of energy; I realize 
that. Some of the texts we read may seem 
impenetrable at first because the authors are dense 
writers, their ideas may challenge your worldview, 
and/or you’re unfamiliar with their historical context. I’ll 
do my absolute best to ensure that our class time is 
spent meaningfully, but I nonetheless expect you to 
spend time with the material and work through it in 
order to help you situate yourself and the reading(s). 
To help us in this regard, I’ve attempted to make each 
week’s reading load reasonable with the hope that 
you’ll be able to get through the readings and, what’s 
more, that we’ll be able to wrestle with them 
thoroughly in class.  
 
 

Attendance: 
Coming to class is—*surprise* *surprise*—important. Our time spent together as a 
class sharing ideas, engaging in dialogue, and grappling with larger theories and 
concepts will prove most beneficial to your development as a student and a teacher, 
and your continued efforts toward professionalization. If you miss more than one class, 
you cannot pass the course. 
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There are “excused” absences, however. 
Excused absences include documented illness, 
deaths in the family and other documented 
crises, call to active military duty or jury duty, 
religious holy days, and official University 
activities. These absences will be 
accommodated in a way that does not arbitrarily 
penalize students who have a valid excuse. 
Consideration will also be given to students 
whose dependent children experience serious 
illness. 
 
Lastly, please do let me know if you’re going to be 
absent and why. Attendance is mandatory, yes, 
but I’m also fully aware that life is messy and 
complicated and that shit happens. Please do 
keep me in the loop and updated if extenuating circumstances arise. 
 
 

LATE WORK: 
Late work will not be tolerated. In other words, be responsible and punctual in 
completing your work. A project will be marked down a full letter grade (e.g., A to B) for 
each class period/week that it is late. That said, extensions are available for those with 
extenuating circumstances (e.g., ADA, health-related issues, emergencies, severe 
computer and technical problems, etc.). As such, please do let me know if there’s a 
reason you don’t think you’ll be able to complete your work on time, so we can negotiate 
a plan going forward. 
 
 

PLAGIARISM and academic integrity:  
Since we’re all here to learn, I assume you won’t cheat or plagiarize. Although the 
concept of originality is fraught and frequently misunderstood and oversimplified, 
blatant plagiarism is still incredibly tacky. Plain and simple: it will not be tolerated.  
 
If you have any questions concerning plagiarism and/or citation, please contact me. For 
more information regarding Ball State’s policies on plagiarism and academic 
dishonesty, you can view the Handbook of Students’ Rights and Responsibilities: 
http://cms.bsu.edu/about/administrativeoffices/studentrights/policiesandprocedures/s
tudentcode/viiethicspolicy 
 
 

DISABILITY SERVICES:		
If you need course adaptations or accommodations because of a disability, please 
contact me as soon as possible. Ball State's Disability Services office coordinates 
services for students with disabilities; documentation of a disability needs to be on file in 
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that office before any accommodations can be provided. Disability Services can be 
contacted at 765-285-5293 or dsd@bsu.edu. 
 
 

COMPUTER ACCESS AND PRIVILEGES:  
You’ll need to have, and I assume you do have, access to digital technologies outside of 
class. In particular, you’ll need to have Adobe Reader (which is free) to view and read 
some of the assigned readings posted on Blackboard that are in .pdf form. 
 
In addition, I encourage you to bring your 
laptop/tablet to class, as we’ll engage in 
many exercises that will require you to 
write and/or work in digital 
environments. That said, don’t abuse 
your computer/tablet privileges; that is, 
don’t become physically absent by 
immersing yourself in your 
computer/tablet in ways that aren’t 
pertinent to the class and its 
materials.  
 
In addition, you need to prepare yourself for potential technological problems. Yes, I’m 
aware that computers crash and work gets misplaced/erased; thus, you need to take 
precautions and be prepared for that possibility. Save your work frequently. Back up 
your work. Buy a flashdrive. Create a cloud account. I urge you, however, to explain your 
situation to me, as we all experience difficulties with computers and other technology. 
 
 

Digital Writing Studio: 
The Digital Writing Studio (DWS), located in room 116 on the first floor of Robert Bell, 
provides a working and tutoring space where students (individually or in groups)  

1. have access to and can learn how to use digital composing tools, and/or 
2. can receive feedback on work in progress. 

 
The DWS can help students understand better and work to complete a variety of digital 
and multimodal projects, such as (but certainty not limited to) constructing a website, 
producing a video, developing a digital portfolio, creating a blog, leveraging social 
media, organizing an informational campaign, designing an infographic and other 
documents, selecting and editing images, 
crafting a presentation, and writing and 
producing a podcast. The DWS is equipped with 
five workstations that house digital composing 
tools such as Photoshop, InDesign, MovieMaker, 
iMovie, and more.  
 
