DUCUNENY RbEoUNE

ED 311 452 CS 212 096

AUTHOR Selfe, Cynthia L., Ed.; And Others

TITLE Computers in English and the Language Arts: The
Challenge of Teacher Education.

INSTITUTION National Council of Teachers of English, Urbana,
I11.

REPORT NO ISBN-0-8141-0817-2

PUB DATE 89

NOTE 303p.

AVAILABLE FROM National Council of Teachers of English, 1111 Xenyon
Rd., Urbana, IL 6180% (Stock No. 08172-3020; $12.95
member, $16.50 nonmember) .

PUB TYPE Books (010) -- Guides - Classroom Use - Guides (For
Teachers) (052) -- Collected Works — General (020)

EDRS PRICE MF01/BCl3 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTIORS *Computer Assisted Instruction; Computer Literacy;
Computer Software; xComputer Uses in Education;
*English Instruction; Higher Education; High Schools:
=xLanguage Arts; Staff Development; Surveys; xTeacher
Education; Teacher Educators; =Writing Instruction

IDENTIFIERS English Teachers

ABSTRACT h

This handbook combines the experience and advice of
pioneers in computer-enhanced instruction in colleges and high
schoels across the United States and documents the scope of the
problem of teacher access to training by describing the results of &
survey of teacher educators conducted in November 1985. The first
section of the book describes 12 existing programs; the second
suggests desirable models. After an introduction by Wiliam Oates, the
book includes the follcwing essays: (1) "A Computer-Training Program
for English Teachers: Cuyahoga Community College and the Urban
Initiatives Action Program" (David Humphreys); (2) "Integrating
Computars into the Language Arts Curriculum at Lesley College" (Joan
Dunfey); (3) "English Teachers and the Potential of Microcomputers as
Instructional Resources at the State University of New York at
Buffalo" (Elizabeth A. Sommers and James L. Collins); (4)
"Interactive Computer Tools for Teachers of Writing at All
Instructional levels at Cclumbia University's Teacher College" (Amy
L. Eezebner); (5) "The Gateway Writing Project: Staff Development and
Computers in St. Louis" (Jane Zeni Flinn and Chris Hadigan); (6)
"Linking Secondary School and ColleGe Writing Teachers: CTAI Staff
Development That Works in Indianapolis®™ (Barbara L. Cambridge and
Ulla Connor); (7) "Captain Jacobsen and the Apple Jocks: Computers
and English Teachers at Glendora High School" (Sandra Hooven); (8)
"Computers: Catalysts for Change at Springfield High School" (W.
Edward Bureau); (9) "Adapting to a New Environment: Word Processing
and the Training of Writing Teachers at the University of
Massachusetts at Amnerst" (Paul LeBlanc and Charles Moran); (10)
"Preparing Teacher for Computers and Writing: Plans and Issues at
Governors State University" (Deborah H. Holdstein}; (11) "Integrating
Computers and Composition at Southern Illinois University-Carbondale"
(Stephen A. Bernhardt and Bruce C. Appleby); (12} "Faculty
Development for Computer Literacy at the Universicy of
Wisconsin-Hilwaukee" (Eleanor Berry and others); (13) "Developing and
Implerenting Computer-Training Programs for English Teachers: A Game
Plan" (Dawn Rodrigues); (14) "Creating Writing Activities with the
Word Processor” (Helen J. Schwartz); (15) "Incorporating Prewriting
Software into the Writing Program" (Michael Spitzer); (16)
nStyle-Analysis Programs: Teachers Using the Tools* (Xate Kiefer and
others); (17) "Using Computers in the Literature Class" (Frank
Madden); (18) "Databases for English Teachers" (Stephen Marcus); (19)
"Teaching in Networkszd Classrooms" (Trent Batson); (20)
"Computer-Suoported Writing Classes: Lessons for Teachers" (Cynthia
L. Seife and Billie J. Wahlstrom); and (21) "Evaluation of
Computer-Writing Curriculum Projects" (Raymond J. Rodrigues). Two
appendixes, "Survey of Computer Uses in English Education Programs"

(William Wresch) and "Computer Access for Englisn Classes" (Elizabeth
Foster_and_others).,_are attached._ (MS).




EDITED BY
/

CYNTHIA L. SELFE
DAWN RODRIGUES
" WILLIAM R. OATES

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE TH'S

MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

J. Maxwell

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 1
NEORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”
UL OLPANILY
Offce of Ecucational Research and improvement
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER/ERIC)

3 Tms document has been reproduced as
teceived from the person of organization
ongmatng it

3 Minor changes have been mare to improve
reproduction quatty

® Pontsof view 0. OPMONS Stated in tris CoCu-
ment d¢ not necessanly tepresent otficiad
OERL posiion of policy




Computers in English
and the Language Arts

Co




NCTE Committee on Instructicnal Technology

Cynthia L. Selfe, Chair

Janet M. Eldred

Elizabeth Foster

Mary Louise Gomez

Deane M. Hargrave

Gail E. Hawisher

Kenneth C. Holvig

Nancy Kaplan

Patricia A. Malinowski

John G. McDaid

Rick Monroe

William R. Oates

Dawn Rodrigues

Michael Spitzer

James Strickland

Marcia Juskiewicz Ulloa

William Wresch

Pairicia A. Siagie Executive Committee Liaison
Rooert L. Hamm, NCTE Staff Liaison




Comouter in English
and the Language Art

The Challenge of Teacher Education

Edited by

Cynthia L. Selfe
Michigan Technological University

Dawn Rodrigues
Colorado State University

William R. Oates
American Welding Society

National Council of Teachers of English
1111 Xenyon Road, Urbana, Illinois 61801

<t

Q




NCTE Editorial Board. Donald R. Gallo, Richard Llvyd-Jones, Dorothy S.
Strickland, Brooke Workman, Chares Suhor, cx dfficio, Michael Spooner, ex

officio

Staff Editors: Jane M. Curran, Robert A. Heister
Book Design: Tom Kovacs for TGK Design

NCTE Stock Number 08172-3020

© 1989 by the National Counal of Teachers of Enghsh. All rights reserved.
Printed in the United States of America.

Itis the policy of NCTEin its journals and vther pubhications tu provide a forum
for the open discussion of 1deas concerming the content and the teaching of
English and the language arts. Publiaity accorded to any purticular point of
view does not imply endorsement by the Executive Commutee, the Board of
Directors, or the membership at large, cxiept in announcements of policy,
where such endorsement is clearly specified.

Library of Congress Cataleging in Publication Data

Computers in English and language arts . the challenge of teacher
2ducation / edited by Cynthia L. Selfe, Dawn Rodrnigues, William R.
Cates.
p. cm.

ISBN 0-8141-0817-2

1. Language arts—Computer-assisted instruction. 2. English
language—Computer-assisted instruction. 3. English teachers—
Training of. 4. English language— Study and teaching. 1. Selfe,
Cynthia L., 1951- . II. Rodrigues, Dawn. 1lI. Oates, William R.
(William Robert), 1943~
LB1576.7.C68 1989
428.4'078—dc20 89-12716

cp




Contents
Acknowledgments ix
Foreword by Oscar M. Haugh xi

Introduction: A History and Overview of This
Collection xiii
William R. Oates

Part I: Existing Teacher-Preparation Programs and Inservice
Programs

1. A Computer-Training Program for English Teachers:
Cuyahoga Community College and the Urban Initiatives
Action Program 3
David Humphreys

2. Integrating Computers into the Language Arts
Curriculum at Lesley College 17
Joan Dunfey

3. English Teachers and the Potential of Microcomputers
as Instructional Resources at the State University of
New York at Buffalo 27
Elizabeth A. Sommers and James L. Coiiins

4. Interactive Computer Tools for Teachers of Writing at
All Instructional Levels at Columbia University’s
Teachers College 43
Amy L. Heebner

5. The Gateway Writing Project: Staff Development and
Computers in St. Louis 55
Jane Zeni Flinn and Chris Madigan

6. Linking Secondary School and College Writing Teachers:
CAI Staff Development That Works in Indianapolis 69
Barbara L. Cambridge and Ulla Connor

~3




vi

10.

11.

12.

Computers in English and the Language Arts

. Captain Jacobsen and the Apple Jocks: Computers and

English Teachers at Glendora High School 83
Sandra Hooven

. Computers: Catalysts for Change at Springfield

High School 97
W. Edward Bureau

. Adapting to a New Environment: Word Processing

and the Training of Writing Teachers at the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst 111
Paul LeBlanc and Charles Moran

Preparing Teachers for Computers and Writing:

Plans and Issues at Governors State University 131
Deborah H. Hoidstein

Integrating Computers and Composition at

Southern Illinois University-Carbondale 141
Stephen A. Bernhardt and Bruce C. Appleby

Faculty Development for Computer Literacy at the
University of Wisconsir-Milwaukee 157
Eleanor Berry, William Van Pelt, and Neil A. Trilling

Part II: Toward Model Programs—General Features and
Specific Strands

13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

Developing and Implementing Computer-Training
Programs for English Teachers: A Game Plan 179
Dawn Rodrigues

Creating Writing Activities with the Word Processor 197
Helen ]. Schwartz

. Incorporating Prewriting Software into the

Writing Program 205
Michael Spitzer '

Style-Analysis Programs: Teachers Using the Tools 213
Kate Kiefer, Stephen Reid, and Charles R. Smith

Using Computers in the Literature Class 227
Frank Madden

Databases for English Teachers 241

Stephen Marcus

<o




Contents

19. Teaching in Networked Classrooms
Trent Batson

20. Computer-Supported Writing Classes:
Lessons for Teachers
Cynthia L. Selfe and Billie J. Wahlstrom

21. Evaluation of Computer-Writing Curriculum Projects
Raymond J. Rodrigues

Appendixes

Appendix A: Survey of Computer Uses in
English Education Programs
William Wresch

Appendix B: Computer Access for English Classes
Elizabzath Foster, Irene D. Thomas,
and Lawrence Frase

Editors

Contributors

vii

247

257

269

287

291

293




The editors would like to thank the authors of the chapters in this book
for contributing their time and energy to this endeavor. We also are
grateful to the leaders of the Nativnal Council of Teachers of English
for supporting and sustaining the work of the Committee on Instruc-
tional Technology. Finally, our thanks go to those teachers, staff
members, friends, and family mcmbers who encouraged us to produce
this book.

C.L.S.
D.R.
W.R.O.

)

P~




Foreword

During 1969-73 while I served as the first editor of English Education,
the editorial board and I were already aware of the beginnings of the
electronic revolution. Try as we might, we were unsuccessfui in our
efforts to secure articles which would help English educators prepare
themselves, as well as future teachers of English, to use electronic
instruments to improve their teaching. The closest we came was an
article in 1972 which discussed some pioneering work in computer-
assisted instruction.

Knowing how long it takes a new idea to be implemented in educa-
tion, no one should be surprised to note that it has taken almost two
decades for a volume to emerge which will provide an answer to the
question, How can we use computers to improve the teaching of
English?

The present volume is distinctive in a number of ways. One of its
editors, William R. Oates, presented the first paper at the 1979 Annual
Convention of the National Council of Teachers of English on the
importance uf using computers to teach the language arts more effec-
tively. Within two ycars, the NCTE Committee on Instructional Tech-
nology was formed. The other two editors, Dawn Rodrigues and
Cynthia L. Selfe, have published books about ongoing research and
lessons learned by teachers who were early adopters of computers in
the classroom. Committee members set to work to discover where
computers were being used successfully in teaching English and, more
importantly, who was preparing English teachers to do this. Now we
have asource to which we can turn to obtain ideas of how to improve
our educational programs in English through the use of computers.

The twofold approach used in this volume is to be commended. In
the first section, twelve existing programs for teacher preparation and
inservice are described, covering activity in eight different states. Here
teachers will find progranis geared to teachers at all levels. elementary,
secondary, and college. In the second section, the collection attempts
to define components of model teacher education programs. In this
section, chapters are included that fill in details concerning such items
as word processing and networked classrooms. At the end of this
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section, thcre is a chapler devoted to evaluation, thet ever-knotty
problem in education.

One of the virtues of this volume is that it stresses the importance of
active participation by the learner. In the past, when we were excited
about the possibilities of using radio, motion pictures, and TV as aids
to learning, we so0on became disenchanted when we learned that
many students responded by becoming passive sponges of assimila-
tion. The computer places stress un student-response pedagogy , for
the student is forced to respond to the computer, thus actively engag-
ing in the learning process.

Our worh s a profession, however, continues. It is unfortunate to
discover in William Wresch’s survey of teacher education institutions
reported in Appendix A that little is being done to prepare future
teachers to use computers. George Bernard Shaw was right when he
once remarked that educators are putting “tachs”” where the “carpet”
had been some time before. If the cortents of this volume are taken
seriously by teachers of English, there is hope that we will soon bring
the “carpet” and the “tacks” closer together. The National Council of
Teachers of English and those whehave contributed to this v olume are
to be commended for the seminal wurk that they have done.

Oscar M. Haugh
Professur Emeritus
University of Kansas

ERIC 12
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Introduction: A History and
Overview of This Collection

William R. Oates, American Welding Society

A Brief History of This Book

Most English teachers who have used computers in their classes have
until recently been self-taught. They have been pioneers, some adven-
turous And some reluctant, charged with finding effective ways to use
technology in their classrooms. Few of these pioneers believe that they
have yet reached the promised land, most a:e still trying to chart their
way through the wilderness. Many share a vision, however, that
computers can have a strong positive impact on the quality and scope
of their work in teaching English and language arts. Some have begun
to map the territory and to post warning and directional signs toward
this goal.

This pioneer community has grown throughout the 1980s to include
a meaningful part of the teacher community in English and English
education. Special and few among the pioneers have been English
educators who have developed teacher-preparation programs for inte-
grating computers into English curricula. The settlement of this new
land requires new college-level English education programs, modern-
ized inservice training programs, and other ways to share knowledge
with the larger teacher community. The tendency to teach as we
ourselves were taught, while always questionable, is clearly inade-
quate in today’s computerized classrooms.

This book shares knowledge learned by numerous of these pioneers
in using computers to help teach English and language arts. Many of
the contributors have designed new teacher education programs and
conducted computer workshops for small groups of teachers. The aim
here is to multiply these eiforts at improving teacher preparation for
using computers with English classes. Most resources to date have
been directed toward the individual English teacher. The authors
believe a greater benefit may be achieved now by directing this book
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xiv Computers in English and the Language Arts

toward those who will prepare teachers for integrating computers into
the English and language arts curricula. Nevertheless, the book still is
largely by teachers and for teachers. Many of the pioneers are teachers
themselves who had to pull themselves up by their own technological
and pedagogical bootstraps. English education and training programs
should now operate so 1hat others do not have to learn the hard way.
Such a productive sharing by both experienced teachers and teacher
trainers is the goal of the contributors and of the editors.

Such sharing and dissemination is also part of the mission of the
National Council of Teachers of English, whose Committee on Instruc-
tional Technology is responsible for this book. In 1981, NCTE created
the Committee on Instructional Technology, and this group began to
work actively to explore how technology was currently being used in
the nation’s English and language arts classrooms.

This committee was not alone, however, in its work. In 1984,
NCTE’s Task Force on Excellence in Education expressed concern that
uses of computers in teaching English and language arts might under-
cut rather than advance excellence. It passed a formal action stating,
“The Task Force is alarmed that schools seem more enchanted with
using computers for random drill and practice, testing, instructional
management, and practice of low-level skills, rather than for compos-
ing, thought processes, text analysis, and creative uses of language”
(quoedin Qates et al. 1985). Nevertheless, the task force members also
said they believed that “if properly employed, the microcomputer
might have a greater impact un English teaching than on mathemat-
ics.”

The Committee on Instructional Technology agreed with the task
force on both counts. The success that English teaciers would have in
improving education through using computers hinged mightily on the
phrase “if prcperly employed.” Experience suggested that the positive
goals envisioncd for computers in the English classroom would not be
widely reached by individual Erglish tcachers trying to cope on their
own with a dizzying complex of educational technology and instruc-
tional change. The typical pioneering teacher had to compete with
math and science teachers for computer access and had to wade
through a labyrinth of software of widely varying quality. In short,
teachers had, and still have, little time to rethink curricula or pedagogy
as a part of using computers in classes.

Experience also suggested to the Committee on Instructional Tech-
nology that the solution for the late 1980s and 1990s would be to
encourage institutional and programmatic approaches to using com-
puters in teaching English. The committee, believing that individual

Po = 2 708

14




History and Overview of This Collection XV

English and language arts teachers should not have to reinvent the
wheel every time they integrated computers into their classrooms, set
out to coliect and publish a series of essays that would describe existing
teacher education programs and that would help our profession move
toward model programs of this kind. The committee published a call
for manuscripts in the major journals of our field, did a blind review of
fifty-nine abstracts, and began the lengthy process of writing, rewnit-
ing, and editing the collection. Our effort began in 1985 and comes to
fruition with this volume.

An Overview of the Book

This collection has two major parts. Part I is devoted to describing a
dozen teacher-training and education programs around the country
that are already helping teachers integrate computers meaningfully
into their curricula. Part II Iays out a “game plan” that others may
follow in designing new teacher-training programs, and discusses the
process of evaluating computer-writing curriculum projects. The ap-
pendixes contain the results of a survey of computer uses in English
education programs, conducted by William Wresch of the University
of Wisconsin-5tevens Point, and a list of tips for improving computer
access for English classes, prepared by three members of NCTE's
Commiittee on Instructional Technology.

Part I. Existing Teacher-Preparation Programs and Inservice Programs

The first three programs described in Part I are conducted at teacher
education institutions. These teacher-preparation programs represent
a range of app.oaches that have been successful, and share some
strikingly similar ideas with respect to the proper role of computers in
the English curriculum.

The first chapter, authored by David Humphreys, past chair of the
NCTE Assembly on Computers in English, describes a “computer
loan” program conducted at Cuyahoga Community College in War-
rensville Township, Ohio. This program, which is cosponsored by the
Urban Initiatives Action Program, is attached to a teacher education
course which endeavors to show English instructors at the elementary
and secondary levels how “technology, particularly computer-based
instruction, can be used to supplement or expand the learning of
language skills.” In Chapter 2, Joan Dunfey of Lesley College in
Cambridge, Massachusetts, describes a graduate English education
course for elementary teachers interested in integrating computers
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; into the language arts curriculum. Dunfey s.ys that schcol admin-
istrators are just beginning to see tha* I 1ying ha,dware is not enough,
that funds and time are needed for teacher training.

Elizaveth A. Sommers and James L Collins, in Chapter 3, describe
the English education graduate course they have developed at the
State University of New York at Buffalo. The course prepares teachers
of writing, readin;;, and literature to integrate computers into their
language arts pregrams. Sommers and Collins emphasize that com-
puters are instructicnal resources and must not determine what teach-
ersand students do. A computer program should be used only when it
enhances a goal that the teacher or the class is pursuing.

The next two chapters in this section describe programs that com-
bine tk . resoarces of teacher education institutions with the energy of
writing centers patterned after the National Writing Project. In Chap-
ter 4, Amy L. Heebner tells readers about a joint teacher education
project between the Teachers College Writing Project and the Center
for Intelligent Tools in Education. The project has developed a gradu-
ate course, “Computers in Writing,”” for practicing teachers in elemen-
tary, secondary, or collegiate settings. It also supports English teachers
in selected New York public schools in integrating computers into their
classes as a part of it> case-study research. Notable about this project is
theextent to which it attempts to combine research about computers in
education with teacher practices in English classrooms. Chapter 5,
authored by Jane Zeni Flinn of the University of Missouri-St. Louis
and Chris Madigan, describes the Gateway Writing Project, which has
taught some three hundred teachers of grades K-12 ways to integrate
computers with composition instruction. Collaboration and recursion,
themes important in the writing process, are the same themes that
have emerged as important to teacher training in the Gatew ay Wnting
Project.

This theme of articulation between public schools and teacher edu-
cation institutions is carried further in Chapter 6. Barbara L. Cam-
bridge and Ulla Connor describe a collaborative staff-development
program in which junior high and high school English teachers joined
with composition teachers from Indiana University-Purdue Universi-
ty at Indianapolis tv develop innov ative computer-assisted instruction
designed to meet the needs of composition teachers and their stu-
dents.

This concept of consistent and ongoing teacher education leads
nicely into the last five chapters in this section. These chapters remind
us that teacher education is certainly not hmited to teacher-training
institutions, that much of our education takes place within our own
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schools and classrooms—in elementary, jusior high, high scliol, and
college English classrooms.

Staff development at the high school level, for ex.mple, is described
in Chapters 7 and 8. In Chapter 7, Sandra Hooven of Glendora High
School in California provides a look at a vnique program of staff
development involving a low budget and minimal planning and fea-
turing a student as a teacher trainer. Chapter 8, authored by W.
Edward Bureau, language arts supervisor at Springfield High School in
Pennsylvania, describes an inservice project designed to teach instruc-
tors new computer methods while at the same time revamping the
writing curriculum. Bureau stresses that the simple availability of
computers does not lead to their effective integration into English
instruction. He attributes Springfield High School’s success to the
foresight involved in creating a highly structured, three-year inservice
program. Unfortunately, many schools lack the resources needed to
undertake such a large project.

The last four chapters in this section describe inservice education in
university settings, where such programs are far less common than in
public school settings. Chapter 9, written by Paul LeBlanc of Spring-
field Coilege and Charles Moran of the University of Massachusetts at
Ambherst, describes a series of inservice workshops to train teachers in
providing quick feedback to students’ on-screen, in-process writing.
These workshops challenge earlier assumptions about the kinds of
reading and critiques necessary to help student writers in computer-
supported writing environments, and the sessions focus on helping
teachers make rapid diagnoses of text and oral response to writers. In
Chapter 10, Deborah H. Holdstein of Governors State University in
Illinois talks generally about the variables involved in setting up and
implementing inservice computer education pzograms for English
composition faculty. She stresses the importance of tailoring such
programs to meet the needs of the university, department, and fac-
ulty. In agreement with this advice, in Chapter 11, Stephen A.
Bernhardt and Bruce C. Appleby desrrh: an inservice educational
program at Southern Illinois University-Carbondale. The program is
particularly notable because of its richness and its support by admin-
istrators.

In the final chapter of this section, Eleanor Berry, William Van Pelt,
and Neil A. Trilling describe an unusual program that addresses the
educational needs of tenure-track and non-tenure-track faculty, as
well as graduate students. This multifaceted program at the University
of Wisconsin-Milwaukee was planned carefully to avoid wasteful
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expenditures of administrative support, budgetary resources, and fac-
ulty expertise.

Part 1I: Toward Model Programs

The chapters in Part I of this collection all focus on meaningful ways
that working teachers have integrated computers into their English
curricula. Part II of the collection is designed to help teachers and
teacher educators take a closer look at those specific components that
character.ze successful programs. The chapters in this section suggest
specific way s readers might implement some of the key components of
these teacher education programs as they create programs suited to
the needs of their own individual schools and curricula.

In Chapter 13, which leads off this section, Dawn Rodrigues of
Colorado State University suggests characteristics of model training
programs in her opening “game plan.” While she notes there is no
single “rigl.t”” way to implement a computer-based writing project, she
does identify some criteria that seem essential for most programs. In
particular, all should be rooted in writing-process theory; all should
stress language, not computers, and all need administrative support.

The next three chapters in this section focus on how teachers can use
word-processing programs, prewriting software, and style-analysis
programs to enhance their writing instruction. In Chapter 14, Helen J.
Schwartz of Indiana University-Purdue University at Indianapolis
explains how teachers can create their own writing activities and
classroom exercises around the word processor. She reviews some of
the reasons for stressing the word processor as the central piece of
software in the English classroom. In Chapter 15, Michael Spitzer of
the New York Institute of Technology gives readers a comprehensive
overview of the uses of prewriting software in the English class.
Spitzer illustrates specific programs in order to give readers an idea of
how these programs work, and examines his own practical sug-
gestions in light of current theoretical perspectives. In Chapter 16,
Kate Keifer, Stephen Reid, and Charles R. Smith, all of Colorado State
University, provide essential information for those contemplating
using another important computer tool. the style checkers or style-
analysis programs. They argue that style checkers are not intended to
be used independently by students. To be effective, the programs
need to be part of a teacher’s pedagogy and need to be intricately
woven into the curriculum and syllabus.

The next three chapters describe further applications of computers
inthe English classroom. Chapter 17, by Frank Madden of Westchester

18
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Community College, Valhalla, New York, examines the role of com-
puters in the literature class, where they can help inexperienced stu-
dents understand, appreciate, and write about literature. Madden
suggests criteria for literature programs and discusses specific pro-
grams for literary analysis. Chapters 18 and 19 describe how teachers
might use two additional computer-supported tools in the composi-
tion classroom: databases and networks. In Chapter 18, Stephen Mar-
cus of the University of California at Santa Barbara explores how
database programs can be used in the classroom. Marcus illustrates
how database programs operate, describes several available programs,
and explains how teachers can be trained to customize and use these
programs in their classes. Next, in Chapter 19, Trent Batson of
Gallaudet University provides advice on teaching in networked class-
rooms. With a networked classroom, Batson notes, comes the pos-
sibilities for computer-writing pedagogy to alter radically the
classroom environment. Batson lucidly explains how and why teach-
ers need to be trained to teach in these classrooms of the future.

The final chapters in this section address the central issues of
pedagogical approach and evaluation. Chapter 20, "Computer-
Supported Writing Classes: Lessons for Teachers” by Cynthia L. Selfe
and Billie J. Wahlstrom of Michigan Technological University, offers
insights into the way a new context—the computer classroom—
dramatically alters pedagogy. Even if teachers will only meet infre-
quently in a lab with their students, they need to understand some of
the peculiarities inherent in teaching in a lab. In Chapter 21, Raymond
J. Rodrigues of Coloradc State University concludes the book by offer-
ing advice on the evaluation of computer-writing curriculum projects.
Rodrigues, an experienced consultant for public schools as well as a
university professor and administrator, believes .hat such projects
need to be evaluated carefully. He discusses solutions to such ques-
tions as, How do teachers and administrators know if their programs
have been successful? How can teachers be actively involved in pro-
gram evaluation? How can a school district develop guidelines for
evaluating their projects?

Work Cited
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1 A Computer-Training Program
for English Teachers: Cuyahoga
Community College and the
Urban Initiatives Action Program

David Humphreys, Cuyahoga Community College

Hence, could a machine be invented which would instantane-
ously arrange on paper each idea as it occurs to us, without any
exertion on our part, how extremely useful would it be consid-
ered.

Henry David Thoreau

The Program

Computers, those “extremely useful”” machines, change not only
what we teach in the English classroom, but how we teach as well.
Learning to harness the power of the machine, however, has cre-
ated a growing need for continuing education among local teachers
who do not already have the necessary computer skills, and the
problem of access to continuing education is a growing political
issue in our profession. While courses at four-year institutions are
costly and sometimes unavailable to teachers, free noncredit courses
at the community college level can often proviae both the hardware
and the training needed to bring our profession knowledgeably into
the computer age.

Why are community colleges often in a better position to answer
our professional needs for teacher training in connection with com-
puters? The all-out competition in the last decade among post-
secondary schools for market share has come to blur the lines
separating community and four-year colleges or universities. The
community college, however, still tries to retain its emphasis on
teaching rather than on research, traditionally, its English teachers
concentrate on teaching composition and not on doing research for
advanced literature classes. This makes community colleges a natu-
rai place for local teachers to find the training they need to keep up
with the technology. Furthermore, community colleges are usually

3
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located right within the community and therefore are in a better
position te respond directly to local needs. Fiscally, community col-
leges may also answer the needs of area teachers, programs at com-
munity colleges can be free or given for a nonunal fee that is often
much lower than what the four-year schools can offer. Finally, these
courses are more available because teachers rarely need to go
through lengthy admissions procedures or worry about degree-track
requirements.

In September of 1984, Cuyahoga Community College, serving
Cleveland, Ohio, and the Urban Initiatives Action Program created a
program to train community teachers to use the computer in teach-
ing writing. Major funding for this joint CCC-UI teacher program
was provided by the Ohio Board of Regents. While the Urban Ini-
tiatives Program had several broad goals on our campus, we were
most interested in its charge to “investigate and introduce teachers
to ways that technology, particularly computer-based instruction,
can be used to supplement or expand the learning of language
skills” (Stewart, Kaul, and Murphy 1986). :n an effort to address this
charge, we designed a teacher-training program to meet the needs
of lcal teachers from elementary through postsecondary schools.
This teacher-training program is based on three important assump-
tions about learning to use computers in composition classes.

1. Teachers learn a ncw technology best when they can take the machines
home. If computers are available, teachers are more likely to work
with the machines when they have a few moments of spare time.
Making time to go to a lab to practice always seems to take more
time, and hence teachers are less likely to try. Most teachers cannot
get into a school’s computer lab until the end of the day, and then,
of course, they are most anxious to go home. More important, per-
haps, is that teachers be given a chance to try and to fail in private;
many teachers do not like to expose their own vulnerability while
students may be lurking about in the same room.

2. The most effective training program does not begin with bits and
bytes, the “BASICs" of data processing, but with applications. When
computers first appeared, the only people who could use them were
people trained in programming, they had come up through tradi-
tional data-processing education programs or computer “literacy”
projects learning BASIC, COBOL, FORTRAN, or one of the other
computer languages. Unfortunately, these languages are like any
other foreign language, in order to use them effectively, teachurs
need to work at them almost daily. Many of the teachers we have
spoken with have dropped out of these traditional courses in pro-
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gramming, discouraged about ever using computers with their stu-
dents. The most effective computer-training programs, on the other
hand, now bring teachers to computers through the variety of ap-
plications packages readily available commercially. Knowledge of
bits and bytes comes only as the teachers find a need to know them
or as their curiosity demands.

3. Teachers need an opportunity to take the technology die.tly into their
classrooms for a real chance to see how it will affect their ows students and
curricula. Many of the teachers who come through our computers-in-
composition class complain that while they may have become very
excited about computers, they have no way to experiment with
them in their classes. Some schools have no computer facilities at all;
others have computer labs dominated by the data-processing, ac-
counting, or math faculties. To remedy this shortage at least
partially, Cuyahoga Community College and the Urban Initiatives
Program purchased thirty-five portable computers to be lvaned to
one teacher each nine-week interval. Such an arrangement gives the
teacher the freedom to work with his or her own students inten-
sively to explore the impact of the technology on the curriculum.

The Course

In August of 1984, Cuyahoga Community College purchased four-
teen Apple [lc computers, monitors, and pritsi..> and one Sony
video projector to be used in the teacher-trainin, , wgram. Since
then, the computers have been loaned vut to English teachers from
the college and from neighboring elementary and secondary schools
for periods of eight to ten weeks. The teachers have taken them
home to learn at their own pace the fundamentals of word process-
ing and software evaluation. Many of the teachers have become
comfortable enough even before the end of the course to take the
machines into their own classrooms and to demonstrate principles
of the writing process to their students.

The course itself corsists of cight two-hour sessions held once a
week at one of the camipuses of Cuyahoge Community College, the
offices of the Computer Consortium of Ohio, or the computer center
of one of the local high schools. Because these sessions stress that
most new users come to the computer not through traditional data-
processing education but through applications of the computer to
specific tasks, these sessions are devoted to three types of activities.
basic instruction in word processing and its application in .caching
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writing; evaluation of existing language arts software, and presenta-
tions by participants illustrating ways the ccmputer nught be intro-
duced inlo their own curricula. The session topics follow.

Session One Introduction

Session Two Word Processing,

Session Three Word frocessing

Session Four Applications of Word Processing
in Teaching Writing

Session Five Software Evaluation

Session Six Software Evaluation and Other
Considerations

Session Seven Teacher Presentations

Session Eight Teacher Presentations

Word Processing

The one application of the computer that will have by far the most
profound impact on writing and the teaching of writing is word pro-
cessing. The ability to make changes :a the text nearly as fast as the
writer can think of them suddenly makes “writing as process’ more
than just an abstraction (Daiute 1983, 137). Writers have known for
many years that writing is a complex, reiterative process requiring
multiple drafts. Unfortunately, the fullest realization of the goals of
the writing prousss remained only for those committed to an ar-
duous pursuit through recursive examinations and recopyings (Mus-
ray 1980, 7-8). The advent of computerized word processing,
however, reduces the time and effort normally demanded by the
process so that even the least experienced writers are willing to de-
velop and refine ideas thiough successive drafts. As a result, teach-
ers, with the aid of the word processor, can help students learn to
write clearer, better developed, and more focused papers.

Mary, if not the majority, of the teachers who enroll in our
teacher-training program need to begin with the fundamentals of
computer operatior: and the basics of word processing. Often they
come to the course motivated by the inadequacy they feel as they
watch their students or their own children operate computers with
aplomb. Some come to the course at the urging of their department
heads or cclleagues, others come out of a fear that they are missing
an opporturity to develop a skill they can use in their own writing,.
A few come out of plain fear. the school board is placing a computer
in their classroom, and they must learn to do “something” with it.
Occasionally, teachers already familiar with word processing enroll
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to explore ways to use word processing with their students. What-
ever the motivation, however, the majority really need to begin by
learning to find the on/off switch ot the computer.

Given these various motivations, we devote the first class period
to helping the teachers get acquainted with one another, reassuring
them that they are in fact in the right place, and explornng their ex-
r ectations for the class. After this initial discussion, the teachers see
how to assemble the Apple lic when they get the machine home.
Thg n.,pm lic is especially well suited for novices because each of
the)ports is unique and marked with an icon that matches cne on
the ‘connecting cord. The Apple llc was designed as a “portable”
computer, but anyone trying to lug it around knows that what Ap-
ple meant was “transportable”—barely! Nevertheless, at the end of
the first session, the teachers carry away the whole system—CPU
monitor, printer, mouse, software, and supply of papei—in one or
two carloads and are prepared to reassemble the lot at home.

During the next two class meetings, the teachers learn the funda-
mentals of word processing in much the same way that we recom-
mend teaching these skills to the students. within the context ¢« the
writing process as they work on real writing tasks. At this s.age in
the introduction of computers into the school curriculum, we cannot
count on uniform skills among our students, and the early days of
the semester must often be given over to instruction in basic key-
boarding skills. These days, however, need not be counted as lost.
Sessions two and three of our program provide teachers with a
model for keyboarding lessons that teach development as they teach
“insert,” pruning as they teach “delete,”” organization as they teach
“move,” and editing as they teach “find.” Teachers even discover
how they can introduce students to concepts related to collaborative
writing as they teach ““save”” and “merge.” Indeed, if all of the vari-
cus word-processing functions are taught in accordance with this
model, teachers can provide students with a précis of the four stages
of the writing process as an introduction to the entire course.

Teachers, like their students, usually learn best by doing, there-
fore, participants role-play as students to try their hands at a simple
example of this model—one paragraph of ten to twelve sentences in
scrambled order. We give the teachers a paper copy of the sentences
and load a copy of it into each machine. First, we discuss the vari-
ous kinds of organization an essay may take, and then we talk of
logical indicators or transition words. Then the teachers “practice”
dealing with organizational principles in the composition. Once they
figure out the order of the sentences in the paragraph, they learn to
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“move” the sentences about on the computer screen. There is al-
ways at least one sentence that does not belong, so thev learn the
necessity of editing out what has already been written using the
“erase” function. When the teachers have reformatted all of the re-
maining sentences into a single paragraph, we ask them to look
through the text to find a place where one more detail would be
appropriate and to “insert” a sentenice. Several of the words in the
paragraph have been left vague or abstra t deliberately, and teachers
may then use “find” or “find and replace” to make the language
more precise.

When ti:e teachers have completed this portion of the exercise,
we load a copy of the reformatted paragraph into the computer driv-
ing the video proiector, and we model a lesson in paragraph devel-
opment. We agzin ask each teacher to play student and, in turn, to
give the detail that he or she had added. We then insert these de-
tails into the text at the places indicated. Soon the paragraph grows
to rather breathless proportions, and usually one of the teachers
suggests that we now have too much for one paragraph. This ex-
pansion, the teachers discover, is a good way of teaching develop-
ment of an idea, for the students can easily see how a simple idea
can be exploited by the addition of detail. Having created a “mon-
ster paragraph,” we now suggest ways of dividing the idea into
smaller units, discuss the structure of these smaller units {i.e., topic
sentences and supporting detail), and add a thesis seatence to pro-
vide control for the newly created entity. The teachers can now see
that the computer can make the process of writing a dynamic one,
letting students see the evolution of idea through manipulation of
the text.

Once the teachers have become comfortable in manipulating the
computers, .1y must learn to apply word processing in their curric-
ulum as a tcol for student writing. We are convinced that teacher-
training programs fail if they dw not train teachers to take the fullest
advantage of thusc things that the computer is uniquely qualified to
do. We cannot let teachers go back into the classroom thinking that
the computer should be used merely to “beautify” a composition
cosinelically, that it is somchow o substitute for uceans of whiteout
on the final draft. In session four of our program, we demonstrate a
number of these activities and ash teachers to try them nut at home
in preparing a document (typically a letter, a propos.l, or a lesson
plan) to be turned in at session five.

We begin this fourth session by demonstrating with sample
essays how lae teachers can help their students separate the various

oG
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stages of the writing process in order to control the variables that
often threaten to overwhelm them in writing. The activities of pre-
writing, drafting, revising, and editing can be separated, allowing
students to concentrate on one element at a time. We feel that the
teachers should learn that within each of these stages, too, the com-
puter can help the student manipulate the variables to advantage.
Once the first drafts of their essays have been safely stored on disk,
the teachers are free to “play” with the copy that remains in the
memory of the computer. They can fracture the text by inserting
hard returns between sentences in order to treat the individual sen-
tences of their own compositions as they would “exercises” in a
grammar text. They can move whole paragraphs around within the
body of the essay or switch the introduction and conclusion to try
”what-if” games with organization. They can then discard the ex-
perimental copy, retrieve a fresh copy of the original, and add their
discoveries to the essay.

But in addition to being an effective tool for writing, the computer
can serve teachers as a marvelous tool for visually representing the
writing process. The teachers in the CCC-UI program learn to use a
computer hooked up to large-screen televisions or video projectors
to demonstrate methods of drafting or revising for a classroom dis-
cussion. Lessons in which it is important to show several pos-
sibilities simultaneously—sentence-combining exercises, for exam-
ple—are more graphic and compelling when done on the big screen.
Perhans the most miraculous application of this technology, how-
ever, is in the teacher’s modeling of the writing process.

Teacher modeling of the writing process fills a gap in the stu-
dents’ experience that cannot be filled in any other way. In many
traditional classes, the teacher tells the students how to write, pre-
scribing in great detail the various steps to be followed, the many
considerations to be made. The teacher may produce several pub-
lished works or student essays as models and ask the students to
produce their own work. Unfortunately, the students do not always
understand the process involved in producing the essay because
they have not successfully participated in that process. They often
lack experience in solving the problems they encounter in the writ-
ing. Using the capabilities of the computer, however, the teacher
can provide that experience by modeling his or her own style of
solving the problems in invention, drafting, and revising.

In the CCC-UI program, we spend at least a full hour going
through one complete writing assignment, carrying on a sort of
stream-of-consciousness monologue 10 describe the decisions




10 Computers in English and the Language Arts

reached at every turn in the composing process. Some of the pro-
gram participants enjoy experimenting with this swrategy as part of
their presentations during the last meetings of the class. All of the
teachers, however, quickly see how to get their students to partici-
pate in the process in a controlied way, avoiding the risk of stalling
or completely missing the goal of the writing assignment. Having
participated in writing in such a controlled way, students are better
able to go through the process on their own.

Software Evaluation and Other Considerations

While the emphasis of the dass is clearly on word processing and its
application to the writing process, we feel it is important for teach-
ers to spend some time evaluating the various kinds of software that
have been prod -ed commercial., for use in the composition class-
room. We ask the teachers to examine the software in teams of two
so that they can help each other through the documentation. Docu-
mentation for a good many programs is dismal at best, and the
proverbial two heads are usually better than one. Trainers should
also recognize that when novices work in pairs, they carry their cha-
grin more easily if a program just does not run. Trainers can mini-
mize the number of such failures if they take advantage of the
knowledge and confidence of the more experienced users by pairing
them with novices. To guide teachers through these evaluations, we
provide them with copies of the gu‘ielines for software evaluation
eslablished by ihe National Council of Teachers of Fnglich (Gnide-
lines 1984), reminding them that the real standard is whether the
program brings the student into the writing process.

Because we believe computers best support a process-based writ-
ing class, we try to give participants an opportunity to try out a
variety of programs that address each of the stages of the writing
process. They begin by examining Hugh Burns’s first attempt with
Aristotle and Topoi and then move on to Writer's Helper, Story Machine,
and some of the so-called interactive literature programs like Story
Tree and Eamon’s Cave, which can be used to create characters for
story starters or to introduce elements of setting, plot, and char-
acter. The teachers also experiment with several different word-
processing packages, including Magic Slate and Homeword. Software
for the revising and editing stages of the writing process includes
programs like Ghost Writer. The teachers also have the chance to try
out the more comprehensive programs that cover all of the stages of
the writing process, including Milliken's The Writing Workshop and

CO
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the highly touted HBJ Writer. We also make available to the partici-
pants a number of programs like Sentence Combining, Word Attack,
and a variety of the programs being marketed by the book publish-
ing houses as incentives to adopt their wares (e.g., Houghton
Mifflin’s Tri-Pac, Little, Brown’s GrammarLab, and Random House’s
Borzoi College Writer).

Another important aspect of our discussions in these classes is
the preparation for change in the teachers’ relationships with their
colleagues. The introduction of any new element into the curricu-
lum, and especially one involving technology, will inevitably raise a
furor, especially among humanities scholars, who are often uncom-
fortable with technology and reluctant to accept these changes. One
teacher, when faced with the introduction of computers, lamented
that “there must be one avenue left open for the imagination”; an-
other complained that “students need to develop the mind, not de-
pend on a machine.” More commonly, teachers report that their
colleagues think of the computer as a “glamorous, high-tech type-
writer.” One teacher worried that conrputers were too hard to learn
to use, observing that “learning to write is difficult; learning 10 write
and learning to use a computer makes matters worse.” Of course,
computers are not the magic weapon in the fight for literacy, and
some objections may be well founded. More often than not, how-
ever, the issues that cntics raise really are not the point.

The point is change itself. Whether the innovation is the process
approach, writing across the curriculum, or computers in composi-
tion, innovation means teachers are being asked to restructure those
premises and relativships wind indy have already learned to mas-
ter and with which they are comfortable. Confronted by change,
they no longer find themselves in command of the vocabulary and
ground rules. Power structures within the department must change
to accommodate the new experts; novices will have to expend new
energy in acquiring new skills. Performance may now be measured
along unfamiliar lines. Each of these problems threatens the image
that teachers have of themselves as competent, experienced teachers
of others.

The CCC-UI course certainly does not ot. 2r foolproof strategies
for winning over whole departments of English teachers. It does,
however, prepare teachers, through discussion and a chance to
share experiences, for the reception they sometimes find waiting for
them in their own schools. They learn that they must work with
their colleagues to give them time to get familiar with the new tech
nology, to understand the real advantages it offers, and then to gain

-
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some ownership of this technology, which will eventually transform
the way that we teach English. Above all, the participants in this
workshop are encouraged to avoid being too defensive with their
colleagues, to answer legitimate objections as well as they can, and
to avoid personalizing the debate over issues that express only an-
other’s fear of change.

Applications for the Curriculum

An important part of any teacher-training program is the oppor-
tunity to bring newly acquired skills or theories into each teacher’s
own curriculum. Teachers still new to computer concepts are some-
times reluctant to take the first step in transferring the concepts to
their own activities. Reserving a fair portion of class time for individ-
ual teachers to present their own experiences assures at least a
beginning upon which to build.

The remaining two or three class periods in the CCC-UI course
provide time for the teachers to show how what they have learned
might apply in their own classes. Teachers can choose from several
types of presentations.

1. We encourage most of the teachers to find one objective in
their curriculun which can be presented effectively using a
computer. They can then write a lesson plan and try it out on
the other participants.

2. In lieu of such a model lesson, the teachers may also review
two or three word-processing programs or other software
packages. Apple systems are widely used by the school dis-
tricts in this area, and the teachers have little difficulty in get-
ting additional software since many of their schools have
become members of the Minnesota Educational Computing
Corporation (M.E.C.C.) or the Educational Computer Consor-
tium of Ohio (E.C.C.0O.).

3. Teachers may also review two or three books or magazines that
they have found useful in learning to use computers in their
classrooms.

4. At least one teacher found another option; she did a detailed
survey of how other teachers in her district had solved the
thorny management problems that come with having only one
cozupuler in the classroom.
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The one requirement of the course, which is offered at no charge
to teachers, is that the teachers write summaries of their presenta-
tions, the best of which are then photocopied, placed in a three-ring
binder, and given to the next class of teachers who take the course.

This latter portion of the course has been especially valuable,
given the inter-institutional makeup of the class. Teachers from all
teaching levels have been able to exchange ideas not only about
technology in the classroom, but also about a variety of problems or
approaches to teaching. Technology, for example, does not exist
apart from methodology; discussions of word processing inevitably
lead to discussions of writing as process. Ultimately, these discus-
sions present an opportunity for greater understanding and cooper-
ation among the schools throughout the county. In the long run,
such collaboration will suggest ways to improve the continuity of
elementary through postsecondary instruction.

The NEC Loan Program

Unfortunately, many of the public school teachers who attend our
teacher-training workshop face a serious handicap when they wish
to try out what they have learned about computers. The computer
labs in their schools, if they are lucky enough to have such luxuries,
are often monopolized by the math, science, or computer science
departments, leaving little opportunity for English classes to use the
machines. To address this problem, we have purchased thirty-five
NEC 8201 A portable computers, which we began loaning out in the
fall of 1986 to selected public school teachers from the CCC-UI train-
ing program for use with their students.

This element of the program is an extension of Cuyahoga Com-
munity College’s own experience in using NEC portable computers
to teach sections of developmental English and college composition.
Students at CCC make a deposit of ten dollars and receive one of
these laptop computers to take home for the quarter. While the
memory is small and the text processor is limited, the NEC 8201A"s
are well suited for the job. It is easy to learn to operate them, per-
mitting the teacher to spend less time teaching data processing and
more time teaching English. Because these machines are portable,
students can take them home or use them in class, an option that
combines the public and private modes of composition. Students at
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all levels of our curriculum have responded well to these machines,
often showing a better attitude toward writing as a result.

These same qualities made the NEC computers even more attrac-
tive for use with the CCC-UI program. Because the equipment
would have to be moved every nine weeks from one school to ari-
other, we wanted machines that would give us the greatest por-
tability with the most computing power, both for student writing
and for teacher demonstration. The NEC 8201A has a 16K non-
volatile memory, a 40-column by §-line LCD screen, and the ability
to run either with an AC adapter or four “AA” alkaline batteries.
The nonvolatile memory is especially important because it eliminates
the need to teach younger studenis the iniricacies of storage and
retrieval on disks or tapes. When the students have finished writ-
ing, they merely turn the machine off, and the backup NiCad bat-
teries preserve their files for up to thirty days. The ability to run on
batteries also means that any classroom can be turned into a “com-
puter lab” without completely rewiring the room with fifty or sixty
outlets.

The machine reserved for the teacher is equipped with several
enhancements. First, it has a disk drive. Teachers need to be at least
a day or two ahead of their students in creating lessons; but the 16K
memory, unfortunately, is too small to keep more than a couple of
lessons in memory at one time. The more usual data recorder is
often unreliable and much too slow for loading thirty-five student
machines with the day’s lessons. Therefore, the teacher’s machine
comes with the optional 3%-inch disk drive. Second, the teacher’s
machine also includes a special CRT adapter that enables the teacher
to project the lesson on a large-screen television or video projector.
The regular LCD screen makes classroom demonstration difficult, if
not impossible. These enhancements, unfortunately, further erode
the amount of memory available for writing, but they are essential
in the classroom.

Under the CCC-UI program, a teacher has the machines for one
nine-week interval. Both of the sixth-grade teachers involved in the
first loan program were quite er:thusiastic about having the com-
puters in their classes. They found that students were more willing
to edit, print, and reprint using the computers. Students and teach-
ers alike loved the computers and did more writing using them.
Indeed, the variety of their writing assignments (several types of
poems, personal narratives, autobiographies, and a short research
project) suggests that they were quite productive in the short time
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that they had the machines. Most important, perhaps, is the teach-
ers’ observation that writing was again “exciting to teach.”

There are, of course, demons to wrestle in such a loan program.
The greatest of these is time. Most school curricula are regulated by
a district syllabus with more than enough material to fill each day of
the school year. Adding computers to this already-busy schedule
means that both teacher and syllabus have to make accommodations
for the computer. Time is also a demon in the practical workings of
the class day. Our program, for instance, could only provide one
printer, hardly enough for all twenty-four students to print out their
work by the end of the fifty-minute period. The teachers reported,
“since students did not have access to computers or printers outside
of the dassroom, time was precious and always rushed. It was diffi-
cult to provide individualization.” For the most part, though, the
demons were manageable, and the teachers were able to build upon
the enthusiasm for the computer, which one sixth-grade student
said made him feel like he was "a professional writer.”’

As these “extremely useful” machines move closer to the center
of the school curriculum, the role of the community college in con-
tinuing education for local teachers will grow accordingly. The two-
year college must provide the best of resources and training pro-
grams to help teachers move into the computer age. We believe that
the Cuyahoga Community College-Urban Initiatives program is a
significant step in that direction, providing affordable workshops at
convenient times and places. Teachers who have participated in
these workshops have returned to their classrooms with “useful”
skills and renewed enthusiasm for teaching writing.
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2 Integrating Computers into the
Language Arts Curriculum at
Lesley College

Joan Dunfey, Lesley College

Introduction

“Integrating Computers into the Language Arts Curriculum” is a
three-credit graduate-level class in the Computers in Education mas-
ter's degree program at Lesley College in Cambridge, Massachusetts.
The focus is on learning how to use computers as an effective tool in an
educational setting. Lesley was the first college in the country to offer
this specialized degree, which fits into its philosophy of offering quali-
ty teacher-training programs using adult learning models. Unlike most
teacher-training programs, which are limited to reaching teachers
within defined geographical bounds, Lesley College offers this class in
one of two settings:

1. Oncampusat the Lesley College computer lab in Cambridge on a
semester basis. Here we serve primarily the greater-Boston and
New England area.

2. Inan “Outreach” setting away from the school. We meet a real
need by taking the program “’on the road” to various cities across
the country to teachers who cannot come on campus. It has been
taught in Boulder, Denver, and Colorado Springs, Colorado;
Omaha, Nebraska; St. Louis, Missouri; Casper, Wyoming; Al-u-
querque, New Mexico; and Boston and Fall River, Massachu-
setts. ’

Most teachers in the class are involved in the Lesley program on a part-
time basis, taking two courses a semester and holding full-time teach-
ing jobs. A few teachers are on sabbatical, and this course is part of
their full-time dass load.

Teaching this class on campus is quite different from teaching it off
campus in an outreach setting, where the course meets in a wide
variety of places: school computer labs, adult education centers, librar-
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ies, or anywhere a number of computers are available. The racilities
range from labs extensively supplied with software to small rooms
with a few computers. The outreach setting also demands a classroom-
centered approach. Because there is no campus as traditionally de-
fined, the teachers create a unique group identity. The space belongs
to them, and the instructor is the visitor. It is crucial for us to be aware
of the group’s identity and needs and to adapt the course to their level
of experience and their goals as much as possible.

Because meeting teachers’ real needs is our goal, either version of
this course can be taken as part of a master’s program or simply for
personal enrichment. This concept is especially important for English
and language arts teachers who do not want to be ccmputer experts,
but rather who are looking for training only in this one area.

Course Design

When we designed this course, we decided to use a traditional lan-
guage arts crrriculum model and to arrange the syllabus around the
subject areas of reading, writing, and language study. Each class
begins with a discussion of the current research and effective teaching
methodology in each area. With this discussion as a background, the
computer is introduced as a tool. The course is as much abou’ effective
ways of teaching language arts as it is about computer implementa-
tion.

The goals of the course are threefold. First, we want teachers to
begin to see that the computer can be a useful tool for the teaching of
language arts. Second, we want to offer teachers a valid language arts
curriculum cour e which provides them with a theoretically sound
background in the pedagogy for teaching the different areas of lan-
guage arts. Third, we hope to use the computer to revitalize experi-
enced teachers who are looking for new ways to teach language arts.

Because we use an adult learning model, we are concerned that the
students, practicing classroom teachers, be thoroughly involved in the
dass. Wherever possible, we make sure that the topics discussed in the
course relate to actual classroom settings. Similarly, we make sure that
the projects in the course utilize a sound theoretical base yet deal with
implementation issues that could relate to the realities of teachers’
dassrooms.

Also central to our course is allotting time for sharing of experiences
about classroom implementations that work. As much as possible, we
strive to make the teachers and their concerns the focus of the class.
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The reality of this varies drastically from class to class. Some classes
have a number of teachers with a depth of knowledge about language
arts, but no actual experience using a computer in a language arts
setting. When this occurs, we step in and offer ideas and share projects
from other classes. When the class has rich experiences, these experi-
ences become the center of discussion.

Given our perspective, the computer represents a “aeat phenome-
non”’ (Lawler 1982), one in which the student and teacher are caught
up in the magic of the power of the computer’s ability. We hope this
new tool can help transform ineffectual teaching methods by offering
teachers a new and creative way to teach language skills. Language
arts teachers need to be free of their fears of machines and also need to
learn enough about computers to understand how they work.

Tlie Structure of the Course

To understand how the class functions, it is necessary to investigate
the different settings of the meetings, the activities, the readings, and
the projects. The structure of “Integrating Computers into the Lan-
guage Arts Curriculum” varies according to the setting in which it is
offered. On campus, the course takes a standard graduate-level format
by meeting once a week for fifteen weeks. Each three-hour class is
divided into a combination of lecture, software demonstration, group
discussion, and hands-on time in the computer lab. In an outreach
setting, the course is offered in an intensive weekend format. Students
meet Friday evening and all day Saturday and Sunday. Two week-
ends, separated by a month, fulfill the time requirements for a three-
hour graduate-level course. Students complete part of their written
work in the intervening weeks and then have a month after the last
weekend to submit their final projects.
In-class activities include the following;

1. A lecture or discussion

. A demonstration of software

- A critical discussion of the software in a large or small group
. Hands-on time

. Group discussion of implementation issues

. Examples of classroom materials

. Guest speakers

2
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The lecture generally reviews the research on the methodology of
teaching thac particular subject area—writing, reading, or language
arts. Discussions center around teachers’ experiences in teaching the
particular topic. Often the demonstration of software models a class-
room implementation. Teachers try out the software in the role of
students to explore all of its possibilities. Occasionally we plan a
structured activity in which teachers are grouped into teams by grade
levels or play a game against another group. After this session the class
meets as a whole and discusses classroom implementation issues:
management, how the sofiware fitsinto an existing curriculum, appro-
priate grade levels, and how to modify it for different age levels. On
campus, guest speakers often share their expertise. Software devel-
opers demonstrate a program in progress, or experienced teachers
share their curricular ideas with the class.

The assigned readings provide the necessary theoretical back-
ground and suggestions for computer implementation. For some
teachers, they act as a review; for others, they serve as an jntroduction
to research.

The focus of the teachers’ projects is intentionally diverse. Our goal
in this adult learning model is to have projects meet the needs of
individual teachers. Most teachers do classroom-specific projects.
Others, however, write research papers or evaluate software, and
some create programs specifically for their own classes. Still other
teachers choose tolearn tool programs, word processors, or databases.
Some teachers collaborate and do a joint project.. We devote consider-
able class time for discussion of projects before the teachers begin, and
they often use each other as resources for materials and ideas. After
trying out their ideas with their own classes, teachers present their
projects to the entire class.

Course Topics

“Integrating Computers into the Language Arts Curriculum” deals
specifically with six major topics. language arts issues and software
evaluation; the process approach to writing, including prewriting,
word processing, revision, and publication, reading, adventure
games; language and LOGO; and databases.

1. Language Arts Issues and Software Evaluation

The first major topic we cover in “Integrating Computers into the
Language Arts Curriculum " 1s the role of the computer in a language
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arts setting and an evaluation of software. We begin by raising the
issue of melding the complex nature of English as a subject with the
literal nature of computers. Some knowledge of how computers work
and how programs function helps in understanding the kind of pro-
grams available to teachers. Teachers often want programs which
check students’ answers for correctness. But Enghsh is a complex
language, and computer systems as yet cannot know all the possible
“right” answers. Using Carol Chomsky's (1984) evaluative criteria, we
focus specifically on language arts issues by asking such questions as.

Is the program interesting to you?

Does the thinking that the program requires seem worthwhile?
Is the emphasis on thinking rather than on repetitive practice?
Does the program involve two or more students at a time?

Does te program introduce an activity or thought that is differ-
ent from that provided by books or paper and pencil?

Does the program allow the user to customize material?

Can the program be used many times by a student and remain
interesting and worthwhile?

Does the program allow time for reflection?

Does satisfaction in using the program come from the content
itself?

This list differs dramatically from the standard suftware evaluative
criteria in its focus on language arts issues.

2. The Process Approach to Writing

The second major topic covered in “Integrating Computers into the
Language Arts Curnculum” is the process approacn to writing and
valid computer impleinentations at each stage. The discussion of word
processing begins with a demonstration of the word processor’s sim-
plest capabilities, the ability to type in words. We then examine our list
of issues and concerns surrounding writing. students’ lack of moti-
vation, their unwillingness to revise, their fear of making mistakes,
their focusing on superficial errors.

Because the students in the teachers’ classes are young, the issues
for teachers inchoosing a word-processing system tend to be practical.
Ease of use, compatibility with adjunct software (such as « spelling
checkerand a thesaurus), and availability are the features seen as most
important. Most teachers of elementary children particularly like the
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systems which offer large letters and speech sy nthesis because they so
readily meet immediate curricular needs.

Once they learn how to select a word-processing system, teachers
are most concerned with management issues: teaching a system, using
a lab versus a single computer, pairing students, creating classroom
experts, and group writing assignments. We discuss research findings
onword processing (Daiute 1985) and successful strategies for imple-
mentation.

We then focus on prewriting by brainstorming wha: teachers would
like a computer to do for them in the area of prewriting. Aftera hands-
on period in which we look at several prewriting programs, we use a
word processor to model different prewriting strategies.

We begin the discussion of revision and editing by evaluating vari-
ous revision strategies that are theoretically sound: teacher conferenc-
ing, small group responding, and peer editing. We discuss the
research findings which suggest that although word processing makes
revision much easier, it lends itself to superficial corrections (Daiute
1985). We demonstrate how a readability formula works, and we try
out different kinds of passages. We type in random letters, and the
teachers are surprised to see that nonsense can be given a high read-
ability while a passage from Hemingway merits only a fourth-grade
reading level. The goal is for teachers to see the mechanics of how
style-analysis programs work and to be able to use them wisely. We
evaluate spelling checkers, and we discuss how to use their capabili-
ties, word frequency, and word flagging in a writing conference.

Embedded in the discussions of writing are illustrations of suc-
cessful publishing techniques using computer printouts. We show
teachers how they can creatively combine word-processed writing
with student illustrations to produce professional-appearing news-
papers, pampbhlets, and bound books. A simple beginning project for
young children is to have them write a short story with the text pnnted
at the bottom of the page. Each child illustrates his or her story with
various media, ranging from watercolors to markers to crayons. The
stories are collected into a single class book, which can be added to the
school library.

# fter teachers learn how to use a word processor as a wnting tool,
we explore the different ways that a word processor can be used as a
tool for creating language arts activities (Dunfey 1985, Wresch 1987;
Rodrigues and Rodrigues 1986). Prewriting prompts based on particu-
lar works of fiction can be created by the teacher and stored for later use
as outlines for papers. Reading activities for sequencing can be easily
created. In this class we demonstrate how teachers can enter the lines
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of a story out of order and ask students to use the “move’’ command to
put the story back in order. This system dramatically improves on the
cld paper-and-pencil technique of drawing arrows or renumbering the
sentences in a passage. Students can literally sce the passage in the
correct order.

3. Reading

When we move to the next topic, reading, we begin by defining our
goals. Then we ask teachers to express their expectations. Some teach-
ers have high hopes for programs that reputedly diagnose strengths
and weaknesses and keep track of kinds of errors. Other teachers hope
to give students practice in skill work in a motivating format, but find
only electronic workbooks. Another hope is that the computer can
create activities to teach reading skills on the computer that can then be
transferred to reading away from the computer.

We first evaluate software that represents trends in beginning-
reading programs. Some programs teach sight words by combining a
limited vocabulary with computer animation. These programs give
young children power over words and put the youngsters in the active
role of seeing how words work, rather than in the passive role of
merely reading them. We then move to evaluating software that uses
the cloze procedure, which offers teachers editing opportunities.
These programs are based on verifiable research on the nature of
reading and deal with reading skills holistically. Each of thu:se pro-
grams promotes using context and language clues to help the reader
supply the missing word or parts of words. For example, v.ith M-ss-ng
L-nks, students must use a variety of kinds of clues—their kuowledge
of spelling, grammatical constructions, common word patterns,
usage, and the source of the passage—to solve the game.

Because most of the reading software on the market takes the form
of workbooks, we focus discussions around a few quality pieces of
software that are not electronic workbooks. Each of the software
progra™s we choose uses the computer to do an activity which cannot
be dune otherwise, and each works with reading shills but not in a
conventional way.

We model the use of a controversial piece of software called The
Puzzler in a brainstorming session. Using the skills of predicting,
confirming, and integrating based on research in these areas, this
program asks the student to use his or her own experience in life as
clues to re« ling. We read one of the passages, “Unusual Friend,” a
page at a time. As we proceed, the teachers make some predictions
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aboutwho or what the friend could be. The group interaction provides
a wealth of responses. The more we read, the closer we get to deter-
mining who the friend is, and we modify our predictions by using
vocabulary, context, and categorization skills. When the class exam-
ines the kind of feedback produced, controversy arises. The program
never tells readers the one “right” answer; instead, it offers the upior-
tunity to see and evaluate previous players’ decisions. When played in
a group format, the game is a thought-provoking ana wonderful
opportunity for shared testing of different hypotheses.

Another thought-provoking reading activity that we play in class
involves using Sucnect Sositosirog in grouns. Because the computer is

.............................

bestused for collaborative learning, the class of teachers is divided into
teams. Each team reads a paragraph, writes a sentence which imitates
the tone and style of the paragraph, and then decides where in the
paragraph to hide it. We save our new paragraph on a disk, and the
other team must try to find the inserted sentence. Each team becomes
deeply involved in tricking the other one. This game deals with
higher-level thinking and with reading and writing skills in a motivat-
ing game format.

4. Adventure Games

The next major topic we cover is using adventure games to teach
language and reading skills. Adventure games use a format similar tc
choose-your-own-adventure books; the student tries to achieve a goa!,
but meets with various misfortunes along the way. Programs range
from simple branching stories to complex quests. The time needed to
solve each can range from an hour to hundreds of hours. Students,
especially low-level readers, love these games. A helpful exercise for
teachers is to play one game and then to make a list of all of the reading
skills used along the way. Teachers soon realize that to survive they
must take notes, make a map, make predictions, test out hypotheses
and iearn new vocabulary words. Adverture games give students
practice with reading skills in a totally new way.

5. Language Learning

After reviewing the research on our next topic—language learning—
we discuss the distinction between language knowiedge and language
use. To illustrate this distinction, we evaluate a number of programs.
Tl.e first is a popular program in which students shoot down words
according to their parts of speech, using a key on the keyboard. The
next program asks students to identify parts of speech in a sentence
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written by someone else. Finally, we write a cinquain poem by usinga
computer program which asks for words by parts of speech. Here we
are using language in a real setting for a real purpose. We have
progressed from knowledge of grammaticai facts to usinglanguage for
a real purpose. We next evaluate commercially available programs
which deal with graramar and language and put them into either
category, language learning or language use. Because the majority of
programs are grammar drill and practice, teachers see how few actu-
ally deal with ianguage use.

Another unique way that we suggest for teaching language skills
witha computer is to use the programming language LOGO. A mini-
mal knowledge of LOGO's list-processing capabilities lets students
explore language in a totally new way. LCGO is often viewed as the
computer language for young children who want to draw pictures. In
reality, it is a dialect of LISP, a high-level language used in artificial
intelligence. By using programs which use the list-processing capabili-
ties of LOGO, students can enter and categorize lists of words. To
illustrate this capability, teachers use a simple program called
MAKEWORD, which asks users to type in a list of prefixes, such as un-,
sub-, pre-, re-, and post-, and a list of root words, such as amble, mix,
judge, read, and sound. The computer then randomly generates new
words: prejudge, postamble, submix, subsound, preread, unmix, unjudge,
unsound, and so on. We then brainstorm language activities which use
these new words, such as finding the real words, determining the
definition of a prefix by seeing how it changes the meaning of words in
the same way, defining the new words by our knowledge of both
parts, or compiling a dictionary of these new words and defining
them. We use the GRAM program (Sharples 1983) to explore how a
sentence works by rearranging the order of parts of speech and letting
the computer generate senterces for us. The unique ability of the
computer to manipulate language offers a change from the worksheet
approach to language learning.

6. Databases for Research

The final topic explored in “Integrating Computers into the Language
Arts Curriculum” is the use of databases of informasion as tools for
research. A research assignment can be drastically reshaped by using a
database which transforms “dead facts” into living knowledge.

Conclusion

We feel that our course provides a sound way to retrain teachers in the
current research and methodology of teaching wnting, reading, and
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language, as well as computer implementation. Also, this kind of a
course provides an ideal method of revitalizing teachers. Teachers like
the option of doing classroom-specific projects and shanng ideas and
successful teaching strategies.

“Integrating Computers into the Language Arts Curriculum” has
evolved over a three-year time period and has improved substantially
fora variety of reasons. More and better software exists today, and the
storehouse of materials and curricula that we can share only increases.
The idea of computer use in a language arts setting, especially in the
area of word processing, has become accepted by the educational
community. The state of computer education has shifted from pro-
gramming to curriculum implementation. Moreover, as computer labs
sit vacant, schools systems are beginning to recognize the need for
courses designed to help teachers see the connection between their
existing curriculum and computer use.

Usinga computer to teach language arts offers an exciting new path
forinnovative teachers. For teachers who are eager to try out new and
creative ideas, the computer offers new possiblities. Mar.y teachers
find that the work they do using a computer is the most creative and
energizing of their careers.

As computer technology increases and as the price of computers
comes down, computers will be more accessible to all. In the not-far
future, every child may have his or her own word-processing machine
as a personal writing tool. Classes like ours meet a real need in our
profession today by helping teachers prepare for the future.
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Introduction

In this chapter we discuss the English education graduate course we
developed at SUNY at Buffalo to teach educators how to integrate
microcomputers into their language arts programs. We begin by dis-
cussing our approach to using microcomputers as instructional re-
sources in the English language arts, and we describe our goals and
audiences for the course. Next, we present the theoretical framework
for our computer-assisted language instruction program as we explain
specific activities and practices. Finally, we evaluate the strengths and
weaknesses of our program.

Microcomputers as Instructional Resources

- Our appreach to using microcomg aters in the English language arts
holdsthat they should be used s instiuctional resousces, as a means of
teaching and learning rather than as an end in themee..es. Sound
pedagogical theory and pr..ctice must shape the use of microcom-
puters in English language arts classrooms, and we must not allow
computers to determine what teachers and students do. Computer
skills, we beiieve, are not an appropr ite focus of instruction for
English and language arts teachers, instead, we advocate keeping the
focuson ianguage skills and on using the computer as ar instrument to
enhance «he l2xrning of language, writing, and literature. The micro-
computer in tnis approach is not th2 subject being studied but, rather,
a resource °r tool for teaching and learning.
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Teav.hers of Enghsh and language arts looking for ways to use
mlcr.)computers in writing instruction, for example, will benefit from
ho‘dmg firmly to the prmcxple that the hea:t of the matter is to teach
f"mtmg, not word processing. Too often we have seen and heard the
assumption that word processing by itself has an effect on writing
abilities. This assumption probably comes from being overly enthusi-
astic about the power of computers to influence writing abilities, as in
the case of the teacher who recent'y told us that a dissertation is easier
to write on a word processor than by any other means. We disagree;
perhaps the aissertation would be easier to type, but the writing would
still be amajor project. No other tool by itself improves skill, whether it
is the writer’s craft or any other. Computers by themselves might
1ncrease motivation for writing and make certain aspects of writing
easier, but we doubt if computers by themselves can improve wntmg
abilities, no more than electric screwdrivers, by themselves, can im-
prove woodworking abilities.

Our course is designed to help teachers become sensitive to how
microcomputers and word-processing software can combine with the
best possible instructional theory and practice. The course has two
primary goals. to improve writing instruction through intensive study
of theory and practice, and to give teachers access to the potentials of
microcomputers as teaching and wnting resources in their classrooms.
We also have two primary audiences. English teachers and teachers of
content courses. The teachers of English, writing, and language arts
come to the course from area schools as well as from graduate courses
in English education and reading education, and their interests are
mainly in using computers to teach writing, reading, and literature.
The teachers of other subjects take our course as an elective in a
graduate program called Microcomputers in Education, and their pre-
dominant interests are many, ranging, forexample, across science and
math education, computer programming, software design and devel-
opment, and computer applications in a variety of disciplines.

While we eventually discovered how to make this heterogeneous
audience an advantage, in the planning stages it created baffling
problems for us. In the same course, we somehow had to serve the
needs of classioom teachers of language arts with extensive teaching
experience but no microcomputer expenence, doctoral candidates in
English education with a firm theoretical grounding in compcsition
and some college teaching experience but no computer backgrounds,
master’s students in English education who sometimes had neither
classroom nor computer experience, and content-course teachers with
varying degrees of computer expenence but no experience as writing
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teachers. These teachers, moreover, came from every educational level
and teaching situation. How were we to accommodate such diverse
needs?

We knew it was imperative that we incorporate the basics in com-
position theory, teaching practices, and educational computing uses,
introducing novices to each strand while reinforcing and refining for
more experienced teachers. We also knew our attempts to disseminate
information through readings, discussions, and lec:ures, while impor-
tant, were insufficient tools for such ambitious purposes. Qur solution
became the true strength of our “Computers and Composition’
course: while addressing theory, practices, and computer uses, we
take the opportunity to model an integrative writing course.

Theory and Practice

We find our approach is most effective when separate .ooms are used
and two teachers (or a teacher and a skillful student facilitator) can lead
separate activities. Because we have dual instructional intentions,
these logistics are important.

In our plan, we methodically present a common theoretical frame-
work for the teaching of writing on-line throughout the semester,
discussing selected readings in small groups. Most importantly, we
want teachers in our course to understand that writing is best taught as
a problem-solving process in decentralized, student-centered class-
rooms. This means informing teachers about composing processes,
response to s.udert writing, assignment making, and the teacher’s
classroom roles. It also means informing teachers about the vocabu-
lary, uses, and evaluation of microcomputer uses in the English class-
room.

Simultaneously, we supplement the theoretical discussions with a
full semester’s participation in an integrative writing course. The de-
centralized, student-centered writing classroom which we model is a
vital illustration of the meaning of the theories for teaching language
and writing. Both theoretical principles and teaching practices are
discussed fully below.

First, we introduce the concept of writing; as a process, new to many
of our students and viewed too simplistica.ly by many others. Reject-
ing a linear model in which writers prewrite, write, and perhaps
revise, we discuss text production as a complex, recu:sive, and idio-
syncratic activity, only partially understood. We make our students
aware of conflicting theories of discourse production, including a
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cognitive deficit model (Lunsford 1979) and Flower and Hayes's (1981)
four-phase cognitive process model, based upon the four distinct but
concurrent thinking processes of planning, translating, reviewing,
and monitoring.

We especially attempt to help writers grasp the intricacies of revi-
sion, often misconstrued as error remediation by both teachers and
students. To this end, we draw from selected readings about revision.
For example, Murray (1978) distinguishes between two kinds of revi-
sion. Internal revision is the process of making meaning through
language, and the writer serves as primary audience here. External
revision, in contrast, involves transformation of a text for an outside
audience through such work as editorial corrections and stylistic re-
shaping. Flower’s (1979) discussion of writer-based prose, or discourse
written primarily for the writer as audience, suggests that students
must be taught revision as a meaning-making process, transforming
writer-based prose by considering the audience and its purpose. In a
third revision model, Faiglev and Witte (1981) divide revisions into two
broad categories of surface and meaning changes. They further sub-
divide surface changes into formal and meaning-preserving changes.
Meaning changes, depending upon whether they affect the text on a
local or holistic level, are subdivided into microstructure and mac-
rostructure changes. While different, all of these approaches recognize
the importance of higher-level writing concerns. for example, content
development, rhetorical considerations, and discourse structure.

We also draw from research on the differences between successful
and unsuccessful student composing strategies. Such studies show
that unskilled writers overedit prematurely, revise largely at surface
and word levels, and are unav-are of or unable to cope with larger,
holistic textual concerns. Lack ¢f confidence ana little sense of an
audience outside of themselves fu.ther haadicap unskilled writers
(Perl 1979; Sommers 1980). Successful student writers, in contrast,
tend to perceive meaningful revision as vital, the means through
which the discourse framework is built. These writers have also in-
ternalized a sense of audience (Sommers 1980).

In our classroon;, teachers new to these ideas often write as un-
skilled basic writers themselves, using the same composing strategies
as otherbasic writers, we help them toward more productive strategies
and higher-order discourse concerns. To this end, from the onset we
ask teachers to become writers themselves for the entire course, and
we teach them about writing by making writing a primary concern.
Teachers compose self-sponsored texts of various types. journals,
short essays, and midterm and final projects. These texts prove impor-

47




English Teachers and the Potential of Microcomputers 31

tant inmany ways. Daily journal writing is valuable both as a record of
thought and as an instrument of further thinking. Our students dis-
cover their journals are fertile ground for small group discussions, for
grappling with concepts related to the course, and for final projects.
And writing immediately helps teachers become aware of their own
writing processes as well as those of other students, making theoretical
constructs more comprehensible (if sometimes less credible).

Our theoretical stance is that writing is best taught one-on-one in
writing conferences, and we introduce our students to this often-new
concept early in the course. In our approach, teachers and writers
explore subsequent drafts of a text in order to solve problems and to
learn both process and subskills. We advocate textual intervention in
the hierarchical pattern in which first content, then organizaticn, and
finally sentence and word problems are the primary concerns (Beach
1980; Garrison 1981; Murray 1980). We try to be certain that teachers
make connections between the readings about conferences and the
studies we present on student revision practices. They need to know
that they can help students learn more successful writing processes
through skillful conferring, by helping writers recognize and solve
higher-level writing problems.