In the fall of 2017, the DWS will be open from 11-
1 Monday through Friday. Students can drop by 
during open hours, or they can make an 
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appointment by going to http://www.bsu.edu/writingcenter. 
 
 

DIVERSITY STATEMENT: 
Ball State University aspires to be a university that attracts and retains a diverse faculty, 
staff and student body. We are committed to ensuring that all members of the campus 
community are welcome through our practice of valuing the various experiences and 
world views of those we serve. We promote a culture of respect and civil discourse as 
evident in our Beneficence Pledge. For Bias Incident Response service information, go 
to bsu.edu/multiculturalcenter/bias or e-mail mc2@bsu.edu. 
 
 

CIVILITY SHEET:  
I will tolerate neither disruptive language nor disruptive behavior. 
 
Disruptive language includes, but is not limited to, violent and/or belligerent and/or 
insulting remarks, including sexist, racist, homophobic, or anti-ethnic slurs, bigotry, and 
disparaging commentary, either spoken or written (offensive slang is included in this 
category). While I do not disagree that each of you have a right to your own opinions, 
inflammatory language founded in ignorance or hate is unacceptable and will be dealt 
with immediately.  
 
Disruptive behavior includes the inappropriate use of cell phones or other technology 
during class (e.g., checking email, web-browsing, chatting on Facebook, etc.). Disruptive 
behavior also includes whispering or talking when another member of the class is 
speaking or engaged in relevant conversation (remember that I am a member of this 
class as well). 
 
This classroom functions on the premise of respect, and I have no qualms about asking 
you to leave the classroom if you violate any part of this statement on civility. 
 
 

SYLLABUS CHANGE POLICY: 
This syllabus is subject to reasonable modification given the needs of the class. If that 
happens, I’ll keep you posted. 
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Course Calendar: 
	
Week 1, August 24th: Salutations, Course Logistics and Overview, and Experiences with and 
Definitions of Technology. 
 
Unit 1: Exploring Writing Technologies 
Week 2, August 31st: History, Literacy, and Cognition. (>100 pages)  

Plato. Phaedrus. (context and excerpt) (.pdf) 
Ong, Walter. “Writing is a Technology that Restructures Thought.” The Written 

Word: Literacy in Transition. Ed. Gerd Baumann. Oxford, UK: Clarendon 
Press, 1986. 23-50. (.pdf) 

Faigley, Lester. “Material Literacy and Visual Design.” Rhetorical Bodies: Toward 
a Material Rhetoric. Eds. Jack Selxer and Sharon Crowley. Madison, WI: 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1999. 171-201. 

Baron, Dennis. “From Pencils to Pixels: The Stages of Literacy Technologies.” 
Passions, Pedagogies, and 21st Century Technologies. Eds. Gail Hawisher 
and Cynthia Selfe. Logan, UT: Utah State University Press, 1999. 15-33. 

Jones, Rodney, and Christoph Hafner. “Mediated Me.” Understanding Digital 
Literacies: A Practical Introduction. New York, NY: Routledge, 2012. 1-15. 
(.pdf) 

 
Discussion Leader: Caitlyn 
 

Week 3, September 7th: Remediation, Immediacy, and Hypermediacy. (70 pages) 
Gitelman, Lisa, and Geoffrey B Pingree, eds. “Introduction: What’s New about 

New Media?” New Media 1740-1915. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2003. 
xi-xxii. (.pdf) 

Bolter, Jay David, and Richard Grusin. Remediation: Understanding New Media. 
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1999. 3-62. (.pdf) 

 
Discussion Leader: Ainsley 

 
Week 4, September 14th: Feminist Technologies. (100 pages)  

Layne, Linda L. “Introduction.” Feminist Technology. Eds. Linda L. Layne, Sharra L. 
Vostral, and Kate Boyer. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 1-35. 

Johnson, Deborah G. “Sorting Out the Question of Feminist Technology.” Feminist 
Technology. Eds. Linda L. Layne, Sharra L. Vostral, and Kate Boyer. 
Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 36-54. 

Hardon, Anita. “From Subaltern Alignment to Constructive Mediation: Modes of 
Feminist Engagement in the Design of Reproductive Technologies.” 
Feminist Technology. Eds. Linda L. Layne, Sharra L. Vostral, and Kate 
Boyer. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 154-178. 

Bronet, Frances, and Linda L. Layne. “Teaching Feminist Technology Design.” 
Feminist Technology. Eds. Linda L. Layne, Sharra L. Vostral, and Kate 
Boyer. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 179-196. 

Gorenstein, Shirley. “What We Know about Feminist Technologies.” Feminist 
Technology. Eds. Linda L. Layne, Sharra L. Vostral, and Kate Boyer. 
Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 2010. 203-214. 
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Leckie, Morgan. “Undo It Yourself: Challenging Normalizing Discourses of 
Pinterest? Nailed it!” Harlot (October 2015). (.pdf) 

 
Discussion Leader: Kelly 

 
Week 5, September 21st: Why Digital Technologies and Digital Writing Matters. (110 pages)   

Selfe, Cynthia L. “Technology and Literacy: A Story about the Perils of Not Paying 
Attention.” CCC 50.1 (February 1999): 411-436. (.pdf) 

Yancey, Kathleen Blake. “Made Not Only in Words: Composition in a New Key.” 
CCC 56.2 (December 2004): 297-328. (.pdf) 

Wysocki, Anne Frances. “Opening New Media to Writing: Openings and 
Justifications.” Writing New Media: Theory and Applications for Expanding 
the Teaching of Composition. Eds. Anne Frances Wysocki, Johndan 
Johnson-Eilola, Cynthia L. Selfe, Geoffrey Sirc. Logan, UT: Utah State 
University Press, 2004. 1-42. 

Devoss, Danielle Nicole, Elyse Eidman-Aadahl, and Troy Hicks. “Introduction: Why 
Digital Writing Matters.” Because Digital Writing Matters: Improving 
Student Learning in Online and Multimedia Environments. San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass, 2010. 1-18. (.pdf) 

 
Discussion Leader: Kyle 

 
DUE: Invent a Writing Technology 

 
Week 6, September 28th: Issues of Subjectivity and Power Associated with Digital 
Technologies and their Designs. (105 pages)  

Wysocki, Anne Frances, and Johndan Johnson-Eilola. “Blinded by the Letter: 
Why are We Using Literacy as a Metaphor for Everything Else?” Passions, 
Pedagogies, and 21st Century Technologies. Eds. Gail Hawisher and 
Cynthia Selfe. Logan, UT: Utah State University Press, 1999. 349-368. 

Wysocki, Anne Frances. “Introduction: Into Between—On Composition in 
Mediation.” Composing (Media) = Composing (Embodiment): Bodies, 
Technology, Writing, and the Teaching of Writing. Eds. Kristin L. Arola and 
Anne Frances Wysocki. Boulder, CO: University Press of Colorado, 2012. 1-
22.  

Johnson, Mathew S.S. “Authoring Avatars: Gaming, Reading, and Writing 
Identities.” Composing (Media) = Composing (Embodiment): Bodies, 
Technology, Writing, and the Teaching of Writing. Eds. Kristin L. Arola and 
Anne Frances Wysocki. Boulder, CO: University Press of Colorado, 2012. 
60-71. 

Dolmage, Jay. “Writing Against Normal: Navigating a Corporeal Turn.” 
Composing (Media) = Composing (Embodiment): Bodies, Technology, 
Writing, and the Teaching of Writing. Eds. Kristin L. Arola and Anne 
Frances Wysocki. Boulder, CO: University Press of Colorado, 2012. 110-
126. 

McCorkle, Ben. “Whose Body?: Looking Critically at New Interface Designs.” 
Composing (Media) = Composing (Embodiment): Bodies, Technology, 
Writing, and the Teaching of Writing. Eds. Kristin L. Arola and Anne 
Frances Wysocki. Boulder, CO: University Press of Colorado, 2012. 174-
187 
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Alexander, Johnathan, and Jacqueline Rhodes. “Queerness, Multimodality, and 
the Possibilities of Re/Orientation.” Composing (Media) = Composing 
(Embodiment): Bodies, Technology, Writing, and the Teaching of Writing. 
Eds. Kristin L. Arola and Anne Frances Wysocki. Boulder, CO: University 
Press of Colorado, 2012. 188-212. 

 
Discussion Leader: Alex 

 
 

Unit 2: Teaching and Assessing Multimodal and Digital 
Texts 
Week 7, October 5th: Analyzing, Producing, and Teaching Visuals. (114 pages) 

Foucault, Michel. “Panopticism.” Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. 
New York, NY: Vintage Books, 1977. 195-228. (.pdf) 

Foss, Sonja K. “Framing the Study of Visual Rhetoric: Toward a Transformation of 
Rhetorical Theory.” Defining Visual Rhetorics. Eds. Charles A. Hill and 
Marguerite Helmers. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2004. 
303-313. (.pdf) 

George, Diana. “From Analysis to Design: Visual Communication in the Teaching 
of Writing.” CCC 54.1 (September 2000): 11-39. (.pdf) 

Selfe, Cynthia L. “Toward New Media Texts: Taking up the Challenges of Visual 
Literacy.” Writing New Media: Theory and Applications for Expanding the 
Teaching of Composition. Eds. Anne Frances Wysocki, Johndan Johnson-
Eilola, Cynthia L. Selfe, Geoffrey Sirc. Logan, UT: Utah State University 
Press, 2004. 67-110. 