As we provide this background, we require that teachers learn how
to confer with writers by conferring regularly with each other and with
us. Here, too, writers’ own texts—more often, the short essays about
various aspects of computing and composing—prove beneficial in
illustrating theories. Our teachers genuinely care about this writing
and have a vested interest in working rhrough their ideas. As they
grapple with their texts, revision quickly becomes far more than simple
error correction. They realize and appreciate the complexity of any
writer's attempts to make meaning with language. Playing the stu-
dent’s role, teacheis soon understand how much their texts can be
improved by discussion with concerned and helpful readers. This
discussion includes readers’ responding and also writers’ clarifying
meaning by talking it through with readers (David 1986). If they
experience flat, meaningless, orincomprehensible responses, this may
not be bad. It illustrates the confusion or frustration student writers
can feel as a result of fruitless writing conferences. Playing the teach-
e1’s role, our students gain experience in response and begin to master
the difficult art of expert response. Finally, in conferring with every
class member, our teachers encounter a wide range of possible con-
ference styles.

Rather than use our limited time to develop a comp.ehensive base
for the evaluation of writing, we refer teachers to primary sources
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which elaborate upon measurement and summative evaluation of
writing quality (Cooper and Odell 1977; Diederich 1974). Instead, in
discussion we stress the importance of formative evaluation, or on-
going response to texts ia progress. This ties in well with our ongoing
work with writing and conferring. Teachers experience formative eval-
uation firsthand in writing conferences with one another and with us.
Expert response to unfinished work, they also realize, can appreciably
improve writing quality in a way final evaluations seldom do. Students
infer our primary message about effective evaluation: valuable re-
sponse is specific and informative, not judgmental.

Assignment making and sequencing are the next important theoret-
ical concerns we address. Here we intraduce readings which suggest
writers most profitably benefit from a wide range of rhetorical contexts
and writing forms (Judy 1980; Lauer 1980) rather than typlcallv writing
for the teacher as examiner (Britton et al. 1975). But teachers often
present writers with tasks which are too restrictive, both in subjectand
rhetorical context (Jenkins 1980; Larson 1970; Throckmorton 19§0).

We make teachers aware of how difficult and critical it is to design
effective writing assignments. Suitable writing assignments are de-
signed with writers’ skill levels, experiences, and concerns in mind
and are meant both to challenge and to intrigue. Without unduly
restricting writers, assignments should provide guidelines for content
and organization. Good assignments also enicourage writers to explore
a range of voices and audiences. Ideally, sequential writing assign-
ments become ingreasingly intricate and demanding, connecting past
knowledge to present capabilities while cpening future possibilities
(Brick 1981; Hoffman and Schifsky 1977; Jordan 1967; Larson 1970;
Simon, Hawley, and Britton 1973; Throckmorton 1980).

We supplement this theoretical base by asking teachers to write
assignments for their students, 2xperimenting with differont audi-
ences and purposes as well as different forms and content expecta-
tious. Teachers share, discuss, and revise these assignments, which
we then compile into a master list at the end of the semester.

The writing teacher’s role in 1 decentralized classroom, we believe,
is that of collaborator 2nd facilitator, but still the teacher needs to
structure the class for success, to create a positive environment for
writing, to plan meaningful activities and assignments, and to respond
effectively to writing. Here “decentralized” means many carefully
planned >nd orclie.trated individual and group learning experiences;
it does not mean simply trusting students to their own designs or
having students do individually what they could do jus. .z well as a
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dass. Thus, a visitor to our classroom would see many activities in a
typical class period:

1. An opening round of journal writing and voluntary reading from
journal entries.

2. Around of sharing problems and possibilities encountered while
writing and word processing, with the whole class or a special-
interest group, such as teachers interested in writing in math
dassrooms, taking pat in the discussion.

3. Individual and coauthored writing at computers and tables: some
writers working on papers for the course or other projects, two
writers collaborating on a paper on teacher utilities software, two
others transcribing interviews for the class newspaper, and so
on,

4. Writer conferences between partners and among members of
small groups.

5. A closing round of somewhat more formal discussions, led by
one of us and involving half the class at a time, on topics and
readings from our syllabus.

Wealso act as expert consultants during the course. The diversity of
our students means, of course, that many special needs must be
addressed Qur decentralized classroon makes it possible for us to
work with individual teachers to find the best uses of cumputers in
their own teaching situations. We provide a tl:orough bibliography on
the teaching of writing and research on microcomputers as language
arts tools, and since research is still limited at this point, we help
teachers answer their questions by returning again and again to the
theoretical underpinnings described earlier.

Our students, too, practice the role of expert consultants. Early in
the semester, teachers begin work on a final project, which can take a
variety of forms. For example, students can take a close look at some of
the issues raised in small group discussions or in the class readings, or
they can hold outside discussions or locate other readings, or they can
do outside research. They can also explore their own computer-
assisted writing processes, evaluate software in their fields, or setup a
computer-assisted language arts program for their own instructional
situations. Often, teachers in similar situations are able to provide their
colleagues with more informative response than we can, and they
form student-initiated small groups to help one another with projects
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Consistent with our decentralized and student-centered approach, we
strongly encourage this collaboration.

Small groups, in fact, have a vital function throughout our course.
We believe that all students learn best when acuvely involved, and that
both oral and written language skills facilitate learning. We make
practical use of these beliefs by using regular small group meetings in
which theory and practice are introduced, written about in journals,
discussed, and debated. We also require an oral presentation of the
final project in small groups. Acting as facilitators in these sessions far
more often than lecturers, we give our students ample opportunities to
learn by talking, writing, and responding. Teachers debate such di-
verse questions as the best model for writing processes, appropriate
use of spelling checkers, conference pnorities with developmental
writers, the value of various prewriting and editing programs, strat-
egies to facilitate revision, and the use, if any, for automatic error-
remediation software.

Integrating Microcomputers

Where does the microcomputer fit irto all of this? Everywhere, but
within distinct boundaries. the microcomputer in this approach is not
the subject being studied, not the focus of instruction. The microcom-
puter and its software are tools to help us get on with cur work. Having
established these boundaries, we explore microcomputer uses
throughout the course.

We teach the language of computing and word processing by teach-
ing vocabulary from the technical jargon known as computerese, and
we do so early in the semester. Here again, though, we are teaching a
language skill, we are not teaching the computer in isolation from the
re.] work of the course. Language underlies and supports all teaching
and learning, indeed, learning a subject is in many ways equivalent to
learning the language of a subject. And computers are no exception, at
least not in D. B. Smith’s recent formulation: “Rather than being not
technology, language is metatechnology —technology that enables
other technology. Presumably, nearly all of the sociocultural innova-
tions that have made humanity a successful species have been dissemi-
nated through language. Even today, when we teach a technology, we
first teach its vocabulary” (1986, 573).

A major goal of our course is to teach our students to recognize
sound and unsound microcomputer uses. To this end, we provide
three types of background readings on computer-assisted language
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instruction. First, we offer classroom models for teachers in secondary
writing classrooms (Lindemann and Willert 1985), middle school liter-
ature classrooms (Bickel 1985), and college literature classrooms
(Evans 1985). Each of these models is different, but they share some
critical characteristics. They integrate sound teaching theory in writ-
ing, reading, and literature; and the computer plays an important but
secondary role in language instriction.

Second, we introduce research studies on computers as composing
tools. We try to give our teachers a full and realistic sense of the
realities of computer-assisted instruction, an.i so we include studies
whichquell any naive beliefs in the supernatural powers of computers.
Collier’s (1983) study, for example, shows that writers who used word
processing without receiving revision nelp did not revise more effec-
tively than other writers. Selfe’s (1985) survey shows that students
writing on-line sometimes find disadvantages, including such prob-
lems as the inability to view an entire page of text, eye fatigue, and
overcrowded laboratory conditions. In addition, Selfe shows that writ-
ers working on-line have different composing styles, only some of
which are enhanced by the computer. These studies and others also
report highly positive benefits, particularly in ease of text production,
revision, and writerenthusiasm (Bean 1983, Womble 1985). We discuss
both advantages and disadvantages of computer-assisted writing with
our teachers, especially trying to help them understand a basic but
often ignored fact: simply because computers make revision easier
does not mean writers know how to revise. They need to be taught, not
just placed in front of machines (Sommers 1986).

Third, we select readings which help teachers take a critical stance
regarding language arts software. The most helpful evaluative guide-
lines we have found come directly from Petersen, Selfe, and
Wahlstrom (1984). They suggest teachers use seven criteria for assess-
ing software, determining whether. (1) the writing concern addressed
by the software is significant, (2) it is process-oriented, (3) it recognizes
and provides practice with shifting rhetorical parameters (such as
audience and purpo:e), (4) actual writing is required, (5) it meets the
needs of diverse writers, (6) it is authored by both composition and
software design experts, and (7) the program is proven through field
testing. In addition, this article provides guidelines for gauging the
effects of a given program on student users and for designing compre-
hensive evaluative instruments for computer-assisted language in-
struction programs to determine their effects on wnting prucesses and
prodtucts.




36 Computers in English and the Language rirts

Our students also read Spitzer's guidelines for selecting word-
processing software. He discusses the basic functions of any word-
processing program—text manipulation, storage, and printing—as
well as more advanced features. Eighteen word-processing features,
including, for example, 80-column display, cursor movement, and
format ease, are rated on a scale of 1 to 5 on their importance to
beginning, intermediate, and advanced writing students (Spitzer 1985,
25).

Finally, we make teachers aware oi our own stance, widely shared
by other scholars, that language arts software should be integrative,
interactive, user-friendly, and individualized. Here, too, we believe it
is best to explore thoroughly the meaning behind these terms, which
are often used as catchwords by software manufacturers. While we
defirie an “integrative” progiam as one which is based upon sound
writing theory and teaching principles, we have often seen it bandied
about in publishers’ advertisements for drill-and-practice programs.
Presumably students “integrate” missing words into blanks ieft in
sentences, or the software is “integrated” into lesson., 1svlating gram-
mar and usage from writing practice, but this is inappropriate and
misinformed language instruction.

As we present and discuss these evaluative guidelines, teachers
learn to use word processing for their own real writing. We concen-
trate on word-processing software because we believe this is the most
useful software to datc for writers. Teachers are able to select programs
to try out from about two dozen that we borrow from SUNY at
Buffalo’s Software Evaluation Project. We discovered this method has
several advantages. First, not only do the advantages and disadvan-
tages of a word-processing program become evident through actual
use, but also the virtue of word processing—the ease of revising and
editing—becomes apparent to new and experienced teachers alike.
Second, we believe teachers learn faste: and more efficiently by using
word processing to write meaningful pieces of writing. Rather than
running through tutorials and practicing exercises, teachers learn
word-processing commands as they are required by a writing task,
adding the commands on the spot. Wee make teachers active learners of
the writer’s craft, and we place word processing in a proper subordi-
nate role.

In addition to word-processing suftware, teachers are able to survey
a wide range of software available for their particular grade level and
interests. This software includes prewriting, error-remediation, post-
writing, and text-analysis programs. We ask our students to critique
this software based upon principles of wniting instruction and software
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evaluation. Each teacher, in other words, must find a way to integrate
theory into practice. When teaching literature, for example, we should
have students read and should help them make caieful inferences
about their reading, and when computer programs car- help with the
processes of reading and inferring, such as by analyzing style or by
comparing different texts, we should have students use computer
programs. What we should not do is teach the computer for its own
sake, as if technology has some worth beyond service to human needs.

This continuous sampling has several purposas. First, teachers gain
experience in using a wide variety of language arts software. Second,
they learn to apply the evaluative framework presented above to each
program, reinforcing it again and again. Third, teachers gain confi-
dence in their own evaluative expertise as they review many pro-

rams. We want them 0 rely on their own judgments because of the
sheer volume of weak software being manufactured.

Next time we teach the course, in fact, we plan to remove a caveat
we have thus far used. Instea of selecting software from the Software
Evaluation Project to bring to class, we will send our teachers to the
project to examine the wide array of reading, writing, language arts,
and English software available. Our original intention was to protect
our teachers from mindless drill-and-practice software, but our revised
thinking is that teachers need to learn to fend for themselves. Indeed,
this is the reason for the Software Evaluation Project’s existence:
software is expensive, and it is easy to make mistakes when purchas-
ing unfamiliar programs.

Evaluation of Gur Course

At the conclusion of “Composition and Computers,” we use several
metheds to evaluate our course. First, teachers respond to an anony-
mous course evaluation at the end of the semester. Second, our admin-
istrative roles allow us to observe some curricula as they develop, we
sometimes also serve as consitznt. to other teachers who work with
us. Third, we ourselves - »' _ute the strengths and weaknesses of our
program, trying for a difficult-to-manage objectivity.

Course evaluations indicate that our students generally leave our
course informed about writing principles and practices, knowledge-
able about integrative computer-assisted language arts methods and
software, and confident about their own teaching and evaluative skiils.
Perhaps more persuasively, the curricula we have observed firsthand
are right ontarget. Our teachers use microcompu.ers integratively and
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are not deluded into believing technology to be a panacea. They
recognize and reject unsound practices and software, and for good
reasons. They know from extensive readings what is theoretically
sound, and they know from firsthand experience what helps them as
writers. Just filling in the blanks is not beneficial. Especially rewarding
to us are those teachers of science, social studies, and other content
areas who learn to value writing as a learning tool, and who integrate
writing into their computer-assisted instruction programs.

Our ownevaluation, perhaps inevitably, is the most critical. First, as
professional writing teachers and researchers, we know the complex-
ity of the ideas with which we grapple within a limited time span.
Catch phrases such as “’the writing process” and “revision” are poten-
tially misleading terms for intricate and only partially understood
cognitive processes. Can one course even begin to do justice to them?

Second, we are aware of the pressures schools face to computerize
classrooms, sometimes regardless of the pedagogical appropriateness.
We have visited a classroom, for example, with thirty microcomputers
attihed to thirty printers and so many wires running back and forth
that it literally was impossible to find a sheet of paper on any of the
tables. It appeared that class size, the administrator’s magic number
thirty, had determined much of what was happening instructionally.
How can English be taught if we cannot write on paper? We are leery of
contributing to this unjustified technological mania, and we worry
about doing so inadvertently.

Third, we know our course has aninherent, if unavoidable, weak-
ness; research on computer-assisted language instruction is so new
that we really cannot claim unequivocally at this point that we know
the best ways to integrate computers into the English language arts
classroom. Research to date shows clearly that word processing has
not proven to be a panacea, nor do writers inevitably improve when
they write with the help of the glowing screer s highly possible that
the best instructional methods for using comy.. .ers have yet to evolve.
All we can do is make this clear to owr students and make sure our
present uses are pedagogically sound.

Nevertheless, we believe our work really does make a positive
impact on computer-assisted language instruction. Afterall, we argue,
computers are becoming the writing tools of cheice by increasing
numbers of student writers, and we offer an exemplary instructional
model to their teachers. We teach sound theory, model excellent
practices, and insist upon discerning evaluation. This is high-caliber
language instruction, and educators who work with us learn its value.
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We believe these fine results mean we have accemplished our pur-
voses as English educators.
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4 Interactive Computer Tools for
Teachers of Writing at All
Instructional Levels at Columbia
University’s Teachers College

Amy L. Heebner, Teachers College, Columbia University

Introduction

Should we bring the computer to English teachers, or should we bring
English teachers to the computer? At Columbia University’s Teachers
College we are investigating both alternatives. While teachers and
teachers-in-training study the uses of computers in course offerings at
the college, teachers in selected public schools receive support for their
efforts to make computers a part of school life.

These activities are part of Writing with Interactive Tools (WIT), a
new teacher education project sponsored by the Teachers College
Center for Intelligent Tools in Education (CITE) in cooperation with
the Teachers College Writing Project. WIT draws on both the tech-
nological expertise of CITE and the expertise of the Writing Project in
the teaching of writing. Our approach to teacher training integrates
practical experience with the broader perspectives provided by current
research on writing and educational computing.

Now is an apprc)priate time for collaboration between public school
teachers and university-based researchers with regard to the uses of .
computers in education. In the early 1980s, classroom practice in
computers and writing developed with minimal guidance from re-
search. Many teachers used computer tools in their classrooms, but
they found few forums for learning about similar classrooms in other
parts of the country. Now we can draw upon several years of research
conducted both in and out of the classroom (Bridweil et al. 1985, Daiute
1985; and others). Research contributes multiple viewpoints, offering
teachers a glimpse at other classrooms, other teachers, and other
students. If researchers and teachers communicate with each other,
the teaching practice will be enriched now and in the future.

Background of Writing with Interactive Tools

The original idea for the Center for Intelligent Toocls in Education
(CITE), one of the parents of the Writing with Interactive Tools (W:T)
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project, grew from extended discussions among Teachers College
faculty regarding the role of computer-based tecanology in educa-
tional settings. Meetings with the University Rela:dons group at IBM
led to the formation of the center in autumn 1985. funding from IBM,
offered for a three-year period, included $645,000 for faculty and
student support and $550,000 worth of equipment. The purpose of the
grant is io produce research, teacher education models, and educa-
tional software that contribute to an assessment of the future of com-
puting in education. CITE projects focus on teacher education and
software development in four areas: language arts instruction, social
studies instruction, special education, and educaticnal administration.

WIT’s other paic..t, the Writing Project, is a development project at
Teachers College that sends teacher trainers into c.assrooms throuzh-
out the New York City public school system. These trainers, selected
by the director of the Writing P10ject, serve as constltants to individual
teachers, helping to transform classroc.as into “writing workshops.”
The concept of the writing workshop is grounded in classroom-based
research concerning the teaching and learning of - /riting (Graves 1983;
Calkins 1986). The one-on-one work between trainer and classroom
teacher is the focus of the Writing Project’s work. The Writing Project,
which began in 1983, is funded by the New York City Board of Educa-
tion and several private foundations.

The idea to create a link between CITE and the Writing Project grew
from faculty discussions about the importance of computers in lan-
guage arts instruction. In September 1985, two CITE faculty members
and the director of the Writing “roject, also a Teachers College faculty
member, initiated a collaborative project to focus on writing with
computer tools.

The WIT project combines a process-based apnroach to teaching
writing with current developments in educational computing. As the
project title suggests, the concerns of WIT are not limited to applica-
tions of word-processing and database software, although these are
useful and impr. ‘tant implements in many English classrooms.

WIT has three components:

1. A ”Computers and Writing” course.

2. Case-study research in writing classrooms.

3. Software-de'. .lopment projects. Teacher education in the WIT
project focuses on inservice training because Teachers College is
strictly a graduate institution. Therefore, the following discus-
sion focuses on the training of practicing teachers, some observa-
tions, however, will be applicable to preservice programs as well.
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Description of the “’Computers and Writing” Course

The “Computers and Writing” course is the heart of teacher trairing at
the WIT project, although case studies and software-development
projects, conducted by the same individuals who teach “Computers
and Writing,” expand the resource base for the course. The class thus
becomes a prism that absorbs and reflects information generated by
the research and development projects.

Computers and Writing,”” offered for three credits, is held in the
teaching lab containing twenty-one IBM XTs. Must of the students in
the course are, or plan to be, teachers of language arts or computing in
elementary, secondary, or college settings. The goals of the class
include the fohowing:

1. Topresent a process-oriented approach to the teaching of writing
with computers. In fulfilling this objective, the class draws on
case studies conducted as part of ! 'WIT project, in addition to
other research.

2. To enable students tc gain competence with word-processing
software.

3. To provide a historical perspective on the development of com-
puter-writing instruments and a vision of the future of writing
technologies. This phase of the class draws on WIT’s software-
development projects.

The course meets for fourteen sessions of approximately two hours
each, with one class session scheduled for each week of the semester.
Novice computer users are required to attend four additionai hours of
basic instruction in word processing. Many students who take the
class have already taken “Computer Applications in Education,” a
turee-credit class that introduces word-processing, database, and
spreadsheet software. All students are expected to spend at least one
hour per week working with computers outside of class time. Teachers
College has equipped two “computer libraries” for student use. One of
these facilities contains a combination of IBM PCs, XTs, and ATs,
Macintoshes, and assorted printers, including two laser printers, the
other facility is equipped with IBM FCjrs and printers.

Class meetings begin with a short lecture or software demonstra-
tion. A workshop session follows, with opportunities for individual
and small group conferences about writing or software use. Each
session concludes with a discussi.n of issues related to writing with
computers, and often with readings of works-in-progress. This struc-
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ture reflects the Writing Project’s conception of the writing workshop,
which begins with a mini-lesson, is followed by a workshop, and
concludes with a sharing session (Calkins 1986). As students gain
competence with word-processing software and become familiar with
the process approach to the teaching of writing, they are introduced tc
research literature on computers and writing classrooms. Findings
frem WIT case studies fuel these discussions.

The last five sessions of the course are reserved for discussion of the
impact of computers on writing habic. in our culture. New computer-
writing tools from software-development projects are demonstrated
and discussed in class. Student presentadons also contribute to this
discussion. Recent student presentations have included such topics as
”Computer Education in Barbados,” “Word Processing in a Special
Education Classroom,” and “Technology in the Third World.”

In the following sections, each of the main components of the
“Computers and Writing” course will be discussed in more detail. The
discussion reflects the kinds of classroom structures we model for
teachers, as well as the information and skills we want to impart.

Process-Based Approach to Teaching Writing

”Computers and Writing” is informed by a process-based approach to
the teaching of writing. Because research on writing processes is too
voluminous to discuss as a single topic, class discussions focus on
those studies that relate primarily to the teaching and learning of
writing, drawing heavily on the descriptive research of Graves (1983)
and Calkins (1986), among others. These studies describe writing
workshops in which each writer has a large margin of autonomy in
pursuing the work of drafting, revising, and editing. This structure is
ideal for a computer-writing environment.

In this class, we try to show prospective teachers that the computer
offers new capabilities to writers, and not only in the areas of revision
and editing. Freewriting and loop writing, two strategies for generat-
ing ideas and composing text that are elaborated by Elbow (1981), are
new experiences with a word processor. Some teachers-in-training
discover that they are able to engage in freewriting for tne first time,
creating text continuously without censoring. For these teachers, the
light touch of the computer keyboard and the fact that they can look
away from the screen while writing enable them to write more freely
than they have ever experienced with pencil and paper.

We also try to show prospective teachers how to take individual
writing processes into account in the use of computer writing tools.
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Researchers have shown that while the writing process seems to have
multiple phases, each individual writer follows a unique journey to-
ward the final product. Some writers seem. to plan, draft, and revise all
atonce, whi.e others go through a long initial planning process before
they begin to compose. We Lelp teachers see that changing writing
implements often catalyzes a change in writing process. For instance,
many writers find that they write more drafts with a word processor
than with traditional writing implements. The computer seems to help
these writers play with ideas in a more experimental fashion, so that
they plan as they write.

We cutline patterns of change that researchers have discovered in
the writing habits of writers who use computers. Some teachers in the
class experience a similar change in personal writing habits as they
write the course assignments with a word processor, and discuss their
experiences in class. For all of our teachers-in-training, writing con-
ferences and response groups become a central component of the
”Computers and Writing” class. During the first half of the semester,
all participants keep a journal about their experiences with the com-
puter, using a word-processing program as the principal writing tool.
Our assumption s that the journal is a relatively straightforward form,
and that novice computer users need simple writing tasks like the
journal at first, in order to integrate the new writing tool with their
personal writing habits. The teachers bring selections from their jour-
nals to class, sharing their concerns and discoveries with others in their
response groups. Later, teachers begin reflective writing focused on
specific topics of their own choosing.

Word-Processing Instruct! ‘n

In structuring the word-processing phase of “Computers and Writ-
ing,"” we have assumea that learning by doing is the best method of
learning to write with a computer. Writers and teachers of writing
need to experience word processing in order to understand its benefits
and to decide whether the computer will be the writing tool of choice.
The essential teaching task here is a balancing act. The teacher needs to
provide enough technical information for the writer to nave some
inde:pendence, while still keeping the writing impulse alive.
Another principle that informs our ““Computers and Writing” class
rests on our assumption that computer writers, particularly novices,
need information presented in small bits and ample time for practice.
This approach developed from the Writing Project’s method of teach-
ing writing. Writing Project trainers present a small amount of instruc-
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tion and then give teachers a ch .nce to put new information into
practice. After the teacher has mad.: the new information part of his or
her repertoire, the trainer offers more instruction.

Similarly, “Computers and Writing” offers word-processing in-
struction in small doses because this interdisciplinary class involves
prospective teachers from the Teachers College programs in English
education, linguistics, and computing in education. One of the
course’s aims is to create ways in which differences among these
teachers enhance their learning. The key is small group work, assigned
in small doses. Early in the semester, we have in-class word-process-
ing instruction. In each of several small groups, a computing major
coaches a few individuals who are trying to master word processing. In
these small groups, each writer gets personal attention from the leader
at the time when it is most needed. One prospective teacher com-
mented:

I noticed immediately after the group exercises that the class had
come together as a whole. All of the students felt a real camarade-
rie that resulted from a shared experience—the struggle for com-
petency on the machine.

The group leaders learn about the vicissitudes of running a com-
puter workshop and appreciate firsthand the importance of individu-
alized instruction. In scheduling the small group work early in the
semester, we achieve two purposes. We provide a model for a student-
centered computer writing workshop, while simultaneously allowing
for the different needs of individuals in the class. The small group
work is continued in response groups in which language teachers and
computing teachers share their writing and their different kinds of
expertise with each other.

Perspectives on Computer Writing Instruments

In order to help teachers identify the unique properties of electronic
writing implements, we initiate thinking about writing processes and
toolsin historical perspective. We begin by asking prospective teachers
to write personal histories of themselves as writers and users of com-
pu.ers. Student journals chronicle the processes of struggle and even-
tual mastery over the computer as wiiting instrument. Breakthroughs
happen at all stages of computer learning, but the first breakthrough is
often uniquely exciting. This breakthrough point is a time when peo-
ple want to talk more about their experiences. They begin a process of
understanding their own experiences in relation to others in the class
and in relation to other professionals who have studied computer
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technology. After this breakthrough, a more reflective phase of learn-
ing begins.

This is the right time to introduce the results of recent research on
educational computing and English teaching and to encourage the
- -process of reflective writing on topics that arise from class discussion of
reading. The works of Taylor (1980), Turkle (1984), and Papert (198C),
among others, stimulate discussion of the human side of computer
technology. English education and linguictics majors, in particular,
seem fascinated by the psychological implications of con puting. Some
find that writing with the computer is a highly interactive process.

When I write on a computer, I feel that writing is more like a
conversation with the computer rather than isolating myself from
the rest of the world. With a computer, I don’t feel that I am
writing. It's like talking to somebody. I don’t feel any kind of
isolation at all. On the contrary, what I see on the screen—my
voice, neatly formatted—is not exactly the same as, but is very
similar to, the kind of feedback I can et from a person I am talking
to.

Other teachers are more cautious about attributing “interactivity,”
which may be considered an intrinsically human quality, to amachine.
One language teacher wrote:

I do not think that it is possible to communicate with a machine.
Communication is an mherently creative a-t, and computers are
inherently uncommunicative. Rather, computers facilitate .
comnunication with oneself and with others.

As prospective teachers reflect on the computer’s capabilities, they
naturally begin to apply their newfound knowledge in their own
professional work. Some teachers have written about their own prob-
lems and successes in introducing computers into their school environ-
ments. Their concorns include a wide range of issues, such as
problems of softwar.: and hardware selection and ways to involve
teachers in ongoing staff development. Each of theve topics is an
important concern in teacher education because each points to factors
that may enhance, or prever.t, the integration of computers into class-
rooms.

Additional WIT Resources

Other components of the WIT program generate information that
feeds into the “Computers and Writing” course, enriching class dis-
cussion and expanding the sense of pussibihties. The two principal
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sources of information are case-study research in public schools and
software-development projects. These two activities provide knowl-
edge of inservice training that is useful in English classrooms where
computers are used.

Case-Study Research in Writing Classrooms

Classroom-based research is of immediate interest to students in the
"“Computers and Writing” ¢l.ss. Many of thern use computers in their
teaching or plan to do so. In the class, as part of ovs survey of literature
on the teaching of writing with computers, we discuss artifacts and
findings from case studies conducted through WIT. Because we work
with a large amount of information within a single semester, teachers
are not required to conduct case studies themselves as part of the class.
However, some teachers begin to view their own classrooms as possi-
ble sites for research to be conducted after completion of the class.

The entire class looks closely at student texts, following the patterns
of revision and editing made on computers. In addition, we use
videotapes to study images of computer writing classrooms. In view-
ing these videotapes, teachers learn how to structure classroom en-
vironments in which students write independently, both on and off
the computer, and in which equipment resources are utilized fully for
the entire class. A few minutes of videotape sometimes yield more
clarity than volumes of literature. The videotapes selected for the class
show that children learn word processing collaboratively before they
can write alone with the computer, and reveal this collective word-
processing knowledge much more convincingly than a verbal descrip-
tion could. The videotapes also illustrate that children like to move
back and forth between writing on the screen and on paper. This is a
practical strategy for stretching the available computer time in a class-
room. At first, students often write on paper and use the computer as a
glorified typewriter. Gradually they learn to use the screen as their
writing surface.

Case studies of teachers are important, too. Some of the class
participants in “Computers and Writing” are teacher trainers, some
are school computer specialists, others are English teachers with a
relatively new interest in computing. They have much to learn from
each other, and the experiences recounted by individual teachers
contribute to our discussions of teacher training. Each teacher’s story is
a window into a whole world of complex issues and motives. For
example, we often use the story of a first-grade teacher, Lynn, to
illustrate tle importance of long-term planning in staff development.
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Lynn'’s exposure to computers began in 1983 when she taught herseif
to use LOGO on the first computer purchased by her school. The
following year she participated in a series of word-processing work-
shops. During the spring semester of 1986, a WIT instructor served as a
participant-observer in her classroom. Lynn did several tutorial ses-
sions in word processing with the WIT instructor and then introduced
word processing to some of her students. Yet she maintained an
uneasy relationship with the “computer corner.” Often she com-
mented that she thought the children benefited from the word pro-
cessing, but she seldom came over to watch or confer with the children
writing with the computers. When visits to Lynn’s classroom came to
an end, the children were highly enthusiastic about writing with the
computer, while the teacher still seemed uncertain.

But Lynn did a surprising thing the following fall. She took on the
responsibility of teaching LOGO to children in an after-school pro-
gram. Then she began to introduce the other first-grade teachers to the
computer in weekly training sessions. Now she plans to bring three
computers into her classroom and to introduce her new crop of first
graders to word processing. She says, "I like knowing about com-
puters. Not many women do. I like that!” She speculates about becom-
ing a home-computer consultant and, after her retirement from
teaching, adopting a new career in the computing field.

This teacher’s story confirms two points that are central to our
training outlook: (1) staff development programs need to be conceived
in terms of years, rather than weeks or months; and (2) computing
expertise has multiple levels of appeal, including its pragmatic valuein
the world outside the schools.

Software-Development Projects

We also believe that teachers benefit from a look at the future of
computer writing tools, and therefore we demonstrate exciting soft-
ware-development projects underway at Teachers College. These new
projects give a rich context to the more mundane tasks of computer
learning, such as the mechanics of MS DOS and word-processing
software. Three software-development pro,ects have a direct connec-
tion with writing, reading, and multimedia compusition, the concerns
of the WIT project.

Firstis the Academic Networking Facility, which includes the teach-
ing lab, the site of the “Computers and Writing"* class. This facility
houses twenty-one IBM XT computers that are connected, via a grow-
ing, collegewide local area network, with other XTs and ATs used for
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educational software development. Two other classrooms with net-
worked systems are about to become operational. One lecture hall is
linked to the network with a system set for large-screen display of
computer-controlled text and video. All together, these facilities com-
prise the Academic Networking Facility. We spend at least one o1 two
sessions of “Computers and Writing” on the network so that teachers
can experience the process of accessing software through the neswork
and the use of electronic mail. We pian further investigation of the uses
of the network within the content of the class.

A second software-development project, the Multimedia Develop-
ment Lab, offers teachers an array of equipment for composing educa-
tional materials that integrate text, video, graphics, and snund. At
present, this lab is equipped with an IVIS videodisk system and a work
station for HANDY, the experimental language for multimedia com-
position designed by Don Nix of IBM. In past “Computers and Writ-
ing’’ classes, teachers have watched demonstrations of this facility and
have enthusiastically discussed its impli.ations for their students. In
the future, we would like the cluss to explore the medium of computer-
controlled video, a medium that expands the concept of “writing” to
include imagery as well as text.

Toachers have also witnessed demonstrations of the early stages of
the CD-ROM Development Facility, currently being installed, which
wili contain an optical scanner for digitizing text and a CD-ROM
emulation system run from an IBM AT. Thus facility will allow teachers
to create and test curriculum resources through the use of large
databases transferred tc CL-ROM disks (McClintock 1986). Many
teachers are fascinated by the possibilities of this sy stem, which makes
large quantities of information available through associative access
patterns.

These three fadilities, which serve as resources for the WIT project,
exemplify diversification in educativnal technology . This kind of ar-
rangement is inappropriate for most ¢lementary and secondary
schools. Still, we believe that teachers who train in a varied electronic
environment will have an aw areness of “coming attractions” in educa-
tional tachnology and a heightened sense of the rapidity of tech-
nological change.

Conclusion

The WIT project aims to mediate between teaching practice and re-
search in educational technology. A particularly .trong aspect of the
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WIT project is the excellence of its two parent projects, which feed the
“Computers and Writing” class, conferences, and v.orkshops in a
variety of ways, both direct and indirect. For example, the individuals
who instruct teachers in the “Computers and Writing” class are also
the individuals who conduct case-study research and software-
development projects that produce mstructional material as feedback
for the class. It must be noted that ZITE and the Writing Project
maintain different emphases. CITE projects center on the develop-
ment and use of computer tools, with a primary emphasis on the tools
themselves. In contrast, the Writing Project is focused strongly on
individual teachers and on the development of the art and craft of
teaching writing. This range of expertise 1s both a challenge to teacher
training and an opportunity. WIT aims to achieve a creative balance
between the concerns of the Writing Project and those of CITE, be-
tween human factors and current developments in technology. This
potential for diversity and comprehensivenessis a very pusitive aspect
of WIT.
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5 The Gateway Writing Preject:
Staff Development and
Computers in St. Louis

Jane Zeni Flinn, University of Missouri-St. Louis

Chris Madigan, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Introduction

When the Gateway Writing Project (GWP) began working with com-
puters in 1984, we decided to bring to the university our strongest
writing project graduates, introduce these teacher-consultants to the
computer, and then fcllow them back to their classrooms to observe,
question, coach, and study how they actually used computers in a
process-oriented writing curriculum. In subsequent years, we would
apply the insights of this collaborative research to trairing additional
teachers.

Based at the Univer:ity of Missouri-St. Louis and at Harris-Stowe
State Col.ege, GWP is an affiliate of the National Writing Project
(NWP). With an established network of successful writing teachers
and a solid base in the writing project tradition, we began in 1984 to
develop our training model for teaching writing with computers.

Our model features four main kinds of activities. teacher raining in
the writiag process and computer applications, surpo:t for instruc-
tional change; action research in the classrooms of trained teachers,
and dissemination both of curriculum and of exemplaty school pro-
grams. We are finding that this multifaceted approack allows us to
respond to the short-term need for training as well as the longer-term
need for assistance in applying that training in actual schuol situations.
In addition, classroom-based research and disseminatior. provide con-
stant feedback to keep our training in tune with the best current
practice in arapidly developing field. We believe each of these compo-
nents is essential for an effective program of onguing, professional
development.

Our first component, teacher training, was based on ty pical practice
at the NWP sites. We provided intensive summer institutes for experi-
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enced teachers, university courses open also to preservice teachers,
and shorter jnservice workshops led by our teacher-consultants in
local school districts. Like many English teachers around the country,
Gateway staff knew computers as powerful writing tools, but feared
the public might embrace a too-narrowly defined technology. In our
work with teachers, we sought to counter the computer-driven basics
while applying the technology to real writing tasks. We would keep
language in the foreground anc' technology in the background.

The second feature of our teacher-training project was support for
instructional change. We provided monthly support meetings for
teachers, serinars for administrators, and leadership training fus
school writing-improvement teams. The need for this component was
evident in our writing project before we ever worked with computers.
We saw well-trained and enthusiastic teacher-consultants losing mo-
mentum when they returned to schools with superv;,ors who did not
understand a process approach to writing instruction. When the com-
puter becar.~ part of our training in the writing process, the need for
ongoing support was intensified. A lone teacher could not deal with
instructional change, technological change, and the whole range of
administrative decisions, such as purchasing software, computer ac-
cess, and writing-lab design. We saw that we needed to educate
building leaders.

The third component, action research, was our resporse to rapidly
changing technology and growing instructional sophistication. Ini-
tially the university staff observed in the classrooms of skilled project-
trained writing teachers and worked with them during the year when
they began using computers as writing tools. More recently, our
school visits have b-en an opportunity to observe writing-
improvement teams of teachers and administrators as they plan, cn-
tique, and evaluate their own computer-equipped writing programs.
What we learn each year from this practical, et sographic research
becomes part of what we teach the next summer’s teachers.

Dissemination, our fourth component, draws on all three of the
previously mentioned areas. We sponsor a series of curriculum guides
authored by teachers during and after the summer institutes. Ve help
maintain teacher momentum through publications and presentations.
We support the development of new writing programs in schools and
un’versities modeled on excellent writing centers and on the Gateway
site itself. We learn how to apply our research findings through net-
working with professional groups and through computer telecon-
ferencing.
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In response to our proposal outlining these four components, tne
Department of Education’s Fund for the Improvement of Post-
Secondary Education awarded GWP a grant exceeding $100,000 for the
years 1984 to 1987. That grant funded the computer-related activities
described in this chapter.

Goals and Questions

Since 1984, the Gateway Wr.ting Project’s primary goal has been to
itnprove writing instruction by mtegrating computers into a training
model based on the National Writing Project. While the goal was clear,
this computer-assisted writing project has taken shape gradually as we
worked with the new technology and reflected on that experience.
Since many of the answers were not yet available in the professional
literature when we began the project in 1984, we relied on a process of
teaching, inquiry, and feedback to lead us to a working model. We
began by investigating three aspects of the computer—-as a tool, a
cultural artifact, and a medium of instruction.

1. As a tool, how would the computer differ from pen or pe.icil?
Would using a new tool reshape writers’ composing habits
(Madigan 1984)? Could students learn to choose different tools
for different purposes?

2. As a cultural artifact, how would the computer change the cli-
mate of writing project institutes and of the writing classes taught
by their graduates? Could the presence of computers in a schoc”’
building serve as a catalyst for writing across the curriculam?

3. As a medium of instruction, could the compucer stay out of the
limelight’ Could we empower teachers with knowledge about
teaching writing with computers whiie letting machines play a
rather small rolein teacher training? The National Writing Project
traditionally emphasizes doing writing rather than talking about
methods.

The next sections describe in detail the major components of the
model that emerged. teacher training, support for instructional
change, research, and distribution.

Suramer Institutes

In the yeais 1984 to 1987, the Gateway Writing Project conducted
intensive summer institutes on “Teaching Writing with Computers.”

7
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Otfered for five hours of graduate credit, such institutes provide a
cadre of teacher-consultants with the training and confidence to staff
the shorter inservice workshops offered during the school year. Each
summer, our institute’s teacher applicants were more computer liter-
ate, the lab facilities better, and the staff more experienced, so each
year the climate of the instiute changed.

We began, for example, with the conviction that our focus would be
on writing, not on technology. We saw the computer as an .dd-on, a
new tool incorporated into our accustomed schedule of activities. In
practice, this approach meant that we spent mornings in a seminar
room, with lectures, teaching demonstrations, and informal writing—
we used no computers, but mentioned taicir applications along with
prewriting (invention software), revising (word processing), or me-
chanic: (spelling checkers). Each afternoon, during our usual writing
group, library, and conference time, teachers got a turn in the com-
puter lab. This first institute divorced the writing workshop from the
computers. During the next summers, we integrated the technology
more fully in our curriculum an<. in our classroom design.

We soon learned that physical and temporal arrangements could
subtly control the institute’s climate. In the first ycar, computers were
isolated in a lab down the hall which each writer visited for an hour per
day; the machines sat in straight rows, leaving little room for discus-
sion. By 1986, the institute spent the entire day 1n a large resource
center with computers arranged about the periphery and movable
seminar tables in the middle for writing groups, a large monitor made
it easy to demonstrate relev ant .oftware during the morning’s presen-
tations. Such a flexible setting for eicironic composing tools can help
build coinmunities of writess.

Based on what we have learned throt.gh four summers, we can now
sketch our preferred practice in a teacher-training institute. Core staff,
a university professor and a project-trained teacher-consultant from
the public schools, lead the four week summer program. Support staff
may include a student aide, guazst teacher-consultants, graduate in-
terns, and facuity researchers. We find that such staffing shows teach-
ers the iinportance of collaboration among educato:s in diverse roles.

Planning for the summer institute aims for high visibiity and high
commitment. In February, staff members circulate promotional flie.s
and personal letters to public and private school administrators seeh-
ing nominations of exemplary writing teachers. In April, staff mein-
bers select about twenty-five elementary, secondary, and college
teachers. Candidates receive a welcome letter and an assignment to
read and respond to in . journal before the institute starts in late June.
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They also buy one book on the writing process (Murray 1985) and one
on writing with computers (Rodrigues and Rodrigues 1986).

Our computer-aided summer institute still follows a plan quite
typical of the National Writing Project. It runs four weeks, 7.00a.m. to
3:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. The topics are still organized on
the basis of the writing process, but the computer is woven into each
part of the syllabus:

Week One

Introduction to the writing process

Introduction to word processing

Prewriting and data-gathering strategies
Demonstrating composing with a large-screen monitor
Drafting a personal experience essay

Week Two

Teaching the writing process

Advanced word-processing techniques
Peer response, conferencing

Collaboration, teleconferencing

Primary trait system of instructional design
Drafting a curriculum paper

Week Three

Sentence combining, expansion, modeling
Editing and standard English usage
Software and hardware for teaching writing
Evaluating writing

Handling the paperload

Week Four

Publishing student writing

School publishing houses, ycung authors’ conferences
Writing labs and centers

Teacher research and publication

Planning inservic “kshops

School and district dissemination

Morning is still primarily class time, afternc sn is writing time. In the
morning, groups meet tv share reading res sonses. Teachers discuss
their students’ and their own writing processes, present model
lessons, see software and teaching demor.strations on a large monitor,
and do writing exercises (brainstorming, guided meditation, multiple
leads, revision agendas) for the assigned papers—svurnetimes by hand,
sometimes by machine. They also respond to each other’s writing in
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pairs and small groups, discuss how to adapt their experiences to their
classrooms, eat donuts, and drink gallons of coffee.
In the aftcinoon, teachers read and write. At first, they may get
comfortable with the computer through collaborative writing (e.g.,
inventing cartoon dialogue). Later, while half the writers use the
computers, the other half kibitz, confer with peers or teachers on their
drafts, browse througu the GWP reserve collection in the library, or
read the next day’s handouts. Depending on need, one or both core
staff may be helping at the computers or conferring at the tables.
The second assignment s to create a unit of classroom-ready curric-
ulum. That might be three days of lesson plans, complete with trans-
parencies, feedback sheets, workshop instructions, and evaluation
checklists for students, or it might be an extended writing assignment
with an evaluation rubric and sample papers. The curriculum paper
takes about two weeks. Because rough and final copies must be com-
posed on the computer, institute staff make a point or introducing
activities for generating ideas, critiquing, and revising drafts on the
machine. The completed guide will be sold to schools, so participants -
must learn advanced commands for professional layout.
The most successful first assignment—""Re-create for the rest of the
class an experience you had (good or bad) with a machine”—takes a
week, ventilates feelings about technology (usually cars), and mimics
personal experience assignments that teachers often give to their own
students. Most people compose first drafts on paper, then they enter,
revise, and print later dra. s with the computer. They save their final
copies onto a class disk, from which institute staff prepare a letter-
quality anthology for distribution to the group. As faculty, we write
and publish the same assignment.
Except for the first day, when we talk about working memory and
how to handle a floppy disk, the focus is writing, and computers are
. taught only at need-to-know po.nts. For example, when writers ask
how to return the cursor to the beginning of \1e next line, faculty
explain word wrap. When writers are ready to go heme, they learn to
save files.

Cur institute goes beyond helping teachers write with computers.
we also try to teach them to manage a computer supported classroom
through setting up multiple sources of help. Participants learn, for
example, to consult one another or check wallposters that list steps for
deleting, adding, retrieving, saving, and printing. One poster stresses
self-help.””Ask three, then ask me” (i.e., the teacher). Untrained tutors
may do too much for computer novices (Michaels 1986), so we encoui-
age peers and staff to teach first things first, giving basic examples
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rather tharu maltiple solutions. We do try to protect learners from
disastrous mistakes, encourage experimentation, help novices de-
velop problem-solving strategies, and debug aloud. The following
dialogue illustrates a typical “’help exchange””:

Writer: How do I get rid of this word?

Tutor: Well, your cursor’s right at the end of the word. Hold
down the “delete” key and see what happens. [Word
processors delete words several ways, but on the first
day, or fora frustrated user, we would not explain how to
jump to the beginning of the word and use the “word-
delete” function. We do not teach alternatives until users
are ready.]

Writer: Can I change this an to the with a global replace?

Tutor: Save your file first. Then try the replace and see. [The
tutor prevents the writer from ruining the file, Lutencour-
ages the experiment. Afterwards, the writer will never
replace a single word with a global command. ]

Writer: The computer lost my file! I saved it yesterday as
“DRAFT,” and rnow the computer doesn’t have it!

Tutor: How do you find what you've saved to your disk?

Writer: T don’t know.

Tutor: Display the directory.

Writer: How do I do that?

Tutor: From the main menu. How do you get there? [Writer
presses “escape,” and the main menu appears.] Now
which option do you want? [Writer types “D” but does
not press “return.””] Why hasn’t the directory come up?

Writer: Oh, I didn’t press “return.” [Presses “return. ‘ The direc-
tory appears.] Oh, I see. I misspelled it. I saved it as
“Daft”!

To encourage problem solving, at “stuck points” the .utor ver-
balizes a competent user’s questions. Whenever possitle, the tutor
avoids taking control of the keyboard. W - riudel th,s approach to peur
tutoring and self-help so that teachers can later apply it with their own
students.

This approach, like our summer institute curriculum, has evolved
over the years. In 1984, few teachers had ever used computers, one
instructor was barely familiar with the hardware, and the other was
barely familiar with the software. That year, three expenenced partici-
pants quickly emerged as tutors and were asked for help as often as the
staff. Participants at each succeeding summer institute have been more

Lay )
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computer literate, we now see more widespread informal help and less
reliance on designated “experts.”

District Inservice Programs

Ideally, we believe that an intensive, graduate-credit institute on writ-
ing and computc.s would benefit every English teacher. In practice, of
cousise, just a sruall percent of this population is trained.

When school officials contact the Gateway Writing Project to re-
quest teacher training, most often they are thinking of .. brief introduc-
tion to word-processing software with a few techniques for teaching
writing. Our first task is to convince this audience that teachers really
need a more thorough, more integrated experience. Next we must
provide a workshop that compresses the key features of the summer
institute into a shorter, yet meaningful, training period.

"An Introduction to Writing with Computers” is a ten-hour non-
credit inservice workshop that we have given for teachers from all
disciplines. Led by Gateway graduates, it introduces teachers to
rrocess-based approaches Jor teaching writing and to their district’s
standard word-processing package. Though all our inservice work-
shops cover such basics as how to handle files and how to respond
helpfully to papers, leaders of each workshop choose their own assign-
ments, activities, and handouts.

Rather than full training experiences, we regard these brief work-
shops as appetite-whetters and consciousness-raisers. We also use
them to recruit some teachers for the summer institute. Nevertheless,
most teachers receive no further training. The workshops alone seem
adequate for teachers who have previous knowledge of .he writing
process but are new to computer applications, and also for teachers
who are returning to school buildings where there are strong, project-
trained teachers available to help them.

Supporting Instructional Change

When computers enter writing programs, adnunstrative leadership
becomes absolutely necessary. Teachers cannot normally purchase
software, set up labs, or schedule classes without such support. Since
the summer of 1985, GWD has sponsored vne-day seminars for admin-
istrators on “Computers, Writing, and Effective Leadership” in which
a teacher-consultant gives a presentation un the writing process with
computers, a computer courdinator talks about planning labs and
facilities, a principal discussus leauership in writing and in cumputers,
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and the GWP director explains the project’s writing-improvement
teams.

Research suggests that the most crucial focus of staff developmentis
not the teacher, administrator, or school district, but the individual
school (Berman and McLaughlin 1975, see also Neale, Bailey, and Ross
1981). Thus our project has worked with individual pilot schools to
build writing-improvement teams—in-house cadres of compute. -and-
writing specialists. A writing-improvement team requires one or more
administrators who have attended GWP seminars, two or more
project-trained teachers, resource staff (e.g., a librarian, computer
director, lab assistant), access to new knowledge (e.g., through a
university or technical consortium), regular planning and meeting
time at the school site, and power to make decisions about writing and
computers.

After the teachers’ summer institute and the adminstrators’ semi-
nar, all team members attend a two-day leadership training program.
There the team assesses their school’s staff, equipment, and organiza-
tional climate and then writes an action plan for integrating computers
into the writing curriculum. For the two years during which w. devel-
oped this program, GWP university staff visite? pilot schools regularly
toobserve teachers and students, meet with the writing-improvement
teams, and offer feedback.

Our four pilou sites represent inner-u, and afflcent suburban sec-
ondary schools, creating a natural laboiatory for studying computer-
rich writing programs. At one high school, the writing-improvement
teamn, with the support of an energetic new administrator, arranged an
inservice course for the whole English department, a schoolwide
assessment of writing samples, and a more equitable schedule for
access to the writing lab, future plans include pairing teachers to
observe one another’s writing classes and to share feedback on key
features of writing-process instruction. At a city middle school, an-
other writing-improvement team (two writing lab teachers and an
instructional coordinator paid through desegregation funds) worked
with a local public relations firm to help students produce a computer-
printed newspaper, school publicity, and radio scripts. In both these
examples, the presence of administrators as well as teachers and the
creative use of outside resources have led to effective integration of
computers in the writing curriculum.

Research on Writing with Computers

Our project is rooted in the tradition of “action research” —studies in
which the practical needs of participants generate the research ques-
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tions—using descriptive ethnography (McCal' 1984, Smith 1979). Ac-
tion research has been endorsed by such National Writing Project
leaders as Miles Myers (1985) and Sondra Perl (1986) because it pro-
vides a focus for teachers to continue learning, growing, inquiring,
and publishing after they leave the intensive summer course. We find
this blend of training and research especially well suited to a computer-
oriented writing project. We are working with teachers in a rapidly
changing technological field where researchers cannot pretend to have

! all the answers and where even the right questions may become
apparent only in the classroom.

Ourfirst study, “Collaborative Research on Teaching and Learning,
Grades 3-12,"” asked how highly skilled teachers of writing would
restructure their classes to make use of the computer. We were not
interested in randomly selected teachers or in a rigidly imposed curric-
ulum, either in text or on disk. Instead, we collaborated with our
strongest G.teway graduates as they made decisions, changed deci-
sions, tried rew techniques, tried old techniques, and revised what
almost worked until it did work (Flinn 1985a).

During 1984 to 1985, a grant from the National Writing P~ ject
provided small fellowships for ten such teacher-researchers. To ana-
lyze what happened as their students began writing with computers,
each teacher logged noteworthy events, quotes, successes, and disas-
ters. Each kept writing folders for a target class, including hanawritten
drafts and computer printouts. In the writing project tradition, the
experience of collaborative research helped build a “‘new profes-
sionalism” among teachers (Nelms 1979). School and university re-
searchers shared their observations at the project meetings and
disseminated the results (Flinn 1985b).

Teacher-researchers identified and summarized ways in which the
computer changed their approaches to instruction and classroom man-
agement (Wright 1988). The research tearn also identified four settings
in which computers could assist writing instruction:

1. Atraditional classroom may use 1 single computer, connected to
a large monitor, to demonstrate v :iting processes. For sxampiz,
the whole class can propose revisions to a displayed text and see
how those changes affect style, tone, and meaning (Wright 1985).

2. Aclassroom with learning centers can use computers a. a writing
center. For example, one middle school classroom held two com-
puters, two typewriters, racks of paperbacks, and areas for group
and individual work. Sometimes children collaborated at the
keyboard. At other times, children drafted papers individually,
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by hand or by machine. Peers responded with pencil on hard
copy before writers revised and a final printout was made.

3. A tutorial writing center may support writing across the school’s
curriculum. In the St. Louis area, long before computers, several
GWP teacher-consultants founded wriiing centers for con-
ferences and individiial coaching. Because of early successes,
those centers obtained funds for computers, resulting in some
unusually well-staffed, well-equipped facilities (Wright 1986).

4. Finally, a computer lab, usually staffed by an aide, can serve
many classes. Small labs cannot accommoda. whole writing
classes, so most teachers send a dozen students to work on their
own, with mixed success. Larger labs can allow a project-trained
teacher to assist an entire class while students write, providing
essential support during the writing process.

Distribution

As we develop new models for instructior, support, and research on
writing with computers, we share them with others in the field.
Vehicles for distribution include the various training programs already
described as well as publications, comments in computer conferences,
and convention speeches.

We have found that good programs in writing with computers
spread information by word of mot..h and by imitation as much as by
direct teaching. In the past four years, dozens of high schools in St.
Louisand its suburbs have established writing centers, most staffed or
led by Gateway teacher-consultants. For example, the center founded
by a GWP codirectorat a suburban high school includes twolabs, large
tables for writing conferences, a book and software collection for
teachers, and twenty-five computers. The National Coun.il of Teach-
ers of English named this facility a Center of Excellence in 1986, and
many other schools have modeled their own labs after it (Wright 1987).

Just as good school writing programs have become models for
others, good university teacher-t  ~ing program ; ca. become models
for other campuses. Harris-Stowe State College, which prepares most
of the inner-city elementary teachers in St. Louis, has now juined with
the University of Missouri-St. Louis to create a joint Gateway site
funded by the National Writing Project. Legislators have long urged
partnerships between state institutions, but the recent emphasis on
computer training for teachers, coupled with the need for povling
resources, has implemented this partnership.
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Another university si.e took root when one of the authors of this
chapter left St. Louis for the University of New Mexico. He soon
revamped their Writing Institute to refiect NWP principles and
Gateway practices. The UNM Writing Institute will soon seek NWP
affiliation.

Conclusion

During the past four years, we have revised our training model much
as writers revise papers. through collaboration, feedback, recursion,
and successive approximation. We feel that such evolution is charac-
teristic of most successful teacher-training programs involving com-
puters.

As a tool, the computer was first simply a technological add-on to
our writing project institutes. With each summer’s experience, how-
ever, we learned to integrate it more fully into the writing process.
Teachers who go through our project now routinely use computers,
pencils, pens, markers, chalk, and occasionally fingerpaint as writing
tools. Some tasks, such as notetaking on a field trip, clearly call for pen
and paper. Others, especially those requiring revision, work better at
the computer. If rhetoric is the art of making linguistic choices, we
hope to hely teachers develop a rhetoric of writing tools a5 we experi-
ment and discuss such alternatives (Flinn 1987).

As a cultural artifact, the computer has changed the climate of our
teacher-training workslops. There is a new sense of the immediacy of
participants’ writing because so many texts are generated directly on
computers and open to public view. There is also a new tension and
excitement linked to the use of, these powerful new writing tools.
Finally, there is a greater awareness of collaboration and revision, and
computers seem to support and highlight these values.

Asamedium of instruction, the computer has paradoxically become
both more and less focal in our project. The first year, instructors and
teachers struggled with barely familiar equipment and a setting iso-
lated from the writers. Today, we have p.lled together the compute:
strand and the writing-process strand of our training. Word processing
has become such an integral part of our institute—and the instructors
have become so comfortable teaching with computers—that by mia-
summer it seems almost transparent.

At the same time, we have become more sophisticated in our
approach to computer applications. We now demonstrat: networl.s.
modems, databases for research writing, prewriting :omputer-
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assisted instruction (CAl), spelling checkers, and style feedback.
These applications are still attention-getting techniques, but in time
they too may become transparent to the experience of the writing
workshop.

Our work with computers in the Gateway Writing Project leaves us
both encouraged and realistic about the role of technology. Computers
cannot of themselves create better schools, batter te~chers, or even
better writers. But they can provide the motivation for educators to
work together toward these goals.
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6 Linking Secondary School and
College Writing Teachers: CAI
Staff Development That Works
in Indianapolis

Barbara L. Cambridge, Indiana University- Purdue University
at Indianapolis

Ulla C. ~ar, Indiana University-Purdue University at
Indiaiay lis

Overcoming Obstacles in School-College Collaborations

School-college collaborative programs offer academuc institutions and
school corporations opportunities to learn from each other. Unfortu-
nately, such attempied liaisons are often plagued by a lack of under-
standiag about mutual needs and goals, which car. breed unfounded
surmises. “Why don’t the high schools teach writin,, not just gram-
mar?” “Why don’t universities make clear what they want from high
school graduates?” “"University professors Jon’t understand the con-
straints of large classes, disciplinary problems, and lack of student
motivation.” “"Because high schovl teachers can’t keep up with current
research in writing, their teaching suffers.” High school teachers and
college instructors may regard each other as .liabolical, deficient, or
simply ignorant about the other’s circumstances. Both faculty and
students suffer from such misrepresentations or .nisunderstandings.

A second obstacle to school and college collaborations on writing
instruction involves a concern with focus. How do we go about ad-
dressing all the areas of concern in writing? Should we talk about
theory, about heuristics, about revising strategies, about peer re-
sponding, about classroom management? Can we tackle all our con-
cerns and really effect change, or should we deal with un« focused
area? These questions may cause the prublems of collaboration to seem
so numerous that useful cooperative ventures are doomed before they
start.

Yet a third obstacle to covperation inv clves funding. How do we get
time away from the classroom to interact? Should the university and
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the school corporation share equally in providing resources? If a grant
is secured, who administers it? Will that unit usurp power over the
direction of the venture? As with all educational projects, funding
decisions are crucial. with universities and school corporations whose
mechanisms and priorities may be very different, hammering out costs
and expenditures may override the educativnal value of a cooperative
endeavor.

Fortunately, however, more and more colleges and school corpora-
tions are overcoming these obstacles. For instance, the Educatiunal
Equality Project Models Program for School-College Collaboration of
the College Board has established a network of fifty-seven school
systems or individual high schools and fifty-five institutions of higher
education located in eighteen different states. In School-College Col-
laborative Programs in English, the Modern Language Association
provides models of successful cooperative programs of all kinds be-
tween high school and college English teachers. Programs involve
teacher exchanges, early admission testing, summer semirars, and
writing festivals. None of these models, however, centers primarily on
the integration of computers into the teaching of writing. Our sct. °
college linkage may, therefore, interest corporations and universi. »
searching for a way to begin their work together.

Establishing a Base

Mutuality in our university-school linkage project was a major con-
cern. Both partners wished to bring to the union experience and
expertise. Fortunately, two exciting changes in the teaching of writing
enabled this mutuality. our profession’s changing vision of writing as a
process, a pedagogy which was thoroughly incorporated into the
Writing Program at I..d"wna University-Purdue University at Indi-
anapolis (IUPUI), and our profession’s recent interest in te ching
writing with computers, a movement underway in every junior high
and high school of the Indianapolis Public Scaools (IPS). If our writing
philosophy and goals were similar, we reasoned, we could learn
together huw to use most effectively computer aided instruction (CAI)
in writing. In the grant proposal our concise statement of purpose thus
read:

The purpose of the project 1s todevelop an innovative and compre-
hensive model of CAl in writing that best meets the ...eds of
studentsand teachers of writing in public schools ard in university
seltings. In order to share technological advances in CAl and to
develop teaching strategies accordingly, the project will provide
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inservice training for public school teachers and university instruc-
tors. Through mutual evaluations of the goals of both programs’
curricula, the project will promote mativation for ipnovative ways
to prewrite, compose and revise using the microcomputer. The
main components of the pruject are curriculum analysis, softw are
evaluation and aduptica, and dissemination of project results
within and beyond IUPUI and IPS.

Thus our faculty development model was designed to link teachers so
that they could prepare themselves for using computers to teach the
process of writing in their language arts and composition dassrooms.

In the remainder of this chapter we will discuss the three major
phasus of our school-college collaborative program. (1) exploring com-
mon pedagogical concerns, (2) reviewing existing software, and (3)
writing software.

Exploring Common Pedagogical Concerns

Anintegral part of the project was reflectton on previous teach; 1g and
curricula as well as changes suggested by the use ¢f computers in the
classrooms. Our first step, therefure, was generating a philosorhy of
writing instruction and identifying some common goals in teaching
writing.

During the first month the schoul-college collaboration project met
five times. During those meetings, we shared syllabuses and curricu-
lum guides to educate each other about current goals and practices.
One afternoon of collaborative writing led to a n.utually acceptable
philosophy of writing:

Writing is the process of discovering idea. and making a responsi-
ble commitment to express those thoughts to an audience, oneself
or others, through a presentation appropriate to the commu-
nicator’s purpose.

Another day we fashioned a list of goals applicable to all levels of
writing instruction:
1. To create a positive writing attitude

2. To make available processes and strategies necessary t discover
and present what writers are thinking and feeling

3. To show that writing serves a variety of purposes depending
upon audience and situation

4. To make available instructors as readers and writers
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5. To show that students evolve as writers based on their
cumulative writing experience

At another early meeting each core teacher involved the whole
group in a strategy for teaching writing that might be enhanced by
being incorporated into a computer program. These activities included
cubing, tagmemic analysis, generation of detail through impetus of a
tactile object, and an innovative method for checking coherence. The
first and last activities, cubing and coherence, were later chosen as
software-development projects.

We also developed an evaluation form for screening existing soft-
ware which supported the teaching of writing as a process. The evalua-
tion form posed the following questions:

1. Does the software work to enhance the student-teacher-
computer triad «. 1 not isolate those elements? Why or why not?

2. Does the software accurately identify its purpose? Why or why
not?

3. Does the softwar: use the student’, name and provide appropri-
ate praise and appropriate response to error? In what way(s) is
positive or negative response appropriate or not appropriate?

4. Does the software provide activities keyed to the particular stages
of the writing process being taught, i.e., prewriting, composing,
or revising and editing? How are they keyed or not keyed?

5. Is the software easy to operate? Are the directions to the student
clear? Are the directions accessible when needed? Can the stu-
dent operate the program independently? Is the student pre-
vented from getting lost in the program, with n. wvay out? Is the
student provided with options to quit or continue at any time?
What other features add to or subtract from the ease of operaticn?

6. Does the program use graphics? If yes, does the software use
graphics only when appropriate for the purpuse of the program?
Ifnc were graphics necessary or advisable for the purpose of the
program?

7. Does the software . ear to be intrinsic. lly fun to use more than
once? Why or why no:?

3. Do you recommend testing and,or purchase of this software?
Why or why not?

Because we believed that the choice of soft: e implies a teaching-
learning model as well as a theory of compositivs, we included on the
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form our philosophy of writing and our definition of the goals of
instruction in composing. Building on forms shared by other teachers
through the National Council of Teachers of English, we fashioned our
form to ask the questions that we thought were most crucial for our
own purposes. Question 1 emphasizes our insistence that the com-
puter not be regarded as a separate teaching device but as an integral
part of the student-teacher learning team. In questions 2 and 4 we
responded to advertising on some programs which bill themselves as
contributing to parts of the process but which provide only drill and
practice. Recause some programs are only negligibly interactive, in
question 3 we asked about student-directed praise and advice. In
questions 5-7 we focused on the user-friendliness of the programs,
including elements which might generate positive student reaction.
Lastly, in question 8 we provided aid for each other in asking for an
opinion about future reviewing or possible purchase. Working to-
gether to construct the questions on the form assured that we Lnew
exactly what we sought in the software programs to be reviewed.

In addition to generating philosophy and goals, deciding on activi-
1es for computer instruction, and developing an evaluation form, we
placed our work in the context of current theoyy about writing instruc-
tion and what other institutions were doing in the area of computer-
aided instruction. For example, at the annual Indiana Teachers of
Writing Conference, we attended sessions presented by instructors
using computers, and three of us attended a session on authoring
programs. At one of our meetings, an outside consultant lectured
about a major text-analysis program, an event to which we invited
other faculty at our institutions. During the planning stage we refined
our understanding of our current practices and goals for the future.

Reviewing Existing Software

Having developed an evaluation tool, we reviewed software which we
heped would support our goals. Because th.e university and the school
system had already purchased some sottware, vur first assignment
was to review these programs . view of our own goals. We reviewed
programs both foz the Apples in the junior high schools and for the
IBM PCs in the high schools and in the university’s computer class-
room. Recurring responses were “The presentation is tather blah,”
"The activities have no direct relationship to the composing pracess,”
""The teacher is bookkeeper of the student’s independent work, but
neithc knows what the student has done correctly or what he has
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missed,” and “I do not recommend.” We felt that our objectives in
teaching wi'ting extended beyond the rote excreises and programmed
writing reinforced by the existing software. As Cynthia L. Selfe (1986)
notes, two problems dominated these programs. the CAI in writing
either mimicked audiovisual materials from other media or focused
only on surface features, not the composing process.

Because this software had been purchased without knowledge of
the work of Hugh Burns, the WANDAH team, or William Wresch, we
were reviewing software best forgotten. We concurred with Donald
Ross and Lillian Bridwell that the two kinds of useful software that
existed were (1) programs that aid invention and (2) programs that
analyze existing text. For example, university students in a junios-level
“Writing and Study of Language” class reviewed Hugh Burns'’s in-
vention program and used it in their own composing process. Stu-
dents in four first-year composition classes used and discussed the
relative merits of three text-analysis programs—Gram.zatik, Right Writ-
er, and Punctuation and Style. Despite these two uses, we felt a need to
generate more prewriting and composing software to accentuate our
commitment to teaching writing as a process.

Writing Software

Undaunted by our ‘gnorance about authoring a program, we con-
tracted with a lin,ui.t computer special st to teach us to write scripts,
flow charts, and pseudocode. Although intuitively we went through
stages that Selfe (1986, 15) has formalized, the order of our stages
differed:

1. Cht  "ng a topicin a CAl lesson

2. Detennining how the CAl lesson would fit in the current writing
program

. Adjusting the focus of the CAI lesson

. Completing a task analysis of the lesson
. Creating a lesson-overview flow chart

. Writing a script for the CAI lesson

N U W W

These activities forced us to assess and reassess the advantage and
applicability of using a computer for a particular activity in the process
of writing. We had to answer numerous questions. “What is the
advantage of doing cubing on a computer rather than on a chalk-
board?” ““Will students prewriting about a persuasive letter on a com-
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puter be more effective than prewriting in a classroom?” “What are the
benefits of teaching students to check for coherence in their writing on
a computer rather than in a classroom?” "Are these programs an
integral part of a larger instructional plan?”

In scripting the CAllessons, teachers sometimes worked alone and
sometimes in collaborative groups, much as our students work in
classrooms. The programs produced were about writing persuasive
and descriptive letters, cubing a topic, and checking for coherence.
Although the junior and senior high school programs were targeted
for specific levels, instructors were able to help each other by reacting
te each others’ programs screen by screen.

After teachers had helped a programmer iron out any problem., we
were ready for field-testing. This stage provided a good opportunity
for the core team to work with seventeen additional teachers from the
school system and nine additional teachers from the university to
collaborate on refining the software and accompanying teacher mate-
rials. As teachers used the software, they reported to its writers any
bugs ix: the programs. Students also fourd difficulties that teachers
Ahad not foreseen. On levels ranging from word choic. to which keys to
press, we modified and modified some more the details of the pro-
grams. In addition, mutual agreement emerged at this stage about the
roles of CAI software in general and in the writing curricula in the
school system and at the university.

Benefits of the Teacher-Training Program

By the end of the first year, every participant in tnis project identified
substantial benefits. Five major categories of benefits include im-
proved student attitude, improved self-perception by tee chers, mutual
admiration between school ana college instructors, practice and mud-
eling of collaborative writing, ard teachers training teachers. Positive
efforts (narked both students and teachers.

hinproved Student Attitude

Teachers notived changes in student attitude. Students’ increased
enthusiasm for writing was capsulized in a teacher's comment that he-
students “were simply ecstatic” about their work on computers. Ac

cording to different instructors, th..t enthusiasm e- vlved from at least
three sources. an elevated sense Jf the importance of writing (""The
technological nature of thelabenvir ament elevated the importance of
writing"), improved grades "My computer composition class earned




76 Computers in English and the Language Arts

higher grades than my non-computer sections”), and an increased
sense of student teamwork (students reviewed software with the
instructor). Students discovered that teachers themselves are writers,
a fact many instructors have been emphasizing by sharing their own
work-in-progress, and also that teachers are learners, a status that
instructors new to computer composition instruction inevitably dis-
played in the classroom. Parson rightly labels the computer as equal-
izer and suggests that teachers learning about computers are modehng
a ”positive attitude toward lifetime learning” (1985, 97).

One teacher enthusiastically predicted that “if the software and
accompanying materials—now designed and planned—become avail-
able to all IPS language arts teachers at the secondary level, I believe
their students would experience puositive results in their writing.” If
"’positive results in their writing” means not only attention to the
finished products, but focus on the process of writing, this instructor’s
statement correlates with one conclusion of the Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Center for Social Organization of Schools, which surveyed 2,029
schools on school uses of microcomputers.

Teachers say the greatestimpact of microcomputers has been social.
For the most part, microcomputer-using teachers find that the effects
of microcomputers have been more on the social organization of learn-
ing than on increased student achievement per se. Substantial num-
bers of microcomputer-using teachers believe that micros have led to
“increased student enthusiasm for schooling, to students working
more independently without assistance from teachers, (0 students
helping one an.ther and answering each other’s questions and to
students being assigned to do work more appropriate to their achieve-
ment level” (Parson 1985, 91).

Improved Self-Perception by Teachers

The second set of benefits from teachers’ participation in a faculty
development program for CAI in composition centers around teach-
ers’ perception of themselves as teachers. Besides roting anincrease in
positive student evaluations ("My teacher evaluations are noticeably
improved over last semester”’), one instructor evaluated her own
future as a teacher. “Being able to use my knowledge for programming
helped me to understand that I will not become obsvlete as a teacher.”
Another teacher found herself reasse. ‘ng the goals of her tzaching: "1
had to test my assumptions about wiiat I was teaching. What did I
value and wl 72" Yet another instructor relished an increase in her
awn sense of ability. “As an individual teacher I am a better teacher of
writing as a result of my participation with the team.” This last com-
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ment leads to a third set of benefits arising when teachers work
together on CAI in writing.

Mutual Admiration between School and College Instructors

Cooperation among public school teachers and university instructors
brought mutual admiration. For instance, one teacher concluded, "1
" have thoroughly enjoyed working with the other teachers in the pro-
gram. They are all very creative, hard working, and professional.”
Recognizing mutual problems about lack of time to develop programs,
domination of computer classrooms by other departments, and un-
-easiness about lack of experience, teachers commiserated but then

- worlied to. discover. solutions. Our.experience .corroborated. that. of __

Linda Bischoff, who writes that “teachers going througlt. this should
have meetings, like we did, even if once a month, get together in
workshops, share ideas. It gets your confidence up, and your energy
level up, and that’s .mportant. After a while we need all the boosts you
can get. We needed to talk to each other” (Parson 1985, 118). The
constant interaction at meetings and through correspondence also
increased productivity. As one instructor put it, “Reporting our work
to each other made me more productive than I would have been
alone.”

* Practice and Modeling of Collaborative Writing

A fourth set of benefits builds on cooperation leading to mutual admi-
ration. In coauthoring programs, teachers practiced what Andrea
Lunsford and Lisa Ede see as a more widespread practice than we
typically model in our classrooms. Although wriiers tend to think of
themselves a writing “alone,” they uften collaborate on “the mental
and procedural activities which precede and co-occur with the act of
writing, as well as on the construction of text”” (Lunsford and Ede 1986,
73). If we are preparing students to write in their workplaces, where
Lunsford and Ede’s early findings indicate 87 percent of employees
write s part of a team or group (1986, 76), cur practical experience in
the dynamics of group authorship makes us better able to teach the
processes involved when several people must produce a finished
project. One {eacher lauded this collegial effort. “The expertise of the
other teachers has been of great help. We needed each other’s strat-
egies to succeed as a group.”

Teachers Training Teachers

A fifth set of benefits affects teachers joining the project during its
second year. Two different teachers during the first year foresaw their
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work as important for others beyond the initial participants. In a

statement focusing both inwardly on herself and outwardly on others,

one instructor praised the project for providing "a satisfaction of

working on computer programs.that should help other teachers with
| the composition process.” Another predicted that “this program being
| designed by concerned teachers will be an inspiration for other teach-
ers.” If faculty members are well trained themselves, they seem natu-
rally to look beyond their classrooms to how they can influence others
positively.

Recommendations

These five sets of benefits speak to the positive consequences of our
project. We learned many other things in our project, however, that
may be useful for future training projects in CAIL Although certain
activities and attitudes went well throughout tke project, some aspects
related to participant charactenstics and administrative details needed
to be considered on a continuing basis. Anyone planning faculty
development should consider the following six recommendations.

Recommendation 1: Adjust to Learning Styles

All teacher trainers should be aware of and adjust to “’technology
learning styles.”” Marybeth Darrow and Gail Parson (1985) explain how
what they call "“technology learning styles” differ from learning styles
for non-technology-related material. We found that some teack.ers
were less verbal i.. expressing their needs, likes, and dislikes when
talking about computer-related concerns than when describing class-
room teaching techniques, for example. To reduce this kind of anxiety,
we found that a nonthreateni- 3 workshop environment to review
programs and CAI lessons was helpful.

We also discovered that our teachers fit into three distinct styles of
training models posited by Darrow and Parson.

1. The word-processing pro is most directed and most sequenced.
Training for this individual needs to be challenging and enrich-
ing.

2. The word-processing coach displays moderate skills, is less struc-
tured, and learns with students.

3. The word-processing booster encourages students to learn even
if he ur she does not know all about computers.
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Faculty development p.ograms need to provide a variety of materials
with detailed instructional sequence. Structured and unstructured
time with the computer is needed, including formal workshops and
practice at one’s own pace.