 
Discussion Leader: Maisarah 

 

Week 8, October 12th: Selber’s Multiliteracies for a Digital Age Part 1. (134 pages)  
Selber, Stuart A. Multiliteracies for a Digital Age. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois 

University Press, 2004. 1-134. 
 
DUE: Technology: Historical, Rhetorical, and Pedagogical Analysis 
 

Week 9, October 19th: Selber’s Multiliteracies for a Digital Age Part 2. (100 pages) 
Selber, Stuart A. Multiliteracies for a Digital Age. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois 

University Press, 2004. 135-235. 
 
Discussion Leader: Zach 

  
Week 10, October 26th: Defining, Theorizing, and Complicating Multimodality. (113 pages) 

Kress, Gunther. “Gains and Losses: New Forms of Texts, Knowledge, and 
Learning.” Computers and Composition 22.1 (2005): 5-22. (.pdf) 

Prior, Paul. “Moving multimodality beyond the binaries: A response to Gunther 
Kress’ ‘Gains and Losses.’” Computers and Composition 22.1 (2005): 23-30. 
(.pdf)  

Wysocki, Anne. “awaywithwords: On the possibilities in unavailable designs.” 
Computers and Composition 22.1 (2005): 55-62. (.pdf) 

Lauer, Claire. “Contending with Terms: ‘Multimodal’ and ‘Multimedia’ in the 
Academic and Public Spheres.” Computers and Composition 26 (2009): 
225-239. (.pdf) 
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Lauer, Claire. “What’s in a Name?: The Anatomy of Defining 
New/Multi/Modal/Digital/Media Texts.” Kairos 17.1 (2012). 

Selfe, Cynthia L. “The Movement of Air, the Breath of Meaning: Aurality and 
Multimodal Composition.” CCC 60.4 (June 2009): 616-663. (.pdf) 

Hesse, Doug. “Response to Cynthia L. Selfe’s ‘The Movement of Air, the Breath of 
Meaning: Aurality and Multimodal Composing.’” CCC 61.3 (February 2000): 
602-605. (.pdf) 

Selfe, Cynthia L. “Response to Doug Hesse.” CCC 61.3 (February 2000): 606-610. 
(.pdf) 

 
Week 11, November 2nd: Shipka’s Toward a Composition Made Whole. (149 pages)  

Shipka, Jody. Toward a Composition Made Whole. Pittsburgh, PA: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 2011. 

 
Discussion Leader: Amory 

 
Week 12, November 9th: Alexander and Rhodes’ On Multimodality Part 1 

Alexander, Jonathan, and Jacqueline Rhodes. On Multimodality: New Media in 
Composition Studies. Carbondale, IL: NCTE, 2014. 1-104 

 
Week 13, November 16th: Alexander and Rhodes’ On Multimodality Part 2 

Alexander, Jonathan, and Jacqueline Rhodes. On Multimodality: New Media in 
Composition Studies. Carbondale, IL: NCTE, 2014. 105-202 

 
DUE: Technologically Informed Lesson Plan/Teaching about Techno-Issues 
(Presentation 10 minutes) 

 

Week 14, November 30th: Neal’s Writing Assessment. (134 pages) 
Neal, Michael. Writing Assessment and the Revolution in Digital Texts and 

Technologies. New York, NY: Teachers College Press, 2011. 
 
Week 15, December 7th: To Laptop or not to Laptop, Digital Antagonism, and Closing Time. 

Shirky, Clay. “Why I Just Asked My Students to Put Their Laptops Away.” Medium. 
9 September 2014. 

Krause, Steve. “Enough with the ‘No Laptops in Classrooms’ Already.” 
stevendkrause.com. 20 September 2014. 

Rivers, Nathaniel R. “Sort Of (Shirking Shirky).” nathanielrivers.org. 2 October 
2014.  

Bauerlein, Mark. “Introduction.” The Dumbest Generation: How the Digital Age 
Stupefies Young Americans and Jeopardizes Our Future (Or, Don’t Trust 
Anyone Under 30). New York, NY: Penguin, 2008. 1-10. (.pdf) 

Bauerlein, Mark. “Online Literacy is a Lesser Kind.” The Chronicle of Higher 
Education 55.4 (2008). (.doc) 

Carr, Nicholas. “Is Google Making Us Stupid?” (2008). (.pdf) 
 

DUE: Unit on Multimodality (12/15) 
 

 