These learning styles emerged in our project during the planning
and composing stages. Although we learned to adjust to these differ-
ent learning styles, it would be better if teachers would identify their
learning styles and predict ways in which they might best learn. We
also found that a certain amount of conflict related to individua!
learning styles was necessary. For example, twe classic word-
processing coaches needed the challenge of organizing a computer
workshop for the teachers at their schools as encouragement to be-
corme.more active in their own use of CAI.

Recommendation 2: Encourage Feedback

Teachertrainers should plan to develop substantial follow-up activities
and feedback opportunities. No matter what lea. ning styles our mem
bers had, follow-up activities for each initial activity helped the team
work productively. In the cases where the r :mbers of our team
reported back in sufficient detail about specific advantages and disad-
vantages of particular software, the whole team benefited. Written
evaluations and group observations of prugiams, such as we did in
evaluating the HBJ Writer and The Vriter's Helper, led to better decision
making,

Recommendation 3: Meet Regularly

Inal rm project, teacher trainers and teachers need to meet
reguic "iscuss progress. We found that we gained self-confidence
from fr ' contact. Even if individual subteams meet regularly,

either rou...« general meetings should be held or representative mem-
bers of the various subteams should convene. Conflict among core
participants occurred only twice, each after a span of individual meet-
ings with no general meeting to emphasize continuity of the whole

group.

Recornmendation 4: Encourage Self-Direction

All teacher trainers . hould provide opportunities for self-direction and
leadership. Every particip. at should be an expert and a leader to
provide self-directicn. For instance, core teachers in our project tended
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to look to writers of the grant for each next step in the process. When

they initiated activities after learning that their expertise was valued,
more productive work ensued.

Recommendation 5: Anticipate Change

Teacher trainers and teachers should be ready for change. Participants
may change due to reassignment of schools, a shift in responsibilities
or positions, or a change in commitment to the project. For instance,
among our nine initial participants, three of our university instructors
took new jobs, one public schcol administrator resigned, and two
public school teachers were assigned to new schools. Adjusting to
change in availability of computer labs and new teaching assignments
affected the kind of participation by each team member. Another
example of change in our project which necessitated an addition of
core personnel was our decision to write our own software. Although
we had included in our onginal plan computer experts from both the
school system and the university, we needed an instructional media
specialist and a programmer. Because most long-term projects evolve
over time, built-in opportunities for flexibility in personnel and fund-
ing are an excellent idea.

Recommendation 6: Acknowledge Limitations

Teacher trainers and teachers need to be realistic about how much can
be accomplished in a certain time period. Even though we were ade-
.quately advised by Ralph Lundgren of Lilly Endowmen., Inc., about
careful selection of the number of accomplishments predicted in our
two-year project, our enthusiasm, nonetheless, at times caused us to
overestimate our capabilities. For instance, when we decided on the ?
specific programs which we would write, we did not realize the
amount of time involved in prugramming and debugging programs.
During our second year, therefore, we were able to field-test in the
classrooms fewer prugrams *han we had hoped. These considerations
of our beginning years are helping us now as we plan for our future.

Planning for the Future

As the grant which fustered our mutual development of CAlin writing
comes t0 a .ius2, we think of it in terms of commencement. Our
teacher-training program has enabled us tv accumplish many goals in
the teaching of w riting. First of 2ll, we are graduating from our two-
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year experience with greater inutual admiration and more know ledge
about CAL In the school system, each junior high and high school now
has a teacher who is knowledgeable about programs and practices of
CAL At the university, we now have a computer-writing classroom
with writing classes scheduled al! day long. Both first-year English
writing classes and several more advanced writing classes regularly
use the computer classroom. Altogether, nineteen teachers hold aclass
in the computer classroom using a number of available commercial
computer programs in addition to our locally made programs and
exercises.

Our project was enhanced by our ability to author our own soft-
ware. No longer are we constrained or limited when we 1dentify
activities which can best be done on computers but which cannot be
found in commercial software. With our new knowledge and re-
sources we can develop our own software.

Thanks toour grant, we were able to purchase software and conduct
workshops as we needed them. Yet, we feel that school systems and
universities could accomplish similar resuits if resources were pooled.
For instance, schools could use regularly scheduled inservice days for
CAI workshops and programs, and many software packages could be
obtained for preview. Because two educational'units are contributing,
costs are shared in a way that benefits both the schools and the
university.

Commencement means beginning as well as finishing. We wiil
continue our liaison between Indiana University -Purdue University at
Indianapolis and the Indianapolis Public Schools t. . hieve our com-
mitment of producing the bast instruction possible . writers in our
classrooms. More and more emphasis on CAI in writing, we know,
figures in that future instruction.
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7 Captain Jacobsen and the Apple
Jocks: Computers and English
Teachers at Glendora High
School

Sandra Hooven, Glendora High School, Glendora, California

Introduction: “Closing the Generation Gap”’

Sometimes public education is so busy moving forward that it ends up
being backward. By this cryptic statement, I mean simply that we are
so zealously moving our students into the future that we fail to appre-
ciate the obvious. Our students are more in and of the future than we
are; and on a day-iu-day basis we can move into the future faster and
farther with their help than we can under our own power.

The day the first of my ninth-grade honors students walked into my
classroom with a paper prepared not on a typewriter but on a word
processor, I realized with a vague sense of unease, if not downright
inferiority, that my omnipotence (shaky omnipotence at its strongest)
was being threatened. The year was 1983, and only-two of my students
had their own computers, printers, and word-processing outfits, so I
relaxed and put my vague sense of an impending computer-induced
doom on standby.

Sc it must be in schools across the land for teachers everywhere.
There comes a moment when our bastion of special knowledge be-
comes vulnerable and assailable, and not in expected ways or by
expected intellectual enemies, such as scholars, scientists, or the
media. Our students, who are living behind us in years, are beyond us
in timely knowledge of computers. It is our challenge as English
educators that when the inevitable moment of relativity strikes our
discipline (the moment when the past and the future collide), we
respond with all the open-minded strengths given to us by our educa-
tional backgrounds and specializations, and we say yes to the future.

This chapter describes one school’s solution to the problem of
training English teachers to integrate computers into their language
arts classes. To accomplish this task, we turned to the real computer
specialists in our school for help and developed a program wherein our
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owp students taught a group of English teachers to become comfort-
able with computers. We called this program Captain Jacobsen and the
Apple Jocks.

Background of the Program:
What, Why, and How We Bid What We Did

I said yes to the future of the computer in Erglish education by
accident. Had someune offered me computer knowledge like pheasant
under glass, I probably would have said, “No, thank you. I like my
verbal knowledge just as it stands—pure and untainted by machines.”

Instead, computers sneaked up on me with assistance fror: a friend
and teacher aide, whose name was John. John arrived on the scenc in
early May, just after the editor of the literary magazine had informed
me that he would be too busy to put out the final issue that year.

After a minimum of pleading on my part, John—who relished
computers like baseball fans relish cheap hot dogs, and who, like the
baby Hercules, had strangled two computer languages in the crib—
agreed to take on the project. He produced possibly the finest publica-
tion distributed on our campus. From that moment on I was a captive
of the computer future, and events just seemed to fall into place
without any effort on my part. It occurred to me that John could teach
me and other teachers in the department to become computer literate
on the four Apple Ile computers that would be arriving in our depart-
ment in a few days.

With a colleague who supported the idea, I proposed to the district
administrator in charge of curnculum that John be hired at a certain
small hourly wage to teach the teachers in the English department at
our school about computers. The program was a cheap, informal, and
interesting educational experiment in role reversal that was bound to
have educationally significant results.

In fact, the mere thought of specialized knowledge being passed
from student to teacher instead of vice versa made the top ten tidbits of
campus gossip. As soon as the math and science departments heard
about the program, they set about trying to get pay for the student
assistants in theirr computer lab. (I always get acheap secret thrill when
the English department conducts the first experiment in something.)

Evenbefore it began, the Apple Jock program had every component
of a winning team. Such a winning formula is easily within the grasp of
almost any high school in the nation. Needed are simply the following
components:




Captain Jacobsen and the Apple Jocks 85

An expert coach who will work for low pay

A team of players who are eager to learn to play and who have
much potential but not a lot of confidence (too much confidence
would undermine the role reversal from the start)

Adistrict administration that is ready to stand by and support the
experiment, but that will not be tc> judgmental about the trial
run

Grab a floppy disk now, bench press it a few times, and begin to
create your own winning program as { present the basic outline of our
basic Apple Jock workout. Wisk I had a video version!

Program Description: The Apple Jocks Do Daily Calisthenics

The goals of the Apple Jock program were twofold and very basic. The
first was to introduce the entire staff of the English department in our
high school to the computer as a teaching machine and as a potentially
revolutionary catalyst for education. The other goal was to excite the
staff by these possibilities so that word processing as a new language
art would begin to make its appearance in a traditional curriculum
where it had, theretofore, played no part whatsoever.

It was an accidental benefit of our on-the-job training by a senior
student, not a critical expert, that a trendy new fashion (computers)
would be introduced in a cozy old environment (our own campus)
with a maximum amount of attention to our personal needs for imme-
diate access and a nonthreatening environment.

The broad instructional assumption upon which our program was
based was as simple as the plan itself. During the last period of the day,
two days per week for as long as it took, the Enghsh staff who were
willing (no one was forced, tied, gagged, or bound in an effort for full
participation) would be introduced to the computer as tool and as
word processor via Banh Street Writer. This software had been ordered
because we did not know any better, serendipitously, the 40-column
program proved wondrously elemental and perfectly matched our
needs and skills.

Due to its primitive nature, the instructional site itself was also
crucial to the success of the project. Our four brand-new Apples and
printers were housed in a leftover office with a sink, a couple of old
cans of deanser, three gray walls, and a door that resisted closing. The
informal, cramped quarters, w hile a source of much humor, also made
us all feel more like daring adv enturers (Ben Franklins flying our kites
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at night) than like teachers entering into a new brand of knowledge for
which, after many years of education, mnltiple degrees, and numer-
ous vears of teaching experience, we were totally unprepared.

Our teacher education project met for hourly sessions twice a week
for nearly the entire year and reached twenty teachers as well as two
classified employees. As one group of two or three English teachers
graduated, floppy disk in hand, a new group took its place. Teachers
were eager to sign up, and almost every teacher in the department
completed at least some training.

During the <essions, I had the foresight to keep a journal in which I
described the confusion, pleasure, humor, atd pathos involved in
acquiring computer literacy. Excerpts from this journal recount some
of our experiences.

A Journal: Living through a Course in Computer Training

October 8, 1984: The Prelude

Agenda: setting up the computers, identifying the parts,
allowing the students to voice some insecurities

The computer room was ready. The gray monoliths,
possible Stonehenges of the future, iined the cracked wai:
poised on tidy little tables with master switches so that the
computers could be operated from a single punch of a
switch. The switches glowed red in the dark—a symbol of
our eagerness to begin the project.

The teacher, Coach John Jacobsen, had his master plan
prepared for the first lesson, and his team, the unknown
quantity, were ready, willing, and able to begin their train-
ing.

Adiverse group at best, they represented all facets of the
English staff: Jane, age 59, a total professional devoted to
quality education and grammatical excellence for 20 years;
Arlan, gentle teacher of the successful and unsuccessful
alike, basketball coach and saver of lost souls; Sandra, ex-
perimentalist par excellence, but a bit of a sentence frag-
ment.

To play on a computer team they began the regimen
totally unfit. A coach’s dream or nightmare, depending on
how one looks upon it.

Day one the flab was evident. I looked at the setup of the
monitor, disk drive, printer, and keyboard and asked,
””Where’s the computer?”
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Jane kept muttering, “I'll never be able to understand
this stuff. And if I do I'll never have time to practice it.”

Arlan, the Department Chair, said quietly, “I think this
might be very interesting if I could stay for the entire ses-
sion, but I have a meeting in one half hour.”

So much for our auspicious beginnings.

October 9, 1984

Agenda: an overview of educational potential that includes
the on and off switches

The first lesson took place, really. After Monday’s lecture
on computer parts and column cards, etc., we got down to
the business of what a computer can do for us.

We were amazed at the breadth and depth of the educa-
tional possibilities that ranged from the testing of reading,
toSAT review, to skill building through rote memory activi-
ties, to the créme de la créme of computer possibilities—
word processing.

We decided to do double duty and double days for
awhile just to get the program moving more rapidly and at
the same time satisfy the intellectual curiosity that had just
added incredible vistas to our lesson plan of the future.

Calisthenics for this day included learning where all the
plugs went, how to double-check a faulty tunction, and all
about tuming our Apples on and off.

We were beaming confidence and expertise by the end of
the session. Sort of like swimmers who just completed a
successful dive and don’t know that they are about to
drown.

October 10, 1984

Agenda: brainstorming possible educational goals for our-
selves and our use of computers

At this point, yesterday’s excitement still bums in our
memories, but we flounder a bit at the start for we are
unsure of how fast we might advance and whether or not
our progress will be rapid enough to iaviie all the human-
ities faculty to join us in our computer calisthenics.

My personal goal is to use the computer in the classroom
for writing tasks of every description, from paragraph to
essay, and to use the computer’s power to help students
critique the technical errors as well as the style of their
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papers. Such a computer-. sisted critique would enable the
teacher to save discussion and teaching time for the more
philosophic and less technical aspects of ieaching language
mastery.

Once I attain expertise, my imagination soars into the
possibility of writing my own prc.grams.

A secondary goal is to teach the editors and contributors
of the literary magazine all about computer-assisted pub-
lishing: arranging, saving and printing their contributions
on disk as well as using Print Shop graphics and fancy
tampering with the print options to create expanded titles
and stylistic variations that are rieasing to the eye as well as
the intellect. John did it last year, so I am sure that other
students will be entranced by the possibilities. Creating at
the computer could become a byword for our group of
young writers.

I sharply curtail my dreaming and bring my attention to
the expertise with which our “student teacher” handles the
class. Granted there are only three of us, but the organized,
logical and patient way he presents the material is im-
pressive.

I notice that I am totally unable to visualize what is
written in explanations about using computers and am
learning strictly by taking notes, watching carefully and
then applying what I have learned using the keyboard,
monitor and disks.

I continue to be excited by the possibility of learning right '

on campus, the individualized instruction that we are re-
ceiving and how effective it can be, and the way this
student-to-teacher instruction will strengthen my role in
the classroom «nd bring it in step with technology.

Math and science teachers can talk at lunch eternally
about their own experiences in the computer lab teaching
whatever they teach, and I will have a clear vision of what
might be going on.

When students discuss the lessons in business tlasses
that relate to computers, I can nod sagely when they men-
tion BASIC and Pascal and then insert my own comments
about word processing.

Everywhere I see computers being used—from the gas
company to NASA, I feel powerfully a part of the computer
age.
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Wow! My computer muscles are bulging today!!

October 15, 1984

Agenda: discussing disks—DOS, Apple Presents Apple,
and blank

The coach had prepared a tidy little list of dosand don’ts
for the computer disks which will be hung in the room.
Grand idea. These disks have private parts that must not be
touched or invaded. Grab ‘em by the labels only. Also, if
you leave them lying around without their little jackets,
Coach Jacobsen snarls at you. Overall treat the disks like
newborn babies—don’t maul ‘em and keep ‘em covered
when they’re exposed to the elements. This last item will be
very important for computer training the stuaents.

How to treata disk was the easy part of the lesson. Other
important facts about disks—always put the disk in before
you switch the on button on and do not (I repeat), do not
remove the disk while the red light is on. Causes a
meltdown—to the core.

Well, so much for everything you always wanted to
know about disks. I haven’t got the slightest idea what the
relationship between the disk and the computer is (hope-
fully not illicit). That will come with time no doubt.

Today we play with the DOS disk and the Apple Presents
Apple Introduction Disk. As I understand it right now, the
DOS disk is good for only copy purposes. Apple Presents
Apple is fun. I am already feeling like a computer jock even
though I can’t type a lick. I understand there are computer
programs that teach you how to type on the spot-—timed
writings and all and only the computer knows how slow
and inaccurate you are. I'll have to get one for the other
students (my own) who can’t type. They can learn to type at
the same time they learn word processing.

Ah! Computers! Where were you when I was rubbing
holes in my term papers with ink erasers? Computers, with
their instant correction and easy save and easy print, have
made writing miraculously easy. I'll have to tell my stu-
dents a little story about the “bad ol’ days” when I teach
them the Back Street Wriler.

October 17, 1984
Agenda: pract.cing our skills, dealing with cuts
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I withhold judgment on exactly what we learned. At the
end of the session, the coach reassured us by telling us that
someday soon we too would be able to play the computer
game, but I could not help wondering whether or not it
would be in this lifetime.

The Department Chair was once again driven to absen-
teeism by a busy schedule and former commitments, so
Janeand I carried on alone. The fewer the better where basic
instruction is concerned.

We were feeling so computer fit because we could tell the
computer from the monitor from the disk, and then we got
inundated with incredible quantities of senseless termi-
nology like “’boot up, initializing, passwords and labels.”
We labeled our disks and little cases, and were informed
that disks have a little notch on the right-hand side that, if
touched, shuts down forever. The Rape of the Disk!

The specialized vocabulary really threw me because it
was piled on top of a bunch of other new things, and I
planned to present computers to my students with transla-
tions into the vernacular of all the fancy terms so they
wouldn’t have to learn a whole new language right away.

Jane and I spent two lunches in the computer room
playing with our disks, eating salads stacked into Tupper-
ware containers, and doing homework. Students, too, we
decided, must have quiet access to the computers outside of
classroom hours to practice their new knowledge.

Jane and I feel as though we are a winning team in spite
of feeling totally frustrated upon occasion and incredibly
ignorant at least once a day. The best part of computers is
what they have to teach us about how to get out of a bad
situation—push “escape!”

October 22, 1984
Agenda: menus

All three computer fledglings were present for today’s
lesson. We are feeling like a real team who is unafraid to
admit that our skills are weak and who can wuit patiently for
the instructor to answer our thousand questions and attend
to our many needs.

Computers, in simplest form, are very demanding. Even
when the coach tells us to play with our Bank Street Writer
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disks and print whatever we are moved to type, we get
stumped. Finally we wrote something inane—]Jane typed a
fairy tale, Arlan, Shakespeare (what do you expect from the
Department Chair), and I (being on a diet) described a
gourmet meal.

For sure, when [ present computer assignments to my
own students (who are slightly less mature than I), I will
have had them write something in advance.

The word “Menu” probably triggered my whole sense of
inadequacy all over again as I thought about attempting to
distinguish between the main menu, the transfer menu,
and the Weight Wa'cher menu currently in my vocabulary.

The three of us typed, deleted, played and played, and
were taught never to forget to save what we wanted to print
else we might score zero points for the day. Big red signs
around the classroom saying SAVE YOUR INPUT might be
just the ticket to inspire students to do just that.

Tomorrow and tomorrow is hanging very heavily upon
Arlan because he is so far behind while Jane a1:d I are almost
ready to graduate. A typical classroom.

October 24, 1984

Agenda: computer costs, deleting of students as well as
errors

The teacher was slightly unprepared and discovered the
fine old art of “winging it.” It was a winning day anyway.
We set our first round as experimental and the following
rourds as firm and “air.

The projected time line sees us finished with our basic
program (no pun intended) by October 31. The coach de-
serves a week'’s respite before the new team descends for
basic training.

Perhaps it would be wise to allow some lapse time when
teaching computers to students as well. Computer mainte-
nance and repair are as essential to a program as lesson
plans, so allowing time for inspection of the equipment
between learning sessions might be wise.

Justkeepinga class in floppy disks could be expensive. Not
to mention teaching them the finer points like options and the
gentle art of deleting without destroying entire files.
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Jane plans on staying in training for the whole year, not
just a few weeks. She’s just like that student who hangs
around the teacher’s neck for an entire year just begging for
that one extra crumb of learning.

Arlan’s truancy will allow him to be a rerun, so I will be
the only professional on the first team.

If two teachers don’t graduate the first time around, I
know I will need to have very flexible expectations for my
students.

October 31, 1984
Agenda: memory banks and ASCII codes (Eeeeek)

The group assembles at odd moments, as usual. We
come into the room, sit at the machine and proceed with
remarkable diligence to test our memories about what we
have learned so far and how much there is yet to go.

Like a true team, we discuss the large gaps in our com-
puter knowledge but agree to allow the four hopefuls
knocking on Coach Jacobsen’s door access by November 19.

We decide that whoever goes next needs to make a firm
commitment to be present on lesson days. Ahem! Arlan has
been the worst offender and frankly admits it. .

The local paper is interested in doing an article on this
experiment in role reversal in education.

The lesson on printing and ASCII codes ensues and
though parts of it are boring and parts beyond us, we plug
away because we know, better than most, how all the
material stored in our very own memory banks can be of
value later on.

November 7, 1984
Agenda: The light at the end of the turmel!!

Almost a month has passed since we first sat at the
computer and many great things have happened in our
lives.

We have become computer fit. By bytes and bits, by hit
and miss, by being brave enough to say “I don’t under-
stand” and foolish enough to keep trying to, we are now the
Apple Jocks of our department. Anyway, two of us are.

Certainly we are not tobe confused with the A-Team. We
get lost. We forget things. We can’t yet change printer
codes. But starting from nowhere we have ended up some-
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where that we wanted to be and somewhere that we recog-
nize.

In a few short hours we will take our final exam—open
book, of course. Hopefully we will pass.

The last session (boo-hoo—learning is fun) was just an
ordinary mouth bite size. We learned that:

Thelife of a diskis much longer than that of a humaniit
treated properly.

Every disk must be initialized (formatted) before it can |
beused. (That would be a useful invention for humans |
”30.)

Entire portions of disks or only specific segments can

be copied and saved as backups for important mate-

rial.

I was so ecstatically fit on this day that] made a new file,
printed the file, and then lost the file and saved it twice.

I am working hard on creating a file that contains one
poem per page and looks on the screen exactly as it will look
in print. Each of my classes could put an entire poetry
portfolioon computer disk when we do our creative writing
in the spring.

Coach John sneers slightly when you admit that you
don’t remember something he said one month ago. Give me
a break! It’s easy to be perfect when you know it all. I think
of how easy spelling is for me and how hard for some very
bright students and imagine hooking up a spelling checker
on the computer so that they can perfect their spelling
without thumbing through thousands of dictionary pages.

I planto study hard for the test. Here is a sample question
the coach gave us to work on: What does “Getting inside the
RAM mean?” Could it be sacking an LA Quarterback?
Escaping from: the cave of the Cyclops? Cracking the com-
puter main memory barrier? All of the above?

I could ge anywhere and play on a computer team be-
cause ] know that the answer to that question is answer

Conclusion: “We Learned to Be Intellectual Athletes”
Ouw student-led teacher-traiv.ing project was an indubitable success.

We played a game that we had 1.ever played before and fust a few self-
confidencss, 2 few preconceived .deas, and a lot of fears.
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The strengths of the project were threefol 1. being introduced to an
uncharted territory in a nonthreatening manner, seeing oursel-es
playing the role of student, from which we understood rwie about
ourselves as teachers, and wnting follow up projects that have secured
us countless computer benefices.

Wherever possible, except in cases where an entire English staf? is
already composed of computer aficionados, it is best to choose a
setting right on campus during school hours for a teacher-training
project. Dedicated paper-grading English teachers are more readily
enticed into a computer experience when that expenence will not
detract too ostensibly from their precious preparation time.

Being the student instead of the teacher was amary elous psycholog-
ical experiment in role reversal that could haye been a seminar in and
of itself. Our student-turned teacher, juhn, was patient, organized,
knowledgeable, and witty. He never put us down for asking stupid
questions, und he readily handled all of vur eager pesterings (some-
times three of us talking at vnce) without losing his temper. His
temperament as a teacher was as much an unknown quantity as our
aptitudes as students. And yet all of us acquitted carselves well and
were proud of our accomplishments.

Qur successful follow-up to the project included a fine, article in the
local paper picturing Coach John teaching his third set of faculty, an
$8,000 computer grant that befell us thanks to one of the original
students, and an unguing interest in computer education in our En-
glish department, which recently began loaning materials to the math
and science departments.

We row have sesveral instructional manuals wntten by the teachers
that cover AppleWorks and Banh Strect Writer, and we are busy building
a software library for our sixteen-computer lab.

We are truly flexing our Apple Juck muscles. Yet, vur program also
had weaknesses because it was nearsighted rather than farsighted,
and we, like countless other English departments across the country,
are now faced with the task of finding way s to fit twenty -five teenage
bodies intv a lab and teach them word processing, Itis assuredly a two-
person job, and most assrooms in most districts are staffed at ratios of
twenty-five or thirty to one.

Actual numbers may pose the smailest threat to integrating com-
puters into our language arts curriculum, 9- 12, What can be best and
most appropriately dune by cach teacher at each grade level is still
being hotly debated in vur department. We also need to dedide philo-
sophically whether the broadest computer education might not go
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forth with two or three computers placed in each English clasoroom |
rather than a single lab. We may yet defeat ourselves!
Last but not least, where once again the past and the future lock
horns, we must, along with the rest of our profess’on, decide in what
ways computers can be used to educate students into their own eras.
Many of us fear that a computer that can correct faculty spelling or
grammar will create lazy students of weak intellect. Others know that
such technology js just another tool created to make humankind )
simultaneously frezr and more backward.
Our project, i its essence, was a single-faceted educational dia-
moitd—to show us the shining beauty of computers as a possible aid to
verbal communication.
The next chapter in this story is being written right now—by a
student—on a computer.




8 Computers: Catalysts for
Change at Springfield High
School

W. Edward Bureau, Springfield School District, Delaware
County, Pennsylvania

Introduction

Computers can assume an active role as change agents in any school’s
language arts program. With them, a controlled change process can
begin as English teachers realize the potential and the excitement of
teaching writing with computers. To fuel such a change process,
however, other factors must also converge in a timely fashion: teach-
ers’ curiosity, supervisors’ knowledge and experience, central office
support, funding, and creation of a carefully planned staff develop-
ment project.

This chapter describes the second year of a three-year plan to
integrate computers into language arts instruction at Springfield High
School, Springfield (Delaware County), Pennsylvania. At the heart of
this project rested our belief that the computer is only an extremely
sophisticated tool, but one which has power that can be judiciously
used to effect changes in written language, in teaching, and in curricu-
lum. We also believed that simply making computers available to our
language arts teachers would not guarantee that the machines would
be effectively integrated into instruction, those sophisticated tools had
to become part of an evolutionar, process in which teachers were
giventraining, time to learn, and support for their efforts. Tobegin the
process, we had to help our teachers learn on a personal level to value
the computer as a sophisticated writing tool, we continue to beleve
that this change in attitude is an essential precursor to teaching writing
with word processing.

During the enti.e staff development project, we wanted to be cer-
tain teachers understood, and could apply to instruction, three funda-
mentai concepts. First, through their own writing and initial
explorations of how to teach wriling with a word processor, we want-
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ed teachers to develop an understanding of the close correlation be-
tween a word processor’s editing functions and the essential activities
of language manipulation. adding, removing, moving, and substitut-
ing (ARMS). Second, we wanted teachers to learn that computers
could most effectively be used to teach wnting by integrating them into
the writing process. Finally, as they began teaching in our computer
lab, we wanted teachers to validate a third major project concept, our
notion that combining computers and writing process is best achieved
inan “on/off” machine strategy, where students must come “off”” the
computer with a printed draft in order to revise effectively. From an
understanding of these three fundamental concepts, our teachers
moved toward teaching writing by computer and process.

The role of the computer in our staff development project and its
effects on teaching, curriculum, and writing should be of interest to
anyone trying to integrate computers into language arts—teachers,
administrators, or teacher educators. More particularly, the success
described should hearten those who believe that a successful marriage
between technology and humanities can occur and those who know
that teacher growth occurs with training, time, support, and develop-
ing senses of owrership.

An Overview of the Project

Who were we who used computers to change a language arts pro-
gram? As language arts supervisor, I worked with six teachers, half of
Springfield High Schooi’s language arts department, who volunteered
toparticipate in the project. Before our project began, the teachers had
been trained in word processing as part of a district computer literacy
effort. Most had been exposed to the methods of writing process; four
had made initial attempts to teach writing on four available computers
housed in a tiny room. Together we worked with approximately a
third of the school’s student body, distributed across the spectrum of
grade and ability levels, by teaching them word processing and then
using it to teach writing.

Our year-long project was designed to effect changes in teachers’
methods, the curriculum, and students’ writing and had two major
goals: (1) developing teachers” understanding of and methodologies
forteaching writing by process and computer, and (2) radical revamp
ing of the writing thread of the language arts curriculum to include
both computers and process. Of equal importance, though not central
to this discussion, was enhancing students” w.ting performance.
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To work toward these goals, we formed a year-leng project consist-
ing of ten monthly day-long meetings, curriculum development a..d
teacher-training workshops, and a network to offer suppo.* and as-
sistance during and after teaching in the compu.er lab. As will be
described throughout the chapter, activities were carefully planned
based on project goals as well as on teacher needs. A time line for
accomplishing the activities was established and folluwed. Rather than
merely making computers available to teachers, we set cut on a highly
structured project guided by clearly defined goals. It was this foresight
that ensured our project’s eventual success.

How Our Project Originated

Several of the factors which combined to form the original impetus for
our project are common to public schools and should be familiar to
readers. Staff development and curriculum rieeds, as well as district
goals for infusing computers into instruction, gave us the first indica-
tions that such a program was needed. They set the stage for develop-
ing our project. Our teachers had received limited training in teaching
writing by the process approach and were, as noted, curious about
teaching writing with computers. Their interest had been so piqued
that six readily volunteered to participate in the project and to receive
additional training.

A formal curriculum review also indicated the need to increase time
spenton writing instruction, to include the writing-process approach,
and to integrate computers as a writing tool. One of the critical needs
we identified was building a writing curriculum that specified con-
sistency of writing experiences in each of five major types of writing
defined by purpose—to inform, to create, to persuade, to learn, and
for fluency. Additionally, we found the need to adopt a standard
device for determining student writing competency.

Beyond the context of our language arts curriculum existed a district
goal to bring technology, especially computers, into classrooms in a
controlled process which included training teachers how to use the
equipment effectively in teaching. Consequently, we developed a
three-year plan to integrate computers into the high school language
arts program. Comprehensive in nature, the plan’s components in-
cluded curriculum, staff development, procedures for selecting soft-
ware and hardware, and equipping a facility adequately for
instruction. First-year activities in the three-year project centered on
increasing teacher awareness of the word processor and its connection
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to writing process. Although computer use w as tentative during that
initial year, teachers’ interest level grew, setting the stage for diamatic
developmerts during the second year.

Calling for expanded staff development activities, computer facili-
ties, and hardware availability, plans for the second year of the three-
year project were radicaliv expanded through federal Chapter 2 grant
funds (333,500). With the funding, we established the second-year
phase by forming the grant project called “Computers. Catalysts to
Change in a School’s Language Arts Program.” Jt is this secord-year
proiect that is described in this chapter.

Project components for this second-year effort were directly based
upon elements of our original three-year plan. Two of the three com-
ponents described in this chapter, staff development and curriculum
revision, are at the heart of changes we made in the language arts
program. Both were based on our fundamental assumptions about the
interrelationship of computers, staff education, and curriculum.

Project Components and Activities

To meet the broad district goal of integrating computers into language
arts, we chose the arena of writing instruction as the natural, broadest
path to success. Though kept distinct for management purposes, the
staff development and curriculum components of our project were
inexorably intertwined. Development of a computer:process-based
writing curriculum occurred formally in a workshop but also infor-
mally throughout the year as teachers learned how to teach by process
and machine. That on-the-job staff development was combined with
formal training, sharing with colleagues, and the act of writing the
curriculum itself. Though very convoluted, these two project compo-
nents can be separated, described, and evaluated.

Learning to Teach with Computers

Each component of the project to integrate computers and writing
processinto a curriculum was educative in nature. Our teachers found
firsthand that the computer was the keystone in their own learning
process, just as they came to value the machine as a sophisticated
writing tool. As they worked with computers and writing-process
techniques, teachers developed an understandirg of and a commit-
ment to the connections and potential of the two. That goal was
achieved by using time and resources to give teachers support, staff
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development activities, and the latitude to change their own and
students’ roles in the writing class.

Teaching Each Other: Informal Instructional Support

Teachers received both formal and informal support during the proj-
ect—the former through planned activities and the latter through
mutual problem solving, critiquing, and encouragement. Nearly all
formal sup port occurred during the ten monthly project meetings and
was specifically aimed at teaching teachers the “how’s and why’s” of
teaching by process and computcrs. Informal support came during
those meetings and during times when teachers helped each other
with students in the computer lab.

Project meetings were held monthly for a full school day throughout
the ten-month duration of the second-year project. (Grant funds paid
the wages of substitute teachers hired to cover the *eachers’ classes.)
With a concentrated block of time, ‘eachers had the latitude to learn,
apply, and reflect on techniques and theories presented. To a person,
they felt that the large blocks of time were essential to their own
growth and to the project’s success. Project meetings consisted of
three supportive components—solving logistical problems, ensuring
project continuity, and educating staff.

Both formal and informal support flowed as logistical problems and
project continuity matters were addressed. Because teaching writing
in a computer lab was a novel experience, teachers addressed prob-
lems ranging from security to room arrangement and from booting up
machines to giving enough lead time to end class in an orderly fashion.
Talking through problems together was notjusteducative, it builtin us
a sense of cohesiveness as a staff.

To help each other succeed in teaching writing with computers and
to guarantee project success, we also set aside time to maintain project
continuity—to complete activities essential for meeting project goals.
Each of the following activities, spread throughout the year, became a
learning experience for us:

planning for taking samples of student writing
creation of an activity bank of sample assignments
review of professional and student materials
completion of teacher assessments of project success
informing administrators about the project
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ensuring distribution of writings by purpose
making plans for extending the grant

An added feature in each project meeting was the “Open Forum” in
which teachers could address each other’s concerns, questions, and
needs. Issues they needed to address determined the course of our
discussion. Often we sought each other’s advice on such problems as
protecting against lost student files, helping nonparticipating teachers
understand the project, or balancing time taken for writing instruction
against time needed for other aspects of the curriculum.

Learning Together: Formal Instructional Support

More formalized staff development was conducted during project
meetings by providing inservice education and by disseminating pro-
fessional materials. At each monthly meeting we learned about atleast
one aspect of computers and writing. Planned presentations included
the following:

class management strategies

group writing activities

designing and using templates for prewriting and revision
theories behind distributing writings by purpose

design and use of writing-competency scales

off-machine revision strategies

use of non-word-processing software

review of CAI software at a computer resource center at West
Chester University of Pennsylvania

The Pennsylvania Writing Project (PAWP), regional center of the
National Writing Project, gave us support for this inservice ed ucation.
PAWP teacher trainers were chosen for their expertise in addressing
many of the topics cited above. Each inservice topic was identified as a
result of teacher needs or was planned in advance after consultation
with the director of the PAWP. To be sure that we understood and
could apply ideas and techniques presented, we planned follow-up
activities, for example, after learning how to use templates during
revision, teachers compiled a disk of writing-assignment response
templates which became a resource during writing classes that fol-
lowed.

As a further supplement to staff education, we selected and pur-
chased professional materials, using an allocation from the grant bud-
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get to cover costs incurred. As project director, I purchased a number
of books that I knew teachers would find helpful. Acting as a large
committee, we c~'*~-tively chose all other books, periodical subscrip-
tions, and reprin.. & materials. Resources that came in single copies,
such as a subscriptiun to Classroom Computer Learning, were circulated
among us with routing slips.

Changing Our Roles in the Writing Class

As had been indicated in the curriculum needs-assessment that pre-
ceded our project, writing instruction in our school tended to be
teacher-centered and product-oriented. The project, as we planned it,
would reorient instruction to be more student-centered and process-
oriented. Besides changes in curriculum and instructional practices,
the teachers’ and, consequently, the students’ roles in the writing class
had to change. Changing the teachers’ roles was seen as challenging,
not just because of old roles entrenched after years of teaching, but
because of ingrained attitudes toward writers.

Several teachers participating in the project had already begun
adopting the process model for writing instruction and were switching
toward a more student-centered classroom, yet a catalyst was needed
to demonstrate dramatically the consequences of changing teacherand
student roles: the computer served as that catalyst. By the nature of
process-based computer-writing tasks and the demands of teaching in
the computerlab, teachers had direct and repeated reinforcing experi-
ences for a process-based model of teaching. Teaching writing witi
computers and process helped us adop. roles typified by several
characteristics:

more coaching of writers and less “editing” of writing

permitting freedom so that writers could move as needed from
one writing process stage tc another, both on and off the com-
puter

encouraging peer assistance among students

managing a flow of varied student writing activities rather than
asserting contrcl by keeping writers in a lockstep progression

Toidentify teachers’ and students’ changing roles, we completed on
the computer midyear and year-end personal assessment templates
whichasked us to reflect on how roles had changed. Time was taken to
discussresults of those assessments, just as time was taken during our
Open Forum sessions to discuss how roles in the writing class were
changing. A recurring reflection during our dialogues was of the need
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for, pleasures of, and consequences of the shifting role of the teacher
toward one of less dominance and more facilitating of student writ-
ing—caused by teaching with both computers and writing process.

We found a direct, natural shift in students’ roles as teachers’ roles
changed. Initially, students adept at word processing became invalu-
able aides in helping those learning the software and unable to wait for
teachers who were besieged with innumerable frantic questions.
Teachers found it not only expedient but also rewarding to give stu-
dents the latitude and encouragement to help each other. This change
in role spilled over into writing instruction itself as students helping
each other with writing freed the teacher to work with writers who
needed more concentrated help or advice.

Students’ enthusiasm about working with computers in language
arts was matched by their willingness to assist each other. In fact,
teachers realized that students were more adept at helping each other
than had been anticipated. At one particular Open Forum, we con-
cluded that when students were allowed to assist each other and to
move freely between activities, they became forgiving of difficulties
caused by themselves or the teacher in a new learning situation—
especially if the teacher conveyed the importance of learning together
about writing with a computer.

Changing student and teacher roles was directly attributable to the
class dynamics of teaching writing in the computerlab and to adopting
the instructional techniques of writing process. Without the formal
and informal support given each cther and without planned staff
development activities, roles would not have been altered. Teachers,
too, were given time and latitude to try new roles, to seek support for
difficulties, and to reflect on how they had changed. What teachers
understood about their altered roles as writing teachers had a direct
impact on their ability to construct a new writing curriculum.

Developing a New Curniculum with Computers and Writing Process

As shown in our curriculum needs-assessment, writing assignments
given before the advent of our project tended to be expository in
nature, often written about literature or tupics related to it. Curricula
for each grade level reflected aspects of writing prucess but were not
wholly process-oriented in structure or intent. Thus, a central goal of
the second-year project was to create a curriculum integrating process
and computers. We also wanted to choose a standard device for
evaluating student wnting competency so that teachers could readily
identify a writer's level of competence in writing. To build the curricu-
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lum we wanted, we learned and refined instructional techniques,
revised curriculum guides, and evaluated the writing of students
participating in the project.

Teaching with Process and Computer

As a participant in the project, each teacher was learning how to teach
with process and computer, not just through inservice education but
also by teaching in the computer lab. In a nutshell, each of them
planned a year’s sequence of process-based compositions (approx-
imately eight), six of which were to be developed on computers.

Writing tasks typically were defined in terms of audience, purpose,
and writing-process activities (prewriting through publishing). Stu-
dents kept their writings in folders which were periodically reviewed
during project meetings. On a standard template, teachers kept infor-
mation about each assignment (e.g., process lessons, computer proce-
dures, audience); this information and copies of sample student
writings were assembled in an activity bank, which became a source of
model assignments for teachers as they taught and as they wrote the
new curriculum during a summer workshop.

Hand in hand with the writing process was development of meth-
ods for usingthe computer in the “off/on”” machine strategy. Students,
for example, might have done prewriting off of the machine, written a
draft on the machine and printed a hard copy, gone off the machine to
aresponse group for comments on the draft, returned to the computer
to revise and print another copy, and published the piece off of the
machine, perhaps by reading it aloud in class. We spent a large chunk
of staff development time discussing the need for and ways to have
students look critically at drafts off the machine in printed form be-
cause we found that students who simply revised at the machine made
surface-level, if any, revisions. Discussing and evaluating the effec-
tiveness of activities and strategies such as these gave us a wealth of
information to build into the written curriculum.

Changing the Written Curriculum

From the outset of the project, our aim was to produce a curriculum,
9-12, of sequential, process-based writing tasks that utilized the power
of the computer. With the generation of sample lessons during the
year and with the wealth of instructional techniques tried, teachers
had no trouble deeloping the curricula during a paid summer work-
shop. Working within a broad district format for curriculum guides,
we agreed upon a uniform structure that would ensure a commonality
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of writing experiences while giving latitude for topics, for accompany-
inglessons in content, form, and mechanics, and for use of computers.

Using that format, teachers wrote a curriculum calling for consistent
experiences in two types of non-process-based writing (to learn and
for fluency) and three types of process-based writing (to inform, to
persuade, and to create). Computer use, appropriate software, and
instruction in writing-process sirategies accompanied each writing
task in the three process-based types of writing. For example, an
eleventh grader is asked to do persuasive writing in the form of a
college application essay. Simultaneously, she might receive instruc-
tion in a prewriting activity such as mapping, instruction in a com-
puter-based ARMS revision activity, and language lessons in using the
subjunctive, clarity of expression, or creating a convincing tone.

Following our district’s procedure for curriculum management, we
are now implementing the new curriculum. All department teachers,
including those from the project, have received copies and explana-
tions of the curriculum. As we implement it, we monitor progress by
reviewing student papers, by addressing difficulties, and by suppurt-
ing one another in use of computers and process.

Learning to Use a Writing-Competency Scale

Evaluation was planned as an essential ingredient involved in integrat-
ing computers and writing process into language arts instiuction
during the project—the first to build into the curriculum a procedure
for determining levels of student writing competerccy, and the second
to measure the effect that computers and process-based writing in-
struction have on writing. Working toward each evaluation goal was
another dimension in staff education.

To model and to institute a device for measuring changes in levels of
student writing competency, timed writing samples were taken, at the
beginning and the end of the school year in which we ran the project.
Students wrote from a choice of topics and followed a procedure for
assuring anonymity of papers. These papers were collected and kept
safe for scoring during a summer workshop. In the spring of the
project year, we trained the project teachers in using a writing-compe-
tency scale patterned after the McCaig scale from Grosse Pointe,
Michigan. With their training and the sample papers, we conducted A
holistic scoring workshop and scored all preproject writing samples
and then all postproject samples. The data we gathered by comparing
results not only helped us evaluate the effectiveness of the project, but
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also taught teachers lessons in how to evaluate writing and to use the
results in the classroom.

We have now adopted the scale as part of our curriculum and are
introducingall department teachers to its use. In keeping with our goal
of more student-centered writing classes, we are learning how to use
the scale to identify students’ writing-competency levels and to plan
instruction accordingly. One tangible document produced during the
holistic scoring workshop was a set of representative student papers at
each competency level and a set of recommendations for moving
students to the next higher competency level. Teachers learned how to
use the recommendations to tailor instruction so that young writers
can grow in competence.

What the Project Taught Us

From the outset of our project, we sought not just change but an
understanding of why change would occur—or not occur—in instruc-
tional practices, curriculum, teacher roles, and student writing. We
believed that the computer, the sophisticated tool, could be a catalyst
for the clianges we sought, but we were uncertain of the type and
depth of changes that would result. From the start, devices were built
into the project to give us data to evalua*~—student writing samples
and surveys, teacher questionnaires, analysis of student writings, and
gathering of anecdotal data during the Open Forum time at monthl;
project meetings. All of this data was gathered and prepared for a twc.-
day, paid project-evaluation workshop. Together we reviewed and
discussed data and compiled our observations into a set of “lessons
learned” about primary project goals.

Lesson 1: Role of Structured Activities and Available Time

Teachers felt that the day-long meetings maintained focus on project
goals, offered a vehicle for problem solving, and allowed mutual
support that encouraged learning new ways to teach writing. Having
time—away from the daily demands of teaching—to address concerns
during the Open Forums was cited as a major reason for individual
teachers’ growth, as was the sequence of staff development topics that
grew out of teacher needs and from project objectives. With the struc-
tured activities and available time came une of the project’s strongest,
unanticipated results: teachers found their colleagues professionally
and emotionally supportive, appreciating frustrations and applauding
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successes as the group wrestled with the challenges of inlegrating
r:omputers into writing instruction.

Lesson 2: Success in Meeting Project Goals

Reflecting on their own learning, our teachers cited valuable lessons in
'he use of hare ..are and software, integration of computers and writ-
i./g process, instructional strategies at every phase of writing process,
the siginficance of varying writing tasks by purpose, managing writing
process, and utilizing the computer lab for the best flow of work.
Beyond the formal project year, teachers’ feelings of ownership and
cacitement about the connection between computers and language
arts have become increasingly evident as they continue to explore
prewriting and text-analysis software to increase writing performance
and as they express an interest in long-term exploration of using
prompts built into word-processing programs.

With the feelings of success they gained from our project, teachers
are not only using the computer lab more for writing instruction, but
are supporting colleagues uninvolved with the project as they begin to
teach with computers. Support typically appears as assistance in the
lab, encouragement and explanation of techniques, and affirmation of
changes in teacher and student roles. Project teachers themselves have
expressed a need {or additional support and understanding as they
refine techniques learned during the project.

Lesson 3: Altering of Teachers’ Managerial and Instructional Practices

Teachers who went through the project felt they needed to be more
highly organized if teaching writing with computers was to be effec-
tive; lesson plans that involved computers, they noted, became more
sequential and clearly laid out than traditional plans had been. In
addition, directions for off-machine tasks needed to be highly specific
and clearly communicated to students, and teaching in the computer
lab had to review or reinforce strategies learned in the regular class-
room. Small group teaching on an as-needed basis and conferencing
with individual writers dominated teacher time in the lab, mandating a
switch to student-centered instruction.

With the demands on teacher time being made more by individuals
and small groups, teachers found that classroom management in the
computer lab changed because of group dy namics. Greate: varieties of
activities caused by writers at \aried stages of wnting at the computer
demanded “‘structuring for freedom”, thus, lab time wa. typified by
clearly stated objectives and activities. Well-defined and cor sistently
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reinforced guidelines for the omputer lab lessened conflicts and
teacher anxiety. Teachers did less redirecting of behavior as students
became used to and more relaxed in the computer lab. For example,
student participaticn in supplemental activities, such as learning CAI
software, increased as the students’ comfort lcvel in the lab increased.

Lesson 4: Effect of Computers and Writing Process on the Curriculum

Because the formal curriculum we wrote during the project is being
implemented this year, its structure and resources are a steadfast
guide to teachers. We feel that writing instruction itself, as well as
students’ writing, is improving, and this progress will be evaluated in
the year ahcad using a process of curriculum evaluation and our
adopted writing-competency scales. Project teachers who developed
the curriculum find this year’s teaching easier to manage in terms of
instructional strategies and time.

The issue of time tradeoff was a major concern to teachers during
the project year. For those devoting most of their ass time to teaching
literature, an immediate time conflict arose on t:vo levels—time taken
toteachword processing and time given to in-class writing instruction.
In retrospect, these teachers did feel that the changes in student
writing performance and enthusiasm were worth the time sacrificed.
In fact, project teachers found that more concentrated time ir. the
computer lab on writing instruction resulted in great transfer of learn-
ing, as seen in writing performance. Students nercerved that learning
to write was important enough to spend large blocks of time doing it.

Considerations for Teachers and Administrators

From our project we gleaned well found :d and often-heartfelt implica-
tions. Echoed time and again during project evaluations was praise for
concentrated time and for support given to the teachers who were
learning a radically different approach to writing instruction. They
collectively felt that continued patience and support would be essential
if they were to continue refining their skills as process-or.ented, com:
puterized-writing teachers. Stated time and again by project teachez,
was the need for the entire building staff to understand that innova.
tions can cause disruptions—such as students leaving class late be-
cause the teacher is learning the flow of management shills needed ina
computer !ab.

Colleagues, peers, and department . hairs need to be both patient
and supportive of the teacher trying new rules, changing techniques,
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and refining computer skills. Crucial to that process is the value that a
teacher places on the computer as a writing tool. Computers must be
made available for teacher use in generating class, professional, and
personal materials. Training in hardware and software should be
offered and run in response to teachers’ needs.

Beyond the department level, building and central office admin-
istrators wishing to transfer to teachers ownership of the computer/
writing-process connection must offer both support and careful man-
agement. Providing concentrated time for growth and latitude for
trying new techniques is a vital but intangible type of support. More
tangibly, providing funds for hardware, software, and teacher work-
shops will have a direct impact on how muci. ownership teachers
assume in the integration of computers into language arts teaching.

By establishing a computer lab for primary use by language arts
classes and by plahning for inservice education based on teacher
needs, administrators can have a directimpact on the use of computers
in language arts. Determining, sequencing, conducting, and evaluat-
ing integration tasks are essential for maintaining project focus, con-
tinuity, and momentum.

Our project to integrate computers and writing process into curricu-
lum and instructional practices has succeeded because teachers were
trained, supported, and given ownership of the project and its goals.
Knowing that changes do not come quickly, we have planned our
program to progress over several years, giving teachers adequate time
to learn about computers and how to teach writing with tt em. As their
levels of comfort and expertise with the computer increase, so does
their excitement about new uses of the machine in language arts. At
the heart of the excitement and the changes are the sophisticated tools,
the computers, not guarantors of change, they are merely catalysts for
change.




9 Adapting to a New
Environment: Word Processing
and the Training of Writing
Teachers at the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst
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Charles Moran, University of Massachusetts at Amherst

Early research on word processors and w . .ing tried to discover wheth-
er word processors helped or hindered writers. More recent research,
however, understands that ihe question is now moot. Word proces-
sors are here; they are part of the writer’s, and of the writing teacher’s,
environment. We will not, most of us, most of the time, choose to
return to the pen, or to the typewriter.

This fact has special consequences for writing teachers. Our stu-
dents will be using word processors. We therefore will need to learn
how to teach writers who are using word processors. This is, in some
degree, a new world. Terms such as draft change their meaning, given
the fluid text. Revisions become more difficult to track because the
writer’s alterations no longer appear in margins or between lines.
Teachers will read screens, not pages, and their comments will likely
be delivered orally, not in written form.

An understanding of the coming change impelled us to establish the
Computer Writing Center at the University of Massachusetts at
Ambherst and to create in it a “computer classroom,” one where stu-
dents have their own word processors and where the teacher
“coaches” the writers as they write, working one-to-one sequentially
with twenty freshman writers. And thereby hangs our tale.

We are now teaching English 112, ”’College Writing,” for the second
year in our Computer Writing Center. Teachers accustomed to teach-
ing the course in conventional classrooms spent the first year teaching
inthe center and, at the end of the year, requested a training program
that would help them function efficiently in the new environment. The
training program they wanted had nothing to do with hardware or
software. Our teachers, and our students, rapidly learn to operate the
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computers, and after the first hour or so the technology becomes
transparent.

The students’ very facility with the word processors, however,
creates its own problem for the teachers. with the aid of the computer,
students can compose and revise more rapidly than they can with pen
and paper. Teachers are therefore faced with the need to react to more
writing, and more revising, than standard classroom management
techniques can cope with. Our teachers were, they told us, spending
more time on their classes than they had before. They were grading
more papers, having more individual conferences, and feeling over-
worked and frustrated. At the end of our first year in the Computer
Writing Center, it became clear that either the course and facility
design, or the teachers’ techniques, would have to change. We be-
lieved that the course and the facility were well designed. The best
alternative was to help the teachers adapt to the new environment.

To that end we designed a series of workshops that we imple-
mented in the fall of 1986. Most teacher-training programs are inevita-
bly based upon presumed need. Preservice programs are drawn up by
program directors who base their program design upon assumptions
about what teachers should do and about what teachers are likely to do
if left untrained. Inservice teacher-training programs are usually pre-
cast, designed by outside consultants without clear reference to the
teachers’ real needs. Even the programs described in Training the New
Teacher of College Composition (Bridges 1986) are based upon their au-
thors’ assumptions about what new teachers need to know. Charles
W. Bridges, for example, assumes that new teachers need to redefine
their sense of what is basic (1986, 15); Nancy Comley assumes that
graduate student teaching assistants’ primary need is the ability to
integrate the three components of a graduate curriculum: literary
study, creative writing, and composition theory (1986, 45).

As we read through the literature on teacher training, it seems to us
that we have had an experience that is rare—indeed, it is almost a
luxury. The teachers have come tous, we have not beenimposed upon
them. Moreover, the us-them distinction is not at all clear: we have
simultaneously been workshop leaders and colleagues, teaching En-
glish 112 ourselves in the Computer Writing Center. W . have been
much more in the “helpful colleague” role than in the role of “expert
other.” In our description of the workshops we will speak of the
participants as if they were much more distar.t than they have in fact
been. As we launch into the description of the training program and its
context, we need to acknowledge the deeply collaborative nature of
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this experience and to thank our colleague-participants for their pa-
tience and generosity of spirit.

The course that we now teach in the Computer Writing Center,
English 112, “College Writing,” existed before we developed the cen-
ter. Our teachers’ perceived need for training arose from their attempt
to bring this course, with its attendant pedagogy, into the center’s
classrooms. Before we describe the training program, therefore, we
need to establish its context: the course, College Writing,”” and the
history and design of the center.

English 112, “College Writing”

"College Writing "’ is an activity-based writing course that derives from
the work of James Moffett (1968), Donald Murray (1968), Charles K.
Smith (1974), Peter Elbow (1981), Walker Gibson (1950; 1969), and
Roger Garrison (1964). It is taken by all but a few of the 4,200 freshmen
at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. All entering freshmen
take a placement test, a one-hour essay written on an assigned topic.
About 5 percent of the freshmen are placed in English 111, “Basic
Writing,” a preliminary course to English 112. About 2 percent of the
freshmen are exempted from English 112 on the basis of their perfor-
mance on the placement test. The course is required of the remaining
93 percent of freshmen and is not, therefore, “bonehead English.”
In “College Writing,” the students’ own writing is at the center of
the course at all times. Lecture and discussion, normal English teach-
ing modes, are entirely replaced by practice and feedback—that is, in-
class writing and peer and teacher response to that writing. Teachers
are free to design their own prewriting and peer-editing activities, but
writing will always be taught directly. there is no textbook, no antholo-
gy, no analysis of prose models, no defined subject matter. There are
no lectures on good writing and no whole-class work with such ele-
ments as spelling, sentence boundary punctuation, or manuscript
format. Much as they might in a course in studio art, students in
English 112 complete seven essays or projects, each submitted in
rough, midprocess, and final forms. Other writing is assigned as
appropriate. Beginning in the third week, students keep ajournal, one
that functionsas a seedbed for essay topics. To enable teachers to bring
the students’ own writing into the center of the class, all English 112
teachers have unlimited access to the uruversity’s copy centers. There
they may reproduce studerit writing for their classes and, four or five
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times during the semester, publish final drafts of student essays in a
booklet (Moran 1986, 111-16).

History and Development of the Computer Writing Center

The University of Massachusetts’s Computer Writing Center was de-
veloped by the staff of the University Writing Program because we
realized that the new technology would complement the “studio”
approach to the teaching of writing. If the classroom was to be the
scene of writing and editing activity, why not bring word processors
directly into the classroom? Our original pilot project involving ten on-
loan IBM PCs in a single room has grown substantially. With funding
from our dean and provost and a grant from Digital Corporation, we
refurbished a language laboratory facility of three connected rooms.
Our center has a control room, a computer classroom with twenty-
one DecMate III work stations, and a computer lab with eleven Dec-
Mate III work stations. The work stations are stand-alone units, each
with its own dot-matrix printer. Twelve sections of English 112C are
sche duled directly into the center. To each section we add a vne-period
lab, using the natural sciences as our precedent. Students are sched-
uled into the computer classroom during their regular weekly class
hours and into the computer lab for a single lab hour each week.

English 112 in the Computer Writing Center

Reminding ourselves that “College Writing” is a course in writing, not
in word processing, we simplified the technology and our teaching of
the technology. We tried to make word processing transparent: a
medium or mechanism, not a subject. We consciously decided not to
use integrated writing software, such as WANDAH or Wordsworth, and
not to network the work stations. We tailored the system software,
WPS 2.1, to simplify functions such as pagination, formatting, and
printing, and we reduced Digital’s 300-page manual to a concise and
straightforward seven-page handout that walks teachers and students
through all the steps necessary for writing, revising, formatting, and
printing a five-page to ten-page double-spaced essay.

Given the simplified program, teachers and students become com-
fortable with the system in amatter of hours. When a new teacher joins
the staff, we give the teacher our manual and the WPS training disk
and ask the teacher to write a substantial piece on the word processor
before the semester begins. We try to make sure that an expert user is
present in the center when the new teacher first takes the plunge, but
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often this is not possible, and the absence of a coach does not seem to
make much difference to the learner. W2 know that it is important for
the teacher to be able to use the program, yet we believe that the
teacher’s appropriate authority must come from his or her ability to
teach writing, not his or her proficiency on the word processor.

Teaching Writing in the Computer Writing Center

When students come to the center for a class period, they begin by
taking their writing folder from a file cabinet in the control room. In the
folder are two 5%-inch floppy disks, one a text disk and the other a
backup, and whatever “hard copy” the students feel they need. They
take their folders to their work stations, insert a text disk, and begin.
More often than not, students are busy at work when the instructor
arrives. Frequently students work through the ten-minute break be-
tween class and lab meetings, and many will stay late if « machine is
available. Students’ energy and concentration on their writing is the
first impression formed by almost all new 112C instructors and visitors
to the center. Students quickly come to understand the center is their
writing place, and they waste little time doing other things. While they
write, the teacher circulate: , a roving editor checking on the progress
of the twenty writeis. Or nczasion, the instructor will begin the class
with some housekeeping or logistics matters, perhaps a new assign-
ment or general instructions. Some instructors take care of the house-
keeping details by preparing handouts or by copying an “Instructions”
file onto their students’ disks. Some days the instructor schedules a
peer-editing session, where students exchange papers or monitors and
critique each other’s work. Because students usually sit in the same
spot in class, they often develop an editorial relationship with their
neighbors. It is not unusual to see a student ask another to look at a
piece of writing. This desirable interaction develops spontaneousiy
over time and needs litt..  fficial encouragement from the instructor.
As the end of class nears. students run cff hard copizs to take home
with them. We encourage them to do this because current studies
suggest the importance of hard-copy review in the work of revising.
When the students leave the center, they return their folders to the file
cabinet. While they may take hard copies with them to work on at
home, the disks stay in the file, partly because they cannot be used on
miost machines available outside the facility and partly because we
want to help the students avoid the disasters that attend taking disks
home with them and subjecting them to the hazards of daily life.
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Need for a Training Program

The design of English 112, even as it is taught outs.de the Computer
Writing Center, poses some probl:ms for new teachers of writing
because this course is unlike any writing course they have ever taker.
Teachers look to their own experiences for models. Traditionally,
writing has been taught by lecture and discussion or in a workshop
that centers upon group critique. Our teachers, chiefly graduate stu-
dents en route to either an M.F.A. or a Ph.D. in English, have the
lecture-and-discussion-based class (Ph.D.) or the workshop (M.F.A.)
as their model. The normal classroom environment, with its chalk-
board and teacher’s desk, makes it possible for these new teachers to
draw upon their teachers’ techniques and to bring the lecture, the
discussion, or the workshop into the writing classroom. As program
directors, we do not approve, but we bow to the inevitable.

In our Computer Writing Center, however, lectures are intrusive
and unrewarding, and group discussion is difficult to arrange and
sustain. In the center, each student has his or her own word processor
and is engaged in composing—a powerful, all-consuming activity. The
center’s environment tells the students to pay attention to their own
work, which floats before tiiem at eye level, and to ignore the teacher.

In the center, therefore, teachers are faced with the need to deal
with twenty individual writers, each working away at his or her own
project at a pace only loosely determined by the writing schedule on
the syllabus. The Computer Writing Center becomes something like
the writing-editing center envisioned by Ronald Sudol (1985), where
student writers write and the teacher-editor circulates—a format de-
scribed by Garrison (1964) and based on a pedagogy informed by
Elbow (1981), Murray (1968), Moffett (1968), Smith (1974), and Gibson
(1950; 1969). Given what we now know avout the recursive nature of
the composing process, and given the dynamics of the word proces-
sor, we cannot insist, as Garrison did, upon discrete stages: the list, the
structured list, the outline, the draft, the revised drafts. In the center,
even the concept of draft becomes less clearly defined, given the
fluidity of the text on the screen, so the teachers have fewer fixed
points of reference. In addition, students in the center write and revise
more than they do in conventional classrooms. Their writing may not
be better, but there is more of it. The teacher, therefore, has more
activity to monitor and more kinds of activity. more prose to read,
more drafts, if you will, to respond to. The teacher confronts a never-
ending stream of prose.
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The response of many instructors to this new teaching environment
was an attempt to cocmbine the traditional techniques of lecture, dis-
cussion, and workshop with the pedagogy that the computer class-
room invites—indeed, demands. The amalgamation of old and new
resulted in tired and frustrated instructors who found themselves
putting in more time and not apparently achieving the gains that we
had all hoped for. The teachers found themselves lecturing to inatten-
tive classes and leading discussions that were less iively than those
they hadled in traditional classrooms in the past; to top it all off, they
were not able to keep up with the flow of writing that was emanating
from he student writers. When the teachers tried to be editors, they
spent ten minutes talking with one student while the other nineteen
wrote without guidance. To compensat . for what they saw as failure,
the teachers kept extra office hours, sched:iled more conferences, and
brought more drafts home to read and correct. They were doing more
work, but achieving results that were not worth the extra effort.

The Training Program

The training program we designed focuses upon the rapid diagnosis
of, and oral response to, in-process student writing. Our objective was
to improve the teachers’ speed and accuracy as in-process editors. At
the end of the training sessions, we hoped that the teachers would be
able to look at a piece of student writing, read it on the screen rapidly,
and, on the basis of that rapid reading, make a diagnosis. On the basis
of the diagnosis, they would be able to decide upon a course of
action—an editorial intervention. The entire process would take, we
hoped, no more than two minutes. With twenty students in a class, a
two-minute intervention will make it possible for each teacher to see
each student during a fifty-minute class. We knew that this somewhat
abrupt style of reading would be resisted t, English teachers who,
trained in a different critical and pedagogical tradition, would want to
read the entire essay closely and comment fully. We knew also that
students, themselves accustomed to the full reading and comprehen-
sive commentary, would be unsettled by the new modus operandi.
And yet we thought the change worth the effort. If the teachers
could learn to function efficiently as in-process, on-screen editors, we
assumed that they would become more comfortable in this role and
would therefore spend less time in the roles of lecturer and discussion
leader. We also assumed that their newfound facility as in-process
editors would reduce the amount of writing they took home with
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them. If this were to happen, our objective would have been achieved:
to make it possible for a teacher to teach writing comfortably and
efficiently in the Computer Writing Center.

The training program was intended to change the fol'owing as-
sumptions, all of which were held, in different degrees, by the partici-
pants:

1. Lecture and discussion are essential elements of the writing
course, even in the Computer Writing Center.

2. Feedback must be based upon a close reading of the entire essay,
despite the new, studio environment.

3. Feedback must be written and comprehensive if it is to be useful.

4. There is a single, “good” reading of a piece of student writing
upon which one can base a single, “good” editorial comment.

Each of these assumptions has its roots in the history of our profes-
sion, a history that has determined conventional classroom architec-
ture and practice. We hoped that the training program would, through
the reading of sample student writing, make it evident that:

1. Practice and feedback are essential elements in a writing course.

2. Useful feedback can be based upon a rapid and/or a partial on-
screen reading of a piece of student writing.

3. Feedback can be spoken and can be useful when limited to one
aspect of the work.

4. There are multiple readings, or interpretations, of a piece of
student writing, many of which are potentially useful and can be
the basis for helpful feedback

The workshops we designed sought to replicate as closely as possi-
ble editorial interventions as they would actually take place in the
center. We collected samples of student writing and copied them onto
workshop disks. Except for the first half of Workshop 1, the instructors
read the student writing samples on-screen and under time pressure.
They read on-screen because a screenful of writing is different from a
set of pages: the screen is smaller than most pages, and scroliing
throughalong essay is more difficult than turning pages. They worked
under time pressure because speed is essential in the computer class-
room. The editorial conference may be the only contact between teach-
erand student. When this is the case, it is important to see everyone in
the room at least once each class.
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The full program included four hour-long workshops held late in
the afternoon at two-week intervals. We began in Workshop 1 with
midprocess drafts, pieces that represented substantial composing an.d
revising activity. We began here because our teachers were taking
these midprocess drafts home with them and giving them a full read.
In Workshop 2 we read writing in an early stage of composition—
something approaching a first draft. In Workshop 3 we returned to
writing at the midprocess stage, approaching this time from a new
perspective as we built on the work of Workshop 1. In Workshop 4 we
read late-stage drafts, something that an instructor might read on-
screen a day or so before the due date, when time permits the writer
little more than the opportunity to polish, proofread, and reflect.

Workshop 1: Diagnosing and Prescribing in the Computer Writing
Center

The first workshop focused upon the reading of partial student drafts
at a midprocess stage—just the first two hundred words or so, a
printed version of a single screenful of writing. We assumed that the
drafts were not final so that the teachers’ comments could affect the
writing, and we assumed that the writers had spent considerable time
composing and revising these drafts. The reading was directed by two .
questions: “What do we have here?”” and “What do we say to the
writer?” The first question was deliberately broad, permitting such
answers as “We have here a writer still finding her way into her
subject,” or “We have here a voice telling a story.” The two questions
were treated separately so that we could draw a clear distinction
between diagnosis and prescription.

We began reading hard copy—perhaps, in retrospect, an unneces-
sary step—because we thought our teachers would need to build a
bridge between responding to hard copy and responding to the rela-
tively ephemeral text-on-screen that is the currency of the computer
classroom. To achieve a certain degree of verisimilitude we used the
“print screen ’ function of our word processors to create a hard-copy
facsimile of the screen as teachers would see it in the classroom. We
asked the instructors to read the text, keeping in mind the question
“What do we have here?”” When the reading was finished, we divided
the teachers iato groups of four and asked each group to agree upon a
response to the question—this response was to be written in a single
sentence of twenty-five words of less. Here is une of the four student
texts we used:
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Throughout my life there has always been a sense of the spirit
world involved in my life. As a , sungster I was raised in a Jewish
home, we were never very religious but I still attended temple,
observed the Jewish holidays, and prayed to some unseen, un-
heard, nontangible being which was revered as being omnipotent,
omnipresent, and omniscient. There were times when I'd wonder
if this thing we call G—d really existed but would pray to him
anyway and there were other times when I was sure that he must
be there.

When I am alone is probably when I feel most spiritual. This is
when I can be most in touch with myself and when there are no
distractions. If I could be in the middle of a vast forest on a fairly
warm day with the sun sifting through the branches overhead and
maybe just sitting quietly on a blanket on the ground maybe alone
or even with one and only one very good friend and thoughts of
magic come about, the forest seems powerful and there seems to
be some sort of magic around. When I'm in such a place as this
then I feel very spiritual, I feel deep within me that all the world
isn’tas bad as the six o’clock news makes it sound every night, that
maybe—

The teachers’ answers to the question “What do we have here?”
were quite appropriately various. this was a spiritual autobiography, a
narrative, a definition. Each of these genres was present in the text, at
least potentially. We could see the student’s first two hundred words
as a description of spiritual growth, or a definition of an abstract
concept, or a narrative—the story of change. All of these readings were
acceptable.

We then moved the teachers to the second question. given that we
have seen what we have seen, “What do we say to the writer?”’
Because of the range of readings, there was a range of suggested
interventions. The minimalist intervention, assuming that the writer
had not yet decided and should be allowed to decide, was to encourage
the writer to write on. Say, perhaps, ""You seem to be well underway.
Any problems?” If the answer is negative, pass on down the row to the
nextscreen, the next writer. Another suggested intervention drew the
writer’s attention, indirectly, to the manifold potential in the writing:
"’Is this about you, or do you see yourself examining something else—
God or religion perhaps?”” One instructor would ask the student to
“nutshell,” or to identify the central idea of the essay in one sentence.
Others wanted the student to identify a reader. In each case, prescrip-
tion followed and was based upon diagnosis. We note in passing. the
editing of the manuscript for word-level and sentence-level problems
is left for the moment, and perhaps forever, in the hands of the writer.

In the second phase of this workshop we disbanded the groups and
asked the teachers to work individually with print-screen facsimile
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texts. As the workshop progressed, our focus on the first question,
“What do we have here?” became more clear and more apparently
useful. Finally we left hard copy and turned directly to the computer
screens. We had copied student writing onto disks which we dis-
tributed. We asked the participants to call up a particular file and to
read with the “What do we have here?” question as a focus for the
reading. The samples were longer now, perhaps five hundred words
or so, and we began reducing the time allowed for the reading and
diagnosis. By the end of the workshop, participants were reading,
diagnosing, and preparing an intervention in one minute.

Looking back upon this first workshop, we find that the choice of
questions was extremely useful. Participants admitted a tendency to
bypass the “What do we have here?” question and, under pressure
from the situation, to move without appropriate preparation into a
search for the right thing to do or say. As the workshop progressed,
the participants began to make clearer connections between diagnosis
and prescription: “Because this is an X, I would tell the student. . . .”
It seemed to us that the answers to the “What do we say to the writer?”
question became more consistent as the workshop progressed. Ini-
tially the participants had what seemed to be precast, all-purpose
responses, such as “Who is this for?”” and “What are you saying?” We
believe that we began to see a more organic relationship between the
writer/text system and the strategies created by the teachers. The
workshop was least successful with participants who needed to func-
tion at the level of word choice and sentence structure. These teachers
focused upon words they thought were w ongly used, and because
they were unable to see the larger picture, they were unable to com-
plete their interventions in the allotted time.

Workshop 2: Reading for Potential

Whereas in the first session we read student writing that was at a fairly
advanced stage of composition, in the second session we looked at
pieces of student writing that were in the early stages— some scarcely
drafts, but freewriting that would, at some later time, be reread and
considered. Our objective was to help our teachers become more
comfortable with nondirective interventions at this stage of the writing
process. A full and directive comment on an early draft is not only
time-consuming, it may reduce the writer’s stake in the writing. Be-
cause in the computer classroom we see student wnting at an earlier
stage than we are likely to in a conventional classroom, the need to
learn to refrain from comment is greater here than it is elsewhere.
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In this second workshop we worked entirely on the screen. Before
we presented the student writing, we told the participants that our
focus in this session was on potential: what there might be, what the
writing was in the process of becoming. We used an analogy: in the
darkroom, the outlines of the image begin to become apparent under
thered light. Instead of asking, *’"What do we have here?” as we had in
the first ...sion, we asked, “What potential do we see here?”” We
wanted the teachers to see a range of possibility so that they could
think of the writers asactive beings, choosing among alternatives. This
questionleads the teacher to identify options for the student writer, as
opposed to suggesting a single direction and thereby in some degree
appropriating the student’s essay.

Here is the first student text we selected for this workshop:

My uncle is dying. I do not understand. I have always been told
thatdeathis a part of life, as if this is some bearable excuse for my
loved one to leave me. It does not take away my hurt and confu-
sion; nor does it bring me comfort. I ask why, butwho amI asking?
Death is not concrete; my emotions seem too concrete. I cannot
grasp death’s meaning, though the anger and loss 1 feel is a
piercing reality. I want my uncle back. How I wish he could wrap
his arms around me, give me a big bear hug and say ’Hi Kimathy"
with the enthusiasm and happiness that he once had. I know this
is wishing for the moon, for he is too weak now to be the Uncle
Richard I once knew. No one else in the world calls me Kimathy.
Who will when Uncle Richard is gone?

The workshop participants, reading this piece, discovered these pos-
sibilities. it might become a question-answer piece, or problem-
solution essay, or a voyage of discovery. It might Lecome a meditation,
anelegy, or a lyric cry of despair. The group determined that directive
intervention at this time would be inappropriate, for it was likely that
the writer would find her own way. Later in the process, if no clear
direction asserted itself, we might voice the several possibilities we
thought we saw in the writing,.

We read three other early drafts, looking for potential. A piece on
water skiing that seemed relatively directionless contained the seeds of
narrative, how-to process description, and argument. The suggested
interventions were agaii. various. a call for greater sensory detail, a
question about desired genre, a question about purpose and audience,
and the suggestion that the writer “nutshell” the existing materials. A
second piece, this one on the death of a father, contained these pos-
sibilities. exploration of consequence, problem-solution, question-
answer, elegy. We agreed that the writer should be left to find the
appropriate direction at this stage in the composing process. A third
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piece, on baking bread, was seen to be either process analysis or
description. Suggested interventions included questions that would
lead to expansion (Do you have more to say?"), evaluation (“Why do
this?"), selection ("Is there a piece of this that is more important than
the re*?"), and definition of audience ("What do you imagine your
audience to be? And why do you tell the tale?”).

With the experience of the first workshop behind them, the teachers
in our second workshop adapted quickly to this reading perspective.
In the first session the teachers had become comfortable with the fact
that different readings of the same text might be equally valuable. In
the second session they came to accept the fact that at an early stage in
the writing process the teacher-editor is dealing largely with potential.
This potential is often multiple, and the multiplicity may be a good
thing, for the moment. The text is still open to several readings—and
the writer is likely to be too open to suggestion. The teachers were
relieved to discover that in the early stages of composition sometimes a
rapid and nondirective intervention, such as “Keep going,” was more
useful, and certainly faster and easier, than a more complicated and
directive intervention.

Workshop 3: Discourse-Based Reading

In the third workshop we returned to midprocess drafts and intro-
duced a discourse-based approach to complement the text-based
approach of the first two workshops. Although the questions “What
do wehave here?” and “What potential do we see here?” left open the
possibility that one might talk about the rhetorical situation, they drew
our focus away from context and toward text.

It may be that a discourse-based approach is even more necessary in
a computer-based writing course than it is in a “regular” writing
course, where the writing tends to become a ““paper,” a freestanding
artifact composed as a requirement for the course. We do notknow yet
what effect a computer screen may have on a writer’s sense of audi-
ence. But from what we I, L observed, it seems as if student writers
can fall into the “writing a paper” mode as easily in our computer
classroom as they can when they conpose un paper, with pen or with
pencil, in an academic setting,.

In this session we considered writing primarily as discourse. writing
proceeds from someone, to someone, for some reason. Voice, audi-
encg, ud purpose are hardly separable entities, they are intimately
related—a closely knit constellation. To choose one is to suggest that
they can be separateu. Yet we chose, because one must begin some-
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where. And we chose to begin with the audience because we wanted
to avoid the pitfalls inherent in drawing our young writers’ principal
attention either to voice or to purpose. To emphasize purpose is to fall
into the communications metaphor, with all writing finally a message
to a receiver. This metaphor, while it can be useful, may have a
reductive effect upon the teacher’s, and therefore the students’, sense
of what writing can be. To emphasize the adaptability of voice, on the
other hand, is to threaten a young writer’s sense of self. Using many
voices suggests many people. To suggest to a typical nineteen- or
twenty-year-old freshman that one can “be” many voices is to run
counter to the young adult’s search for a coherent self. So it seemed to
us that talking about the reader was the least dangerous road to the
world of discourse. We did not want, however, to suggest that the
reader was a demugraphically determined audience. Better than that,
and more useful to a writer, is the concept of imagined reader, that
person whom we imagine as we write. The concept of the imagined
reader has its roots in two worlds: those of rhetoric and of reader-
response criticism. Its clearest exponent has been Walker Gibson (1950;
1969).

The concept of imagined reader needed explanation. On the board
in the classroom we drew this diagram:

voice voice

/ \
WRITER imagines -- reader -- TEXT -- reader -- imagines READER
/

purpose purpose

Referring to this diagram, we told our instructors that we know that
different kinds of writing, “compose” different readers—cause them to
imagine themselves in particular roles and stances, to become, tem-
porarily, clearly defined characters. When and if we read a “Dear
Abby” column we are asked to become voyeurs, when we turn to the
editorial page we may be asked to become concerned citizens who
want to have the facts interpreted for them, when we read a news
article we are asked to become meaning-makers ourselves, readers
who want information so that they can form their own opinions.
Walker Gibson has said that the function of an editorial board is “to
imagine the kind of reader we want to become as we open tlie covers of
that magazine” (1950, 265). The reader reads the text; the text com-
poses the reader.

In this session we read student writing, as before, on the screen. The
question we asked our teachers to keep in mind as they read these
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writing samples was “Who do I become as I read this essay?”” Our first
writing sample was this excerpt from a student’s draft:

Religion has dominated cultures throughout history. It has
served as an explanation of the unknowns. It has stood for soci-
ety’s economical and political organization for many generations.
People have used it as the most basic tool to understanding and
developing their existence. Religion helped set up the structure of
people in a group so that they could function as a unit.

As time has gone on, history has seen the breakdown of re-
ligious purposes. People have manipulated religion in different
ways to obtain specific goals, giving both positive and negative
results. Because religion is so essentially dependent on belief there
tends to be a lack of criticism. People are taught that sanction can
only be obtained through belief. This allows one person to have a
good deal of influence on a larger group.

Throughout time we have seen religions performance in both
negative and positive ways. . . .

When asked torespond to the question, “Who do I become as I read
this piece?” our teachers responded variously: “I become areaderof an
encyclopedia”; “I become an examinerin a history course”’; “I become
a student listening to a history lecture.” We thought these responses
perceptive and all firmly grounded in the text. None of the teachers
was comfortable in any of the suggested reader roles, and so for the
teachers the writer-reader transaction did not take place smoothly or at
all. The teachers were not able to become the reader that the text
required. An appropriate strategy at this point is to ask the student
wriier, “Who do you imagine is reading this?”” Whatever the answer,
the teacher-editor’s job becomes one of helping the writer choose and
imagine an appropriate audience.

After our work with this piece and our translation of this perspective
into specific discourse-based intervention strategies, we practiced on
three more pieces of student writing, keeping before us at all times the
question, “What kind of reader does this piece ask us to become? As
the practice and discussion continued, we cir led about this point: that
the academic situation is difficult to see in terms of discourse because
the writer is writing, and clearly so, to a teacher. Students most often
see themselves writing to the teacher, who is often an unknown, to
“the general audience,” which is a discourse-free construct, to the
neophyte; or, when the course includes peerreading, to pecrs. We, as
writing instructors, do not want to be a generic “teacher” and cannot
be the “general audience.” We become impatient when asked to
become neophytes in most fields, and we would rather not be peers.
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The writer’s task is to imagine a reader whom the real reader or readers
can become. It is as simple, and complicated, as that.

Workshop 4: Reading Final Drafts

In our fourth and final workshop we focused upon editorial interven-
tion at the near-final-draft stage. We wanted to make two rather
different points: (1) that intervention at this stage should be a re-
capitulation of the writer’s already accomplished work on the essay,
rather than the mapping out of possible new directions, and (2) that
this kind of intervention could be short and rapid, given the teachers’
prior acquaintance with the essay.

To approximate the reading situation a teacher would face in class,
we put together sets of early, midprocess, and late drafts of the same
essay. To increase verisimilitude, we brought back two early drafts
from Workshop 2, “On My Father” and “Water Skiing.” The three
drafts of “On My Father” were a record of effective and complex
revision; the drafts of “Water Skiing” were a case study of a writer who
had done what the teacher-editor had suggested, but who had not
written a better essay. We began with ”On My Father” and asked the
teachers to read the first two drafts, beginning with the draft from
Workshop 2, with which they were familiar. Then we asked them to
read the near-final draft, keeping these questions in mind. “What has
the writer done in the interval between drafts 2 and 3?” and “What
pressing word-level or sentence-level problems need consideration?”
After we had worked through the drafts, we made the point that
certain kinds of intervention were useful at this stage of the process
and that other kinds of intervention would be less useful. Because the
essay is on the point of submission, asking for major revision is clearly
not appropriate. Given that the essay as it stands is the product of
almost two weeks’ intermittent work, we owe the student writer a
summary of what we have seen. In this case the summary was of
steady progress and refinement of vision.

With the “Water Skiing” essay the record was not w hat one would
like to see, but what one often finds. the student writer takes an
editoriel suggestion and runs with it in a direcion we might not
expect. In a case of this sort, and at this late stage in the writing
process, the appropriate intervention, we agreed, takes this form.

When I'saw the first draft, I told you that you had a nar. ative here,
and a narrative without clear pouint. I sensed y our commutment to
the subject area—water sking—and so I sent you off to the library
to find out something about the history of water skiing—when,
where, and why it began. Now you nave 1. ritten the history, and
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simply added it to the end of the pre-existing narrative. You have
two essays. You have done whatlasked. I enjoy reading the new
material you have brought forward. In another world, you would
spend two more weeks trying to integrate the two essays. But in
this world, you have done what you can in the given time. I am
sadsfied. Now read the piece aloud and fix sentence boundary
errors.

Evaluation of the Training Program

The effect of this series of workshops has been what we had hoped: all
of us are teaching writing more efficiently in the Computer Writing
Center. At the end of the workshops we asked our colleagues to tell us
whether the workshops had helped them adjust to the new environ-
ment. Looking back at our objectives, we seem to have achieved our
first: to help teachers emphasize writing practice and editorial feed-
back and to de-emphasize lecture and class discussion. While teachers
still 1o some whole-class instruction, this mode has become less
important to most. As one teacher said, “I thought I would miss
working with the class as a whole (discussions as a way of brainstorm-
ing for topics, etc.) but the workshops helped me to work better on a
one-to-one interventior basis and I'm finding I really like that and the
focus it requires on the writing.”

We may have been less successful in training our teachers to read
and respond rapidly to on-screen partial drafts. The teachers generally
said that they would need more practice before they could feel com-
fortable reading as fast as the computer (lassroom seems to require.
One instructor wrote, “I still don’t feel entirely adequate at reading
quickly on the screen and coming up with good advice.” Another
wrote, “Although I'm getting better at shorter interventiuns, I still
have a tendency to want to read an entire draft before commenting.”
Yet another teacher seemed to have made a clean v;eak with the past.

T'had never before given feedback on a partial r ;ading of studer.t
writing—that which is visible on the screen when I move through
the lab. Providing feedback on the drafts we ¢xamined in the
minute given was helpful not ouly in letting me see that I coulc Jdo
it, but also in learning that 1t is not necessary to see the entirc draft
in order to say something of value {o the student.

We seem to have been successf 4! in suggesting to the teachers that
limited feedback— that is, a resporse that addresses one aspect of the
essay—may be better, and c.r%ainly is faster, tlhan comprehensive
feedback. Ard we seem tu have helped the teachers see that there is
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not just one good editonal response, but a range of possible responses
to a given piece of student writing. Teachers need not spend time,
therefore, searching for this “good” response, but they can a.semble
alternatives and make a choice.

The training program we have designed has clearly helped our
teachers work more efficiently in the center. Most report that they are
taking fewer student essays home with them and that they are doing
most of their editorial coaching on-screen, in the center’s classrooms.
Most teachers state that they are more able to cope with the volume of
writing generated by their classes. With these gains, however, comes
the feeling that something has been lost. One teacher writes,

I feel more relaxed, but at a cost. I'm not doing nearly as many in-
dlass writing assignments; we work on [the major] essays usually

twice a week now. I miss the sense of fun other kinds of assign-
ments generate.

Another teacher was even more explicit: "It [the rapid intervention
model] works too well. My workload is a lot better, but I miss the
discussions. I'm getting bored.” Here we encounter the necessary
human limit: teaching styles differ; human beings have sharp edges.
There are differences among people that no training program can, or
should attempt to, eliminate.

If we had the workshop to do again, we would make two major
changes in procedure. First, we would be more careful in our selection
of student texts for the reading sessions. We would attempt to assem-
ble coherent sets of student drafts by selecting and tracking a small
number of students from our classes. We would therefore have to
schedule the workshops weekly rather than biweekly so that the
reading could keep pace with the students’ writing. And second, we
would give the teachers more practice at rapid reading and diagnos-
ing. This practice seemed a bit repetitious to us during the workshops,
but some of the teachers felt that this was the most valuable aspect of
the program. Aside from these changes, we would proceed again
much as we have proceeded. What we have done has clearly been
shaped by particular circumstances. our freshman writing course, our
Computer Writing Center, and our instructors’ needs. Nevertheless,
we believe thal the basic elements of vur teacher-training process can
be usefully translated and adapted to other computer-based writing
programs.
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10 Preparing Teachers for
Computers and Writing:
Plans and Issues at
Governors State University

Deborah H. Holdstein, Governors State University

Introduction

When I became Director of Wrting Programs at Governors State
University (GSU) in University Park, Illinois, I reasoned that the trial
and error of my previous six years of work with computers and writing
at Illinois Institute of Technology could be channeled into an effective
teacher-training effort for our uninitiated colleagues (full-time and
adjunct) and teaching assistants. Interestingly, there would be even
more trial and error at GSU. In the few pages that follow, I will sketch
what was right—and what my colleagues and I decided was less
right—about notions of training models that had developed over the
years, and the salient issues that keep teacher training a flexible,
ongoing, always-fresh process.

Identifying Philosophical Assumptions

When we began the program at Governors State University . we decid-
ed to start with wide-ranging questions that illustrated all tov well the
complexities (often unforeseen) of initiating any effort in teacher train-
ing for computers and writing. (For a discussion of the politics of
computers and writing, see Holdstein 1987 and Holdstein 1988.) We
knew that the following guidelines were not as prevalent in practice as
good sense and theory would have us believe:

1. Writing specialists have to be trained—to proficiency—in the
software and hardware their students would use.

2. The writing specialist’s responsibilities as an instructor are in-
creased and enhanced when computers are used as writing
tools—and not relinquished, as was often erroneously assumed.

3. Teacher preparation for using computers in writing classes de-
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mands that discussion leaders include components on the ethics
and responsibilities (for both teacher and student) of “‘computer
writing.”

4. Good training efforts acknowledge the problems as well as the
joys of writing and the computer; acknowledge that some col-
leagues might not wish to use the computer to enhance their
interpretations of the curriculum; and recognize that tenable,
successful training supports—not supplants—instructors’ vari-
ous ways of teaching writing.

5. The trainer-leader has to be a writing specialist with more than
just a casual interest in computers and writing. Training cannot
be left in its entirety to a lab assistant from the computer center,
although these colleagues offer the leader valuable assistance.

The Departmental Context and University Facilities

We learned another important lesson from one we already knew: that
any successful English department effort in teacher training for com-
position stems from the context of that department—its students, its
size, and the interests and skills of the faculty—and that efforts in
training for computers and writing could be treated no differently. In
fact, we do not suggest that any ““‘models’’ we present in this chapterbe
taken quite as such, since efforts will vary widely among different
types of colleges and universities, with different students, budgets,
and facilities, and will vary within the department, with excellent
writing instructors who approach their craft in completely different,
uniqe ways.

Given these variations, howver, there were some methods that
seemedbetter than others. First, forexample, any faculty member who
considered accepting the role of “leader’ in a teacher-training process
(orwho conwidered accepting the “nomination” or “election” to do so)
faced the following practical, if rudimentary, concerns well before
training could begin (keeping as context the demands of the first iist of
philosophical assumptions). We generated our list of concerns, at least
in part, througi» hindsight:

1. What facilities will be available for the training effort?> How flexi-
bleis the availability of the facilities? If the English or humanities
department has its ./wn laboratory, the effort is off to a wonde:-
ful, less controversial start than if the department must first
negotiate for computer time n the university’s central laboratory.
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2. How cooperative are those who run the lab or work as the lab
assistants? And how helpful does the leader want them to be?
Will someone be “on call” for troubleshooting?

3. Does the laboratory (or department, or other host facility) have
enough copies of the software the leader will want to use in
workshops? Can the facilities meet the demand in terms of space,
scheduling, software, and assistance? Out of whose budget will
these resources come?

4. What, if anything, does the department or university hierarchy
have in mind for training? Are such ideas compatible with those
of the leader, who is presumably a writing specialist?

5. Most importantly, training must be optional, not mandatory; a
small group of potentially enthusiastic colleagues is better than a
large group of hostile or potentially frustrated, vindictive ones.

We found that if leaders’ resov.:ce needs could not be immediately
satisfied, we at least had them in sight and in mind, and we adapted
our program for immediate realities and demands with an eye toward
the future.

Asserendipity would have it, my arrival at GSU coincided with (and
helped to foster) expansion plans for the computer center. During the
first trimester, we scheduled five sections of English 38l (*Advanced
Writing”) and one section of English 382 (" Technical and Professional
Communications”) for the one IBM PC room on campus. (We also
have an Apple Ile room.) These gestures alone put new, significant
demands on existing resources that others, in other fields, had also
discovered. New computer equipment was purchased. By 1985, IBM
and IBM-compatible equipment and a few Apples lined the common
corridors of the center, available for use at any time, and by fall 0f 1986,
GSU could boast of a room of twenty Zenith IBM-compatible PCs and
two demonstration classrooms with projection screens.

But while some resources expanded, budgetary considerations re-
stricted our word-processing choices to the usefulness of a particular
software package for other, university-wide applications, however, in
1986, we decided tosupportour dean’s suggestion to add Microsoft Word
to our avaiiable software, PC-Write and WordStar. Our training effort
demanded that welearn each type of software thoroughly—whether it
was our “’favorite” or not, and particularly if it was not—so that we
could best help our colleagues (and students) approach it from the
writing specialist’s point of view.
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Our work in learning the software was deliberately integrated with
issues in writing, the curriculum of our particular writing program,
and the needs of our students. The practice ““assignments” through
which participants learned the word-processing software became actu-
al documents our colleagues would use in their teaching or research (or
for administrative purposes within the department). And despite our
individual methods and goals for teaching writing (even with a core
syllabus for English 381), we all raised concerns relevant to the learn-
ing and teaching of composition and to composition as a discipline.

Framing an Effective Workshop Appreach

After considering the interaction among participants in early work-
shops, their needs, their feedback, and our own sense of what seemed
to work best given the context of our particular university, we devel-
oped the overall “scheme’ and theoretical backdrop for a two-day,
intensive workshop that seemed most easily scheduled (given discrep-
ancies in scheduling and vacations) during registration week.

The following description also includes a plan for a follow-up series
of colloquiums in computers and writing to keep participants (and
trainers) fresh and familiar with ncw approaches and developments in
the field. We also determined that, ideally, it seemed best to begin
training the semester or quarter before participants wished to start
using the computer with their classes.

Between the time we had planned and completed the first iwo-day
evem, we devised ancther list of considerations, a list that we 1evised
both during and after the workshop. During that time, we learned that
there were several tasks that participating teachers would not even
consider doing;:

1. Teachers would not learn anything else until they had mastered
the software package that served as the focus for the workshop.
Without a firm grasp of the software, any discussion of classroom
applications was far too theoretical (and anxiety producing for
the novice). This was no different than the collective fate of the
students these colleagues would teach—students could not al-
ways be expected to learn to write and learn the computer at the
same time. Donald Ross (1985) discusses this “double-bind”
effect.

2. Teachers initially had no interest in the computei’s innards
(motherboards, buffer commands) or in programming. We
learned to leave these topics until much later in the training
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process, preferably during the follow-up colloquiums, when
participants were proficient in using the computer.

3. Teachers would not learn or share anything productive if the
workshop, even in its most preliminary stages, did not integrate
participants’ technical knowledge of the computer with issues
contextually based in the syllabus amd writing curriculum of our
particular department. For instance, writing activities to help
participants learn word-processing software had to involve
“real” documents they would want to or have to write anyway—
letters, memos, articles, class handouts, syllabuses.

4. Teachers at first would not feel relaxed before the computer. For
many of our colleagues, the computer was tantamount to stress.
However, the ones complaining the most loudly—or who
seemed to lose the most material—eventually became the most
enthusiastic.

This advice stems from our own mistakes in some of our earlier
efforts and from our responses to those who would decree that prelim-
inary computer instruction be handled exclusively through university
computer facilities, thereby hindering a discussion of computers inte-
grated with composition issues and pedagogy. When, in fact, we had
naturally integrated the curriculum and its related issues within the
process, the learning was cooperative, producing much brainstorming
and many ideas, suggestions, and disagreements, which was as it
should be. As trite as it may sound, teaching ideas grew “‘organically”
from the practical, sometimes-technical training in word processing.

Planning the Training

The overall scheme for preparing teachers to use computers to teach
writing is outlined below. We developed and continue to revise this
workable pattern in keeping with the issues noted above. The follow-
ing components are in various stages of implementation:

1. Two-day, intensive workshop (held during registration week, or
at another time convenient to colleagues). The workshop should
be lengthen:d to even more hours, if possible. We assumed that
participants would also put in additional time on their own.

2. Computers and writing colloquiums (held monthly).

3. Integration of the computer within ““regular’” writing and profes-
sionally oriented classes: ‘“Advanced Composition’’ (English
381), “Technical and Professional Communications’’ (English
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382), and a seminar, “Advanced Composition and Rhetorical
Theory” (English 830).

4. Development of related courses. a 500-level course, “Computers
and Writing, ” and a 600-level course, “Workshop for Teachers of
Writing,” with a computers-and-writing component (taken by
those who teach elsewhere or who are graduate students).

5. Eventual “mainstreaming’ of computers and writing issues in
colloquiums with other research and theoretical issues in com-
position.

While the two-day, “baptism by fire” immersion approach worked
well given the inevitable schedule conflicts (the computer center ver-
sus us, one person’s teaching schedule versus another ), we had most
success when we followed up the workshop with regular meetings
throughout the semester. These were not necessarily additional work-
shops, but rather gave us an excuse to create the departmental “'writ-
ing colloquium” and, later, to create a new colloquium with a new
focus. We planned, in the next trimester or so, to make computer-
related discussions part of a “regular” colloquium that dealt at differ-
ent meetings with different issues of research and theory in compuosi-
tion. To us, this eventual “mainstreaming” heightened technology’s
credibility as a legitimate part of any ongoing discussions in the field of
composition.

The Two-Day Workshop: An Overview

During the morning hours of the intensive workshop, participants
learned tocreate at the terminal documents related to their scholarship
or teaching. In the afternoons, we followed up with discussions and
brainstorming about applications for our students—some that we de-
vised alune and sume that we devised together with participants in the
workshop. Most importantly, instructors performed these applica-
tions themselves as they designed invention ideas or practiced, allow-
ing them to anticipate at least sume student reaction to the exercises or
ideas and gaining some sense of how the activity might need to be
adapted or redesigned. Most good instructors found that they could
quickly devise ways of incorporating various types of software into
their own ways of teaching writing after they had become ‘amiliar with
word-processing and/or CAI packages.

During the second day of the workshop, we showed teachers how
to have students bring to class the hard copy of drafts written at the
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computer so that they could discuss the drafts with their peer-revising
groups. After more revision with pencil or ink, writers then returned
to the computer center (on their own time or as part of classroom
activity) and entered their revisions at the terminal, including what-
ever changes occurred to them at the computer.

During the second afternoon session, we also discussed teaching
methods for GSU instructors eager to use our projection and demon-
stration computer classrooms, emphasizing that a student’s text could
be displayed on a large screen in front of the entire class for discussion
and reworking—a technological variation on the traditional technique
of reproducing a student’s paper for classroom distribution. With the
computer, most participants felt that this type of revision process
became much more active and interactive as participants role-played
the method themselves.

During these workshops, the possibilities seemed endless and, as
advertisers say, “limited by our own imaginations” and capabilities.
But what about computer-aided instruction? While we stressed word
processing in our worhshops, we did include work with CAl as part of
the afternoon sessions. (For a further discussion of CAI in the class-
room, see Holdstein 1988.) For example, in our discussions, one in-
structor wanted to work on microstructural aspects of the writing
process using CAI packages for grammar or sentencing. In this in-
stance, we discussed a plan whereby students who needed the work
might use CAI for subject-verb agreement, for example, while other
students used the same time to begin drafts of the latest assignment
(particularly if there were not enough computers or CAI disks to go
around). During these sessions we made use of my own Write Well
programs on the comma, other forms of punctuation, parallelism,
subject-verb agreement, and other aspects of writing.

As students finished their CAI work, we explained that they could
then pair up with other students who had used the programs and
together make certain that the latest “lesson’ was incorporated within
the writing process itself. Participants later reported that they had
particular success with our approach of parring students before a CAI
lesson that required them to discuss or reason the appropriate re-
sponse. Then the same two students assisted vne another in rework-
ing the papers they had been writing and revising, in part by hand and
in part at the computer, with particular attention paid to the CAI
lessons. Training workshop participants used this same approach to
devise their own methods for using CAI and for becoming familiar
with various types of software.
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Most importantly, colleagues in the workshop realized that inno-
vative classroom ideas with the computer could be compatible with
their own traditional, tried-and-true methods, reinforcing an impor-
tant theoretical underpinning of our workshop process: that tech-
nclogy adapts to the instructor, as he or she wishes, and not
necessarily the other way around—unless that is a deliberate choice or
part of an innovative teaching plan Familiarity with the computer did
not mean eliminating tradition for the sake of joining the “computer
bandwagon.”

Tite Foilow-up

Ve determined that too many important issues surfaced during the
workshops to let the two-day effort stand alone. To provide ongoing
dialogue amoung workshop participants, to troubleshoot and provide
the forum for questions that might arise, and, simply, to provide
another form of continuou. training, a series of fairly informal follow-
up gatherings seemed appropriate. Participants welcomed the 1dea of
what we began to call “The Writing Colloquium.” These monthly
meetings meant that we did not have to rush through the important
theoretical, political, and practical issues that had come up during
workshops. While these issues were related to the hands-on task and
would influence the efficacy with which computers and writing plans
would work, just knowing that we would have follow-up sessions
meant that many concerrs could be addressed more fully later on.

Ideally, writing colloquiums should be held as often as schedules
will allow during the regular scnool year. At first, once a month (or
more frequently) seemed ideal, a5 time passed, different faculty sched-
ules demanded a reduction to several times a trimester. However, less
formal meelings and special-interest group meetings were another
possibility as long as colleague: would gather en masse often enough
toknovs what everyone was uf to. In the f-ture. our gathenngs might
well occur through electric conferencing, ps. :iculady if we begin an
effort that might impleme.:t computer. [, writing across *he disci-
plines.

Once an initial acquaintaace period had passed, we found that
teachers used the computer as uniquely and innovatively (and as
distinctly from one anothe.) as they had used any other enhancement
tool—or as they had taught cumposition in the past. But most impor-
tant during the trainiag period was the flexibility of the workshop, its
contents, and its leader.
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Nothing, we knew, could be chiseled in rock, so to speak, which
was why the leaders’ thorough familiarity 1vith issues in computers
and writing and with the field as a whole were so essential for appro-
priate responses to and guidance of workshop participants, particu-
larly when discussions became constructively spontaneous and
freewheeling,.

Evaluation and Some Conclusions

Our first attempt at designing a workshop has undergone much
change. Initially, day one was called "’ An Introduction to Computers”
and day two, “Using Word-Processing Software.” Gradually we
changed the plan, realizing that the writing curriculum had to be
integrated from the start and, like good Monday morning quarter-
backs, devising most of the other questions and suggestions in this
chapter.

One evaluation from graduate student participant commended
the redesigned effort: It makes so much more sense to talk about
word processing as it really relates to writing (and our students) from
the first! Everything was so much more accessible to us.” Another
participant agreed with our restructuring of the sequence of material.
“We really didn’t need to know a lot of that stuff in the first session—it
was too intimidating, and kept us from plunging in.”

We continue to evaluate and rethink all aspects of our training
program, part of a long-term process that includes informal discus-
sions as well as written evaluations (often anonymous) of training
sessions.

Above all, we learned that whatever the institution, an important
goal of any good training model using technology is to prepare teach-
ers for effective, student-centered work in computers and writ.
while acknowledging and respecting the individual differences of .. .
colleagues involved in the training process—and those who do not
want to be involved. While time, logistics, and the wide scope of issues
to be discussed as part of computer-related training efforts demand
that these projects exist apart from other teacher-preparation work in
composition, their gradual integration within “‘regular’” programs (al-
ready begun at some institutions) will lend legitimacy not only to the
colleague committed to the computer as an enhancement tool for
writing, but also to the computers and composition discipline itself as
an appropriate forum for research and scholarship in the English
department.
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11 Integrating Computers and
Composition at Southern
Illincis University—Carbondale

Stephen A. Bernthardt, New Mexico State University

Bruce C. Appleby, Southern Illinois University-Carbondale

Introduction

As our profession has moved to integrate computers into the teaching
of compos don, we have increasingly been confronted with the need to
train English faculty to be comfortable and productive in a microlab
environment. While college departments have always recognized a
responsibility to train graduate assistants to teach composition, the
computer has created a new responsibility. training faculty across the
ranks. Few precedents exist. Unlike the public schools, which recog-
nize the need for inservice programs, universities have traditionally
assumed their faculty know how to teach.

As we write, we are in our second year of integrating computers into
the composition program at Southern Illinois University-Carbondale
(SIU-C). We have trained approximately fifty of our faculty to use
computers in their teaching, and approximately twenty-five have now
taught ‘lasses in a microlab setting. Our lab is large, so controlling the
attention of a group of students is difficult. We know that teachers
need to change their instructional approaches in order tobe productive
in this setting, particuiarly by learning to manage individualized,
process-oriented instruction. They have discovered a r.eed to plan
carefully and to use time efficiently, in the lab and out. We feel we have
been successful in training faculty to adjust to the demands of teaching
in a new situation and that recounting our expeniences might help
other English departments develop their own strategies for integrating
computers into their writing programs.

After reviewing the background to our project and describing our
microcomputer labs, we will describe in turn the seve.al components
of our program:
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1. Faculty development workshops—sixteen two-hour sessions in-
volving approximately twenty-five faculty

2. Follow-up activities, including opportunities for released time to
attend composition and rhetoric seminars, a series of one-night
sessions to introduce university faculty and staff to PC-Write, and
biweekly discussions with those teaching in the microlab

3. Research activities to assess the effectiveness of computers in
teaching composition

Background

Our composition program is a traditional one, with students taking a
first-semester 101 course, best described as process-oriented with an
emphasis on purpose and audience throughout. The three-part course
moves from personal and experiential writing, through objective and
informational writing, to persuasive and argumentat.ve writing. Most
of our use of the computer has been in this course, which enrollsa total
of approximately 3,500 students per year. Of these, five hundred or
more are typically in computerized classes. Our students come from
various backgrounds. Many come from the greater Chicago area (since
our school is as far from home as they can get without paying out-of-
state tuition). We have large numbers of minority, international, and
disabled students. Our incoming freshmen rank above the national
average on their ACT scores, but only slightly. We have a large number
of students who do not meet our minimal admission requirements but
who come in under a “’special admissions”” rubric.

Early in 1985, we submitted a proposal to the state of Illinois to
enhance our undergraduate composition program. We prepared a
proposed budget of $330,700. After much negotiation, we received a
$128,000 permanent addition to our department budget for “Enhance-
ment” purposes. We proposed money be used to train faculty and
graduate assistants in the use of the computer as a tool to teach writing.
Because our computer laboratory was being built and because we had
vriority on its use, we needed to be sure we had the teachers trained to
use the facility. We also proposed buying computers for teaching and
administrative functions in the department and funding ror a graduate
assistant to work alongside the teache. > in the computer classes. Other
aspects of our proposal were reduction of class size in all introductory
composition classes to a maximum of twenty and additior. of tenure-
track lines, term positions, and graduate assistants to cover the in-
creased number of sections. Like other Illinois public universities, we
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found that state “new program” money was e best source for fund-
ing. In addition to the training of full-time faculty and graduate as-
sistants, we also planned research to evaluate our success. The first
year of our work with computers allowed us to plan and pilot our
research procedures. We had the opportunity to go bey..ad the preva-
lent anecdotal research through a combination of experimental and
observational research v-hich would give insights into the effective-
ness of the computer as a toul to teach writing.

Our PC Lab

The microlab at SJU-C was planned by an interdisciplinary committee
to provide access for students taking courses in departments which
traditionally do not have their own labs. Some of us in English were
anxious to use computers in composition classes; the vice president
wanted to meet demands for computer literacy (which he saw as a
bogus issue) by incorporating computer work iniwc existing require-
ments. Introductory composition seemed a natural fit, and so English
had a heavy involvement in the lab from the start, with assurances
from the vice president that English would be entitled to a major
portion of lab time. This support proved extremely helpful as we
worked with faculty from other disciplines who were not apt to appre-
ciate the power of the PC as a tool for teaching writing. Over time,
several of these same faculty (engineers and computer scientists, in
particular) became our greatest champions as they realized our work
would help prepare students for advanced computer applications.
Ourlab hastv ‘arge adjoining rooms with thirty-two IBM PCs in
each room and a .ontrol room in the center. One side is a classroom,
with the machines in rows of four or five oriented toward the front,
where there is a teaching station, a teacher’s PC, and a large-screen
Sony. Each row has an Epson printer, controlled by a T-Switch box. We
have no networking, though we often talk about what we would like
and where the money would come from. The second room, designed
asan individual, drop-in lab, also has thirty-two PCs, arranged in star
clusters, with a printer shared within each star. The individual lab
provides for special uses of PCs. Some machines have beefed-up
memory, some are linked to letter-quality printers or graphics plotters,
two stations are built for wheelchair access. Both rooms are attractive,
with window walls looking out over the campus woods. The facility
was expensive to build, largely because of physical renovation.
Schools planning to build new labs should look hard for existing space
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which can be readily adapted to computer labs without major renova-
tion. For our $600,000 lab, we spent only about $225,000 on computer
equipment per se.

The committee decided to provide only general applications soft-
ware for the lab: PC-Write, a word processor; Random House Proofreader,
a spelling checker; Grammatik and Punctuation and Style, grarr mar and
style parsers; Lotus 1-2-3; P-C Calc; P-C File; IBM Filing Assistant; several
programming languages and compilers; CRISP, a statistics package;
several graphics packages; and a CAD/CAM package. The choice of
software reflects both philosophical and pragmatic positions. We
wanted the lab to focus on the computer as a tool for applications, not
as a self-instruction center. We wanted students skilled in general
applications on the mozt general business machine, the IBM PC.
Pragmatically, we realized the lab could not provide multiple copies of
the very expensive software our faculty wanted for individual classes.
Choosing PC-Write was also a pragmatic decision, since it meant we
would not have to buy multiple copies of expensive word-processing
software. We haven'’t regretted choosing PC-Write and have seen its
use expand across campus. After the initial purchase of the applica-
tions software, the policy has been that individual departments need
to buy their own software if they have special needs.

Working cooperatively with the SIU-C office for Computing Affairs
has proven advantageous in several ways. They staff the lab with
work-study students who maintain the machines, check software in
and out, refill paper and reink ribbons on the printers, and solve
endless problems, whether with word processing or other applica-
tions. The lab and classroom are open from 8:00 a.m. until 2:00 a.m.,
five days per week, with shorter hours on the weekends. When we
hold dlass in the lab, the machines are unlocked before we arrive, with
requested software at each station. When no classes are scheduled in
the evening, the lab is open for drop-in use. Computing Affairs has
also trained staff to repair the PCs, so when a machine malfunctions,
the technical staff simply pulls t .: machine and replaces it with an-
other while the first is being fixed. Thus far, Computing Affairs has
paid for the paper and ribbons, an expense the English department is
glad not to cover.

There have been a few drawbacks to the university-wide lab. The
biggest drawback was that it took us nearly two years and countless
hours of committee work to plan and build the lab. In the negotiating
process, we frequently compromised. For example, we would not
have put thirty-two machines in a classroom, since we like to keep our
writing classes at twenty to twenty-twu students. The classroom is

S —
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very large, and the forward-facing arrangement makes it difficult to
know what is on the screens. There is a fair amount of distracting
noise, with students coming and going. We feel, though, that the
benefits of strong support from Computing Affairs, especially our not
having to worry about technical difficulties, make a cooperative ap-
proach worthwhile. For faculty apprehensive about moving instruc-
tion into a new technological setting, having the technical and
managerial services of Computing Affairs has been wonderful.

The Faculty Development Workshop

We realized—fortunately at an early stage—that if our goals were tobe
met, we had to convince our faculty of the potential value of the
computer as a tool for writing. We thought it important to involve as
many faculty as possible through incentives. Our deanmadea oin! of
supporting our work and had offered released time to any lib. arts
faculty member who wished to develop instructional uses of the com-
puter. Within the department, the chair offered to all tenure-track
faculty the opportunity to be released from one class if they would
attend a once-a-week workshop on computers and the teaching of
writing. With the state Enhancement money described above, we
hired lecturers to cover released classes for the leader and the partici-
pants.

One of the first tests of our program and goals was how many
faculty would take advantage of the offer. We did not fool ourselves
into believing that everyone who asked to take part in the Enhance-
ment activities was doing so out of a driving desire to be a better
composition teacher. We did feel that we could convince the faculty of
the usefulness of computers if we had the opportunity to work with
them every week in the lab. Three full, one associate, and four as-
sistant professors signed up for the weekly two-hour course. Once the
chair (until then a dedicated Macintosh user) decided to atlend the
course, others picked up on the idea. The assistant to the chair and
three secretaries joined us, as did several lecturers (non—tenure-track,
full-time teachers) and a number of graduate assistants. We cut off
enrollment at thirty participants.

At the time we started our course, we were concerned about having
too many people in the group. At several computer and composition
conferences, we heard speakers say that a teacher would find working
one-on-one ideal, working with several people comfortaole, and work-
ing with seven or eight a practical limit. In addition to the size of the
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group, we were concerned that the mix of ranks, ranging from civil
service through graduate assistants to full professors, might make the
going difficult. The official participants might demand full attention
and resent those who joined informally. We ended up with a faithful
contingency of twenty-five, with several more who attended occasion-
ally. We quickly learned that it is possible to work with a large group
through individualizing instruction, encouraging collaboration, and
acquiescing to the natural forces of learning that develop in a com-
puterized composition classroom.

We spent most of the first two sessions working in concert: we
taught the participants how to format a disk, prepare a working copy
of PC-Write, and begin word processing and printing. We taught
cor_rol keys, cursor movement and function keys, the “delete” and
“insert” routines, on-line help files (fascinating to the uninitiated), and
the simplest print routines. Getting people quickly into actual produc-
tion of text and printing has become a hallmark of the training system
we advocate: immediate success with word processing—often within
two hours—is the best way to convince word people like English
teachers that the computer offers possibilities for their writing and
their teaching.

After the first two weeks, people were on their own, many working
with aself-paced tutorial which led them through the word-processing
package. Scattered throughout the room were advanced learners,
mostly lecturers and graduate students who had been working on
their own prior to the faculty workshop. Many of the questions people
had were answered by tumning to the person at the next machine.
Anyone who has taught in a computerized writing classroom knows
that this pattern quickly develops and that it is one of the most
heartening aspects of teaching 1n such an atmosphere. It is exciting to
see theories of learning in action when students view each other as
teachers. We roamed—answering questions, getting people unstuck,
retrieving lost files, commiserating over files that were really lost, and
only occasionally making comments to the group as a whole. All of this
was a wonderful process to observe and be a part of: a busy, serious
atmosphere, punctuated by occasional outbursts, hands waving, and
cries of success. The atmosphere surrounding this group of adults was
much the same as we found in our introductory composition classes
with freshmen, where a teacher and a lab assistant trained in composi-
tion worked one-on-one with busily composing students.

Our general pattern was that people started immediately on their
own projects. A fast-two-fingered-ty pist graduate student put the first
draft of his novel on disk, making his capturing of it in a new medium
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the second draft. Many people worked on articles and chapters of
books. Many of the graduate assistants worked on materials for their
own classes or on seminar papers. Our secretary put our memos on
disk. The chair wrote letters to his son, away at college for the first
time.

We generally let people work for a half hour without interruption.
Then we would often break in and introduce new features of the
system. Sometimes we rehearsed routines previously taught, and
alwayswe answered questions. Most paid attention to this instruction,
with others continuing on their individual paths.

One lesson of our workshop, a lesson we all know but need to be
taught time and time again, is that people have different learning
styles. Some of our participants never needed our help, yet turned up
each week to be part of the group. Others clung to the tutorial as
though it were a life raft. Still others discarded the tutorial and learned
new routines, such as underlining or pagination, as needed. We
encouraged learners to take on real tasks—a letter or a memo—if they
were not working on a seminar paper or their next article.

We wanted everyo:ie to experience quickly the success of printing,
as we have found with all age groups and ability levels that watching
your own text as it is being printed is a boost to further success and
learning. With some participants, we could not force even this small
success. They would not quit the tutorial, feeling they needed to learn
everything before trying anything on their own. Some participants
finished the tutorial and then turned back to page one and started over
on the same lessons, believing they needed the reinforcement of
repetition. We encouraged them to open a file containing a composi-
tion assignment so they could swap files and gain some ideas on
teaching writing. Only a few did so. They were determined to use the
machine in their individual ways and to make the lab and software fit
their own learning styles.

The process of learning we saw in this faculty workshop contains
lessons for composition instruction in general. The computerized writ-
ing classroom forces individualization, a goal we have long recognized
but not realized in composition instruction. Instead of standing at the
board and lecturing about good writing or leading recitations over
textbook elements, teachers in a computer classroom work one-on-
one, helping students as they write. Teachers can roam, answer perti-
nent questions, and encourage substantial revision. We were worried
initially over not doing enough and about how to prepare the class.
Having a group of university teachers as students 1s disconcerting,
particularly if you know that many of them believe that “teaching is
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telling” and that learning takes place only when the tea her decides
what the learning will be. Yet, over the weeks we saw that it was
working. Atwidely varying paces, the participants were gaining skills.
It took time, but the teachers in our class started to see the value of
individualization where entry skills are divergent, where learning
styles and motivation vary. Since this describes nearly all composition
dlasses, we were realizing part of our goals through the serendipitous
discoveries that take place when teachers are learners.

Faculty who work with computers need to become problem solvers,
and the problems are often technical. As soon as serious printing
starts, to take the most common example, a host of technical problems
inevitably arises. Those accustomed to working only with words on
the printed page are acutely uncomfortable when faced with technical
difficulties, letting their cyberphobia rule. A lab assistant with tech-
nical and pedagogical skills can help, but the teacher must become a
problem solver.

As in the learning of any new content area or skill, one learns the
jargon and vocabulary of the field. Teachers become technical commu-
nicators who work to disambiguate language, demonstrate through
explanation and example, clarify procedures, and solve problems with
documentation. Page breaks, ruler defaults, font changes, headers and
footers, hard-returns, and soft-hyphens are just a few of the new words
that surface. The healthy respect for language which most English
teachers share makes it possible for them to laugh at themselves as
they learn to talk and behave like technical problem solvers.

Happily, the computerized classroom brings about an approach to
teaching and learning that changes the relationship between teachers
and students. Teachers and students are often on a par with each
other, confronting problems together, working out solutions, sharing
frustration and success. Repeatedly, participants had the opportunity
to teach what they had just learned, demonstrating and leading an-
other through a newly acquired process. Our role was that of
matchmaker, forcing the hehavior of teacher teaching teacher, in the
same way we hoped the faculty would become accustomed to match-
ing student to student in collaborative learning and teaching. All had
ample opportunities to see us fail, work through problems, and seek
assistance from others who had an answer when we did not.

Typically, teachers think immediately about instructional applica-
tions. In our workshop, questions of how to get students on the
machines, how to devise assignments, how to use the machines to
increase student willingness to revise, and how to feach with the
machines could easily have become the prime questions.

Q 16‘0
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However, we felt a better first step was for the faculty to begin using
the machine as writers—preparing courses or organizing research or
working on a publication. As teachers used the machines to save
materials, keep records, develop syllabuses, and print handouts, they
learned how the machine works and what it is good for. They gained a
conceptual familiarity with its operations, coming to understand how
information is stored, retrieved, and manipulated. Seeing the machine
in their own lives as writers and teachers, they gained a realistic
perspective on its classroom applications We generally feel that in
schools with a limited number of machines, it is better to devote them
to the teachers’ use rather than trying to give as many students as
possible some small measure of experience. Classroom applications
can follow as more hardware is acquired, and when that time comes,
the teache.; will know what to do.

After ten weeks in the lab, we found it helpful to get away from the
machines and to discuss their effects on writing. including the implica-
tions for composition instruction. During four two-hour sessions, we
read and discussed several articles (Bridwell, Nancarrow, and Ross
1984; Cleveland 1985; and Daiute 1983}, organized a roundtable of
those teachers who were teaching in the lab, and had an open discus-
sion of the future of the computer in our department. These meetings
were announced to the full faculty, and a number of people who were
not in the workshop joined in. It was important that these discussions
followed the hands-on, skill-Cevelopment portion of the workshop. It
is a mistake to try to do too mu -h talking when people are just learning
how touse the machines. Developing a feel for the machines, comfort
with computer talk, and ease with word processing puts people in a
better frarne of mind to discuss the implications for teaching composi-
tion.

These discussions proved valuable for the department. Though the
focus was on computers, at the same t:me we discussed teaching
writingas process, making assignments, individualizing learning, and
encouraging student collaboration. Stories such as the one about the
football player who brought the whole team over to learn word pro-
cessing were heartening (the coach did buy an IBM PC for the football
study room). The descriptions of the students who arrived early for an
8:00 a.m. class, of those who did not want to leave class, and of those
who attended both sections taught by their teacher stimulated positive
talk among seasoned faculty that is rare and welcome.

On returning to the lab after our discussions, we introduced soft-
ware other than word processing. Most teachers have unrealistic ex-
pectations, expecting the machine to do the teaching and the software
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to use language in human ways. There is a paradoxical clash of expec-
tations as teachers run a grammar check or work through an invention
program. They see the immediate vaiue of the program’s abilty to
check spelling, but other software is often disappointing. Having
heard from zealous colleagues about the wonders of the computer,
teachers feel an inevitable letdown and wonder what ali the fuss is
about. We know that software which teaches students 1o write better
has not met our expectations. What we fail to realize is that this means
that teachers are free to concentrate on crea’tve uses of word-
processing packages and other standard applications software. The
shift away from expecting the computer to be the teacher and toward
the use of the computer as a tool is important, a shift well documented
by Tucker (1985).

Giving teachers ideas for building instructional files within the
word-processing package was an important final part of our training
workshop. The teachers wrote files containing models of student and
professional writing, heuristic prompts, sentence-combining exer-
cises, revision checklists, and other activities for individual and class-
wide use. A training workshop can encourage teachers to write anl
swap assignments on disk. Such files are tremendous resources for
teachers and a vast improvement over copies of handouts fading in
steel files. As Rodrigues and Rodrigues (1986) suggest, we urged the
participants to discover the teaching possibilities in the creative use of
text files.

Follow-up Activities

In addition to the semester-long development workshop, we have
continu«d to provide opportunities for interested faculty to develop
their backgrounds in composition and computers. In the semester
following the computer lab workshop, we used state Enhancement
funds to offer faculty released time to attend one of two graduate
seminars: one on research in composition and another on rhetorical
theory. We were unsure how responsive the faculty would be to the
idea, given that both seminars were taught by untenured assistant
professors in areas often held in suspicion by literary scholars. But a
tactful presentation by the chair encouraged two associate professors
(one a Renaissance scholar and the other a Victorian scholar) to attend
the research seminar. Several other colleagues decided not to audit the
class during the full term, but followed along with the readings of one
of the courses and attended selectively. In both classes, the participat-
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ing professors contributed respectfully to a lively interchange, with the
result that the regularly enrolled students and the instructors both felt
positive about the mix of participants.

Toencourage wider use of PC-Write across campus, we held a series
of five two-hour workshops during which we gave faculty and stu-
dents a copy of the program and a brief introduction to using it. Each
session enrolled between thirty and fifty participants. We started them
on the tutorial and showed them hcw to get help. Our intention here
was tocreatea community of knowledgeable users as a support group.

Each term, on a purely voluntary basis, the group of computer
teachers has met biweekly to discuss their classes. Time has been given
to whatever most concerns the teachers. At the beginning of the term,
procedural matters dominate—how to do things in the lab, how to
make copies, how to find the various tutorials and help sheets, and so
on. One teacher, for example, told us she had identified those students
with computer skills and, with their permission, seated them on the
ends of rows so they could be resource people. Several of the others
picked up on the idea and arranged their classes similarly. Teachers
who developed short tutorials on key aspects of computer use brought
their handouts and shared copies. Teachers copied various activity
files to their own disks for future.use, and in our duplicating office we
kept a master file of handouts for the computer sections. It was easy
enough to organize resources in such small ways to pay large divi-
dends to busy teachers who needed quality instructional materials.

The teacher meetings were also a good opportunity to discuss
general teaching strategies, to share assignments that work well, to
compare student reactions to classes, and to make notes about what to
try the next time around. Our teachers have had to learn they cannot
move a class intc a lab and teach as in a traditional class setting.
Because our arrangement has classes meeting in two seventy-five-
minute periods, one in and one nut of the computer lab, there is a
strong feeling of not having enough time. Most of our teachers feel
they have tocut back on the number of form.al assignments and tolook
for ways to stage assignmenis.

This move toward linked, staged assignments, rather than discrete,
nonrelated assignments, takes advantage of the machine’s power todo
major text revisions. Texts are refined, combined, and edited repeat-
edly. Fewer major assignments mean that students write several drafts
as audience. or purposes change or as more sources of information are
added. One teacher has pairs of students brainstorm and then outline
collaboratively in class, write up the text independently, and then
collaborate once more in an effort to combine their two independent
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drafts into a single text. Other teachers lead students to revise sup-
posedly “finished” texts. For example, during the lab the teacher
might instruct students to examuine the first sentence of each paragraph
to determine its effectiveness as an introductory sentence. After a
series of such revisions, students print out copies to be turned in. For
students, the benefits of a lesson on revision are immediate, recogniz
able in their own texts.

We made it clear from the beginning that the teacher meetings were
pureiy voluntary and asked each term whether the teachers wanted to
meet. They did. They have been willing to meet continually, over
several semesters, to engage in discussions of teaching practices with
their colleagues. The chance to get together and to talk about teaching,
with computers has sparked a continuing interest.

Research Activities

From the beginning o/ our computers and composition project, we
have insisted on the n.portance of linking a basic research program
with teacher training. In general, we feel that an active research pro-
gram stimulates intere. throughout the department, among both
graduate students and faculty. In our research, we Lave been con-
cerned with three primary objectives:

1. To measure the effects of teaching composition with compute:s
on student and teacher attitudes, writing quality, attendance,
assignment completion, and other quantifiable variables

2. To document the effects of teaching composition with computers
on patterns of classroom interaction, with attention to how in-
structional strategies and classroom discourse change in a lab
setting

3. To documant the effects of computers on patterns of student
composing, specifically in revising habits

We began our research with the fall 1985 term and have continued
collecting data, refining our instruments, and analyz..g our results
over each consecutive term. During fall of 1986, w e collected masses of
data from the classes of twelve teachers, each of wl.om taught one lab
section and one regular section.

To get at student attitudes, we used the short form of the Witte/
Faigley instrument for assessing the effectiveness of composition in-
struction. To their twenty-une items, we added several more questions
which gave us specific data about how computer sections compared
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with regular sections. In addition, students in the computer sections
also completed an additional list of yes/no questions targeted specifi-
caily at their feelings about using computers and answered a list of
open-ended questions about their course. Course evaluations from
both semesters during the first year consistently favored the computer
classes. The only exceptions were the items related to the perceived
usefulress of the texts: a rhetoric and a handbook. On all other mea-
sures, students gave their teachers and their courses in the lab higher
marks, finding the teachers more intellectually stimulating, more fair
about grading, and bvetter at helping students while they composed;
computer students even found their teachers’ remarks on their papers
easier to understand than did those in the regular classes. We do not
suppose that the perceptions of students in the lab classes necessarily
indicate differences that might be objectively documented. We suspect
a halo effect from using computers. Because students liked the com-
puters asa part of their writing class, they rated all aspects of the class
more highly than did students in regular classes.

However we might explain the consistently more favorable at-
titudes toward the computer sections, it remains a fact that teachers
apprec_ate the improved student attitudes. In their course evaluations,
the students say that they like revising on the computer, that they
believe the class will be useful to them in the future, that they would
recommend this course and this teacher to their friends. Knowing that
students feel good about the course helps teacher attitudes. Before our
computer and composition research began, it was the practice in our
department to use only open-ended evaluations. Our research efforts,
with their detailed questionnaires, have provided teachers with new
kinds of data which can be compareu across sections and against
department norms. By getting detailed feedback, teachers gain in
confidence and begin to identify specific areas of strength and weak-
ness in their teaching.

All through our project, we have been careful to collect data on
teacher as well as student attitudes. We have encouraged the teachers
tokeep logs on their experiences, as a resource for research data and as
a record to which they car: return to trace their development as teach-
ers, We have not been successful in getiing all our teachers to keep
logs. Those who have chosen to keep records apply the lesson we try to
teach our students: writing can be a means of discovering what we
think and why we behave as we do. Keeping teaching logs is good
practice for any teacher concerned with developing successful class-
room strategies, and we see the encouragement of logs as another
strategy in our overall effort to train teachers.
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In addition to collecting attitudinal and evaluative data, we have
devoted a major portion of our research energies to observational
studies of computer versus regular classes. During spring of 1986, the
research team visited a number of the computer classes, keeping
detailed observational records of what went onin the classes, what the
patterns of interaction were, and how teacher and student behavior
contrasted between regular and lab settings. We identified two teach-
ers, both of whom were experienced with computers and both of
whom seemed to have a good sense of how to teach productively in
both computer and regular settings. These two teachers became our
subjects for observational case studies during fall of 1986.

That semester, we observed every minute of instruction in the two
sections of these teachers, in the lab and ou!. We kept detailed time
lines, as well as observational logs which recorded our impressions,
the language of the classrooms, the reactions of the students, and
whatever other kinds of data we could gather in an unobtrusive
fashion. The research team met wezkly i boil down the observations,
which we then shared with the teachers for their comments. This
aspect of the research involved the researchers intimately with individ-
ual classroom communities. Researchers and teachers together began
to see emerging patterns which ch.racterized what it is like to teach in
a lab environment.

We also tried to ge. closer to the students’ experiences with com-
puter sections by isolating a major writing assignment and following
selected students through the experience of writing a paper, again
contrasting coinputer students with regular students. Additionally,
researchers spent time in the drop-in lab to watch students and to
interview them about their writing habits.

By systematically coliecting data, the research project makes the
expenence of teaching composition a more public, more shared experi-
ence, The research helps us overcome the isolation of teacher and
class, which is characteristic of the profession. The research context
provides a setting for comparing experiences, attitudes, and practices.
For many of our teachers, the research represents the fizst time they
have thought seriously about how to evaluate successful teaching.
Though the research claimed both class and personal time, the teach-
ers have been highly cooperative. Research creates a sense of commu-
nity which stimulates a continuing dialogue about being effective
teachers.
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Conclusion

In our experience, effective workshops for training teachers to use
microcomputers to enhance composition instruction should have the
following characteristics:

1. Teachers quickly begin to use the machines, encouraging imme-
diate small successes on practical tasks and giving minimal
whole-group instruction.

2. A true workshop atmosphere dominates, with people working
together and helping each other, facilitated by emphasis on indi-
vidual progress and constructive collaboration.

3. Teachers become accustomed to solving technical problems, con-
sulting with cther learners, and using manuals.

4. Teachers use the machines for their own purposes before consid-
ering how students might usc the machines.

5. After the teachers are familiar with the machines, t: 2is reserved
for discussion of the implications for teaching writing.

6. Activity files are developed through discussion of the creative
possibilities of the machine and through file swapping.

7. Follow-up activities continue to support teachers who are chang-
ing their methods of teaching composition.

8. A research program provides teachers with data to evaluate the
success of their new methods.

Postsciipt

The work we have described does not stop with the workshop. Shifts
in faculty, particularly as graduate assistants leave, mean there must
be continuous training efforts. We were lucky to have funding for our
initial year of activities, but in our second year of the program the
money became part of our general operating budget, and we were
unable to keep money earmarked specifically for faculty development,
lab assistants, or adding computer resvurces. Jarge institutions such
as ours typically de not wknowledge the extensive training necessary
to teach writing, especially when that training involves new and
sometimes-unfamiliar {echnologies. In times of budget difficulties and
(for us) increasing e.irollments, such efforts are often see. as dispens-
able lw.uries.
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We have found personal and professional satisfaction and growthin
this work and feel we are a part of a national network of educators who
share our goals. We know we have seen changes in the attitudes of our
faculty, with greater collegiality and greater respect for composition as
a discipline. The revolution in the teaching of composition that the
cemputer has brought abeut is only beginning. Those who choose to
integrate computers into their composition programs should realize
the tremendous commitment of time and energy involved. Getting a
lab is a first step, followed by continual efiorts to keep the program
working and expaading. Now, if we could just figure out where to get
the money to put a couple of PCs in the Writing Center. . . .
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Introduction: The Need for Faculty Computer Literacy

With the advent of powerful, relatively inexpensive miciucomputers,
many English departments are beginning to teach writing in well-
equipped microcomputer labs. The Enghsh Microlab Registry for spring
1986 reported over one hundred cclleges and universities equipped
with microcomputers for weactang writing and composition (Barker
1986, 2). According to Thomas T. Barker, who compiled the registry,
most schools are moving away from “drop-in” writing labs to formal
classroom instruction with microcomputers, yet fexw English depart-
ments have formal training programs for developing faculty computer
literacy. “Training” in computers frequently takes place in a non-
programmatic, ad hoc, orte-on-one situation. Valuable administrative
support, budgetary resources, and existing faculty expertise remain
underdeveloped and untapped.

This chapter describes the three courses developed at the University
of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (UWM) to avoid such waste:

1. An English department noncredit instructor-training course, for
those instructors—mostly lecturers and teaching assistants—
teaching writing courses in the English microcomputer class-
room

~. An English department graduate-credit course on computers and
writing, open to all graduate students in English

3. A Computing Services Division campuswide faculty computer-
literacy program, available only to tenured faculty (including
deans and other high-level administrators)

157

9 - 18D




158 Computers in English and the Language Arts

This chapter recounts how the English department .nd Computing
Services Division programs arose, evolved, and interacted. Finally, it
evaluates the success of our efforts and provides advice to English
departments and administrators developing their own computer-
literacy programs.

Background: How Our Program Took Shape

In early 1984, a small group of new faculty, lecturers, and teaching
assistants in the English department pressed fur an experimental
computer classroom to support the teaching of writing, and the de-
partment presented a five-year plan fur incorporating computers into
the English curriculum tc the College of Letters and Science admin-
istration. At about the same time, the campus approved an academic
computing plan calling for an anr.ual investment in instructional
microcomputer labs. As a result, the UWM vice-chancellor’s office
allocated approximatel, $80,000 to establish a twenty-one-station
microcomputer classroom operated by the Computing Services Divi-
sion for the English department. The department could hardly have
attracte* such a sum through the normal budget process. Equipment
for the lab currently consists of twenty-one IBM-compatible micro-
computers, six printers, five speech synthesizers, and word-
processing, text-analysis, and programming software. The English
department teaches fifteen to twenty courses a semester in the lab,
including remedial through advanced compositicn, business and tech-
nical writing, and creative writing.

Faced with the immediate need of training instructors to be effecti: -
teachers in a microcomputer environment, the English department
developed aninitial training course in the summer of 1984. The English
department training, which has evolved considerably over the last
three years, attempts to help instructors dev .lop the confidence, tech-
nical know-huw, and teaching strateg, incorporating computers
into the existing writing curriculum by p.c.cnting the computer as a
w. ing instrument, a pedagogical tool, and a research tool.

Aninstructor was paid for teaching the initial training course as if it
were a regular four-week summer course. For the next two years, the
College of Letters and Science funded released time (presently two
courses per semester) for a lecturer to coordinate microcomputer class-
room use for the English department, indudinginstructor training. In
addition, in 1986-87 the English department offered a graduate course
on computers and writing.
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The English department’s computer-literacy effort has also relied
heavily on technical support and advice from the Computing Services
Division (CSD). CSD advised the depariment on initial lab purchases;
CSD personnel continue to install new equipment and help with daily
administration of the lab.

in June 1985, CSD implemented a campuswi e faculty computer-
literacy program. This general program supports the English depart-
ment training effort. Every six months, CS. loans twenty selected
faculty a complete microcomputing environment—microcomputer,
printer, modem, software, documentation, and talented consultants—
in their own offices. Out of the twenty faculty selected from the
campus at large, two English department faculty have been included
in the CSD program every semester.

The Faculty Development Program

Initial English Department Training Course and Modifications

The training course for instructors in the English department has been
directed primarily at the lecturers and teaching assistants who do most
of the teaching in our large composition program. In their writing
ceurses, our English instructors teach their own students how to use
the computer and word processor; the rationale here is that a writing
instructor is the appropriate person to have control over the presenta-
tion of a writing technology. First, however, the w. ting instructors
must themselves be trained in our instructor-training course. This
tiaining course does not purport to teach the nature of the computer
nor topresent anvthing like the full range of its possible applications in
the humanities, even in English. Its goal is simply to present the
computer to ‘writing instructors as a writing instrument and a ped-
agogical tosi and to encourage participants to develop strategics for,
and facility in, using it in these two capacities. In its original version,
the instructor-training course emphasized the possibilities of the word
processor as a composing—no: just an editing—tool.

Our first training course for instructors took place in the time
between the arrival of the equipment for the English department
- icrocomputer classroom/laboratory injuly 1984 and the beginning of
e fall semester that August. In that course, twenty instructors were
trained to write und teach writing with computers. Participants
(mostly lecturers or teaching assistants) signed up on a first-come,
first-served basis for a training course combining hands-on experience
with discussions of articles and research on writing and teaching




160 Computers in English and the Language Arts

writing with computers. For tais initial training course, most of the
computers were temporarily installed in the offices of participating
instructors. A few of the computers, with printers, were temporarily
installed in a large, unoccupied office, where the hands-on sessions
were held.

For each of the [our weeks of the course, participants met once fora
hands-on session and once for a session devoted to discussing read-
ings. Between meetings, they were expected to practice using the
computers for their own writing (with the training-course instructor
available for consultation) and to read the assigned articles (see the
selected, updated reading list at the end of the chapter).

Conducting hands-on sessions in cramped quarters with four or five
people per machine was less than ideal. It was impossible, for exam-
ple, for everyone to try freewriting with a word processor. And while1t
was ostensibly easy for participants with machines in their own offices
to practice, a computer in every trainee’s office did not guarantee that
every individual worked and played with the machine enough to get
comfortable and creative with it. The trainees varied widely in how
fully they exploited the opportunity of using a computer iut the privacy
of their own offices.

The sessions devoted to discussion of readings stimulated instruc-
tors tc onsider not only how to incorporate the computer in their
teaching of writing, but also how they might improve all aspects of
their writing courses. With compuiers, these instructors came to real-
ize, students could do more in-class writing than they had ever been
able to do with pen and paper; thus, the microcomputer classroom
would become a new kind of writing environment. The discussion
sessions helped prepare instructors for the new opportunities and new
risks they would face in the computer classroom. students would
develop collegial relationships with each other and with their instruc-
tors more easily than in a traditional classroom, instructors would
learn more about their students’ writing processes than they had ever
been able to do when most assignments were written out of class, and
teachers would be able to intervene in those processes at more poir.ts
than ever before.

Atthe end of thisinitial training course, a number of the participants
collaborated in preparirn.g a manual for students on how to write with
WordPerfect on a Zenith Z-150 microcomputer, the manual was de-
signed to help teach writing, not just computer operation. It presented
word-processor operationsin such an order that student writers would
quickly learn how to compose, edit, and print text and then more
gradually acquire the tools of sophisticated revising and formatiing.
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And rather than simply giving the sequences of keystrokes for particu-
lar word-processor operations, the manual discussed when and why a
writer might want to use each operation.

Growing Pains: Developing a Modified Training Course

The 198485 academic year was no sooner ur.Jer way than the English
department program for using computers in writing instruction had
entered a new phase, and the problem of training instructors had also
changed. Because some instructors had attended our summer course
and others had not, instructors now had varying degrees of experience
writing with computers and varying degrees of readin>ss to adapt
their instructional roles to teaching in the computer classroom. Hence,
the second training course had to be designed with a modular struc-
ture. a structure that allowed instructors to participate in both, one, or
neither of the two hands-on sessions and in aii, none, or only the more
acvanced of the discussion sessions.

By 1985-86 a further prohlem had arisen: instructors had to be
introduced to newly acquired software and hardware. In this second
year of its operation, the UWM Englisk department computer class-
room/laboratory was enhanced with the addition of an alternative
word processor (Volkswriter) for use in lower-level courses, an outline
processor (ThinkTank), and speech synthesizers. In response to this,
we nad participants in the two training courses work with Volkswriter
instead of WordPerfet, some of the other instructors experienced in
using WordPerfect decided to join the new trainiees for the hands-on
sessions with Volkswriter. The {inal hands-on session, devoted to going
“Beyond Word Processing,” was intended to introduce trainees to the
spee “h synthesizers, ThinkTi..x, and our text feedback software, Punc-
tuation and Style.

The modified training course, offered during each semester of the
1985-86 academic year, met once a week for seven weeks, first for three
three-hour hands-on sessions, then for four two-hour discussion ses-
sions.

The hands-on sessions, now much more structured than in the
original summer training course, required the trainees to wnte—with
computers—about their attitudes toward ccmputers, about practical
matters they were learning (such as how to care for disks), and about
strategies for using computers in writing. Their writings reflected a
wide range of expectutions and apprehensions about computer use for
writing. One participant with considerable previous computer experi-
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ence in pr -gramming as well as in writing with a word processor
wrote:

I'wazited to take this course primarily to learn how to teach others
how to write using computers, but I also . . . wanted to see how
you made use of everyday language to simplify computer instruc-
tions. . . . I'm so excited about what computer writing offers any
writer, that I want to get on with it. . . .

At the other end of the spectrum was a poet who had never touched a
computer:

Iam terrified of computers. First, I do not have a scientific mind.
Second, I panic when I come within a few feet of a machine. One
reason computers frighten me is they’re so much more clever than
Iam. . . . For example, I've heard that computers have whimsical
properties, magically shutting themselves down just when the
operator is onto something impressive.

Nonetheless, they all proved able to articulate these attitudes through
writing with the computers; this accomplishment in itself was a valu-
able learning experience for many of them, and what they v'rote was a
valuable aid to their teacher in shaping the training to the participants’
needs. During the hands-on sessions, participants gave and received
peer feedback as they worl 1 with printouts and with text on the
screen—just the kinds of things they would be askiny their students to
do.

From the first full year of computer use in undergraduate writing
instruction at UWM, it had become evident that helping individual
writers discover how they could best incorporate the computer into
their own writing process would be more fruitful than insisting on the
value of the computer for all phases of any writing project. So in the
1985-86 training courses, the emphasis on the word processor as a
composing tool was replaced by an approach stressing how widely
writers could vary .. the computer uses they found congenial and
productive. In the imitial tramning course, instructors had been strongly
advised to require their students to do all their writing—raw writing,
notes, and rough drafts as well as revisions—on the computer. Now,
in the modified training course, they were advised to develop assign-
ments that forced their students to learn, first, how to use the com-
puter for a variety of writing tasks and, later, how to choose between
the computer and traditional tools to suit their individual inclinations
and the needs of specific writing projects.

From the first year of courses in the English coinputer classroom, it
had also become apparent that users, both teachers and students,
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needed a basic conceptual and practical understanding of the disk
operating system (in our case, MS DOS) to be successful in using
applications software independently. So in the 1985-86 training
courses, instruction in the use of the word processor and other applica-
tions programs was supplemented by instruction in the function of the
operating system and the use of its most frequently useful commands.
Course participants got practicc moving in and out of applications
programs and using resident and transient DOS utilities. The instruc-
tor explained th. DOS conventions (for file names, “wild card”’ charac-
ters, etc.) that must be followed both to give commands to DOS
directly and also within a word-processing or other prograia running
underDOS. To help trainees see that DOS was “"always already” there
when they were using the word processcr, the instructor showed
them the batch file set up to load the word processor automatically.

For the 1985-86 training courses, the readings were slightly modi-
fied and expanded. They now covered the following areas:

1. Instructional uses of computers in w..ting classes at other institu
tions

2. Research on word processors and the writing process
3. Other writing-related software and its uses
4. Humanists’ uses of computers beyond the writing classroom

5. UWM student papers, written with computers, about writing
with computers

Thus, when it came to adapting course syllabuses to include students’
using (and learning to use) computers for writing, instructors who had
taken our training course could benefit from other writing teachers’
reports of their experiences in computer classrooms. Further, through
analyzing existing research on computers and writing, participants in
our training course for instructors not only gained a sense of whether,
when, and how students’ writing could change when they used com-
paters (and hence, what sort of instructional intervention might be
mostappropriate and when), but also developed a sense of whatkin s
of questions needed tobeasked in this field and what kinds of riocaicit
strategies and designs might answer them.

Formalizing the Training Effort

By the third year of our program, we recognized the need to formalize
the computer-training effort as part of the English department’s reg-
ular academic plan for staffing, new instructor orientation, and curric-
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ulum development. We wanted to encourage pedagogical innovation
and to appeal to a broad spectrum of individua. needs within the
department. To achieve these ends, we made the following changes.

1. We standardized our training materials.

2. We increased the frequency of our staff meetings for English
department instructors teaching in the computer classroom.

3. We encouraged new trainees to exchange information with expe-
rienced instructors.

4. We developed model syllabuses and exercises for courses usii _,
the computer classroom.

5. We integrated sraduate student and faculty research into the
moditied training program.

To help standardize our training materials, we streamlined the
instructional manual for the microcomputer classroom by reducing its
bulk and giving 1t a more accessible modular format. Instead of a
longer, comprehensive document on the computer as a writing tool,
we combined a brief tutorial, reference guide, and quick reference
summary into a multipurpose training manual focused on only the
most basic computer tasks needed for the writing process. The modu-
lar format made the manual easter to use as a tutorial guide during the
three hands-on sessions of the instructor-traming course and easier for
instructors to incorporate into their course syllabuses as a three-step
lesson plan for students. The shorter manual also worked well as a self-
paced introduction for individual faculty members who preferred to
learn on their own.

Deleting sections in the manual that dealt specifically with writing
instruction, however, required compensation. Although the stream-
lined manual helped reduce training time, we realized that microcom-
puter syllabuses had to be more carefully planned around teaching in
the lab. During the first year of writing instruction in the lab, we had
compared the progress of experimental sections (microcomputer sec-
tions) with control sections (sections of the same course not using the
microcomputer). We had learned that compute  -ctions usually fell
about two weeks behind control sections in covering the same course
material simply because more class time was required for learning the
computer and for conducting w nting exercises on the computer. Sowe
are now collecting and refining our instructors” computer exercises to
build a library of usable exercises and to develop model syllabuses for
each course taught in the lab.
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We have also begun inviting new trainees to the staff meetings of
English computer-classroom instructors. This approach allows tram-
ees to discuss their classroom expectations and strategies with more
experienced computer instructors. The exchange between new train-
ees and experienced instructors works well, and we haveincreased the
frequency of staff meetings ‘s accommodate the amoun’ f ad hoc
training and retraining that now takes place in these meetings.

One of the most valuable training experiences, however, now
occurs outside of our instructor-training course when instructors dis-
cover how to incorporate the computer into their own writing process
and then transfer that discover,- into effective teaching strategies in the
microcomputer classzoom. This transfer reveals a crucial link between
pedagogical uses of the computer and the computer’s value as a tool
for scholarly writing. Not surprisingly, many of our graduate students
who teach in the mizrocomputer classroom are also writing their
dgissertations in the lab. All of our full-time faculty w ho teach in the lab
used microcomputers in their scholarly writing first. Thus, the next
logical step in formalizing our training program was to reinforce the
link between using computers in academic scholarship (including
writing, research, and experimental studies) and classroom teaching
by offering a graduate course on computer. and writing. The graduate
course does riot replace the noncredit ins'ructor-training course. teach-
ers using the computer classroom for the first time still need the
practical experience of hands-on training offered in the noncredit
training course. The graduate course, however, builds on and aug-
ments the noncredit training course by examining the impact of com-
puter technology on current theories of writing, pedagogy, and
composition research.

This graduate course on computers and writing has a twofold goal.
to introduce students to methods of scholarly research and to provide a
theoretical framework for evaluating the impact of computers on tradi-
tional research and pedagogical practices. The course begins with a
reading list similar to that for our noncredit training course (see the
selected reading list at the end of the chapter), but it broadens the
scope of that list by adding seiections on rhetorical theory, the history
of composition research, and the methodologies of academic research
in general. The course asks graduate scholars to examine assumptions
about writing, pedagogy, and computer technology and to consider
how these assumptions have shaped current research. Given this
critical and theoretical framework, graduate students design their own
research projects. They begin with a literature review on a topic of
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interest to them, then they write their own formal proposal for a larger
research project based on their findings. The final proposal may in-
volve an experimental, ethnographic, or holistic study of how com-
putersinfluence student writing, a design for instructional software, or
evena more polemical, theoretical response to published results in the
field of computers and writing instruction. If graduate students later
decide to carry out their proposed research, either as an independen

study or as a dissertation project, the department’s microcomputer lab
may provide valuable primary research material. Although this gradu-
ate research seminar can never replace the noncredit instructor-
training course, it can help teaching assistants evaluate and improve
their pedagogical uses of computer technology.

Over the past three years, computer literacy among our teaching
assistants and lecturers has grown rapidly. Out of ninety graduate
students and lerturers currently teaching in the English department,
about thirty have completed the noncredit training course and are
qualified to teach in the lab. Fifteen graduate students are currently
enrolled in the credit course on computers and writing. Computer
literacy among regular faculty (tenured and tenure-track) has taken a
different route: out of a department of forty faculty, only four have
taught in thelab, three of whom request courses in the lab on a regular
basis. These figures are not surprising if we consider that the lab is
used lazgely for writing courses, which are taught by relatively few of
our tenured and tenure-track faculty. Consequently, our regular fac-
ulty’s main interest in computer literacy emerges from scholarly and
administrative needs first, their interest in pedagogical applications
may come later.

Twelve out of forty regular faculty have purchased their ¢wn micro-
computers and trained themselves for the purpose of writing articles
and books. Ten more have received trairing through the department’s
noncredit training course, one-vn-vne instruction, or the Computing
Services Division computer-literacy program (described in the next
section). Of the remaining eighteen regular faculty, most seem inter-
ested in computer literacy, but cannot commit time to the noncredit
training course, a.e shy of the technology, or simply need to be
prompted by a"more concrete sense of the compu.er’s usefulness to
thern as profess. -s of English. If we could focus our training more
directly on researcn applications (mainly writing scholarly papers, but
also generating bibliographies, indexing, and database searches), we
might draw more faculty into our training effort. What hinders our
effort most here is the lack of equipment specifically dedicated to
faculty research. the current instructional lab is tou crowded with
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classes and students to serve faculty needs well, and the department
cannot afford to buy microcomputers for individual faculty. For-
tunately, our university’s campuswide CSD co. puter-literacy pro-
gram helps bridge this gap in the English department’s resources.

The Computing Services Division Faculty
Computer-Literacy Program

The CSD Faculty Computer-Literacy Program, implemented in June
1985, is directed toward senior faculty in all departments, whether
they would use computers for instruction, for research, or for improv-
ing personal productivity. It focuses on the needs of the computer-
phobic, or at least computer-anxious, faculty member, as opposed to
those faculty who have already come to grips with computers and
want to enhance their computing knowledge. The objectives of the
programare to provide faculty with sufficient computing experience to
enable them to evaluate the use of computers in their instructional and
research activities and to expose faculty to coraputing tools that could
enhance their personal productivity.

Afterintroductory training (presently four three-hour sessions), the
program loans twenty selected faculty a complete microcomputing
environment in their own offices fora . . month perivd. So far, eight
English faculty have participated in the program. Pa.ticipants take part
inan initial orientation, devote five hours per week to using computer
tools, and respond to questionnaires, surveys, interviews, and foljow-
up studies designed to evaluate the success of the program. CSD
established the following guidelines to ensure the program'’s success.

1. Providing participants with sufficient microcomputing resources
- Providing a nonthreatening learning environment

2

3. Minimizing the use of technical . nology

4. Promoting a hands-on instructional environment
5

- Having participants work on “real” projects, not “toy” exercises,
during the learning process

6. Establishing the computer as the participants’ personal tool,
always available, and not something shared with colleagues

7. Using electronic mail fc. individualized consulting

By following these guidelines, we hoped  make it easy for faculty to
learn to use the computer for their work, ,ather than taking time away
from their work to learn computer operation.
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Conclusion

Evaluation of the English Depar tmeni’s Instructor-Trainmg Progrum

The most obvious strength of our noncredit training course for instruc-
tors in the UWM English department is its hands-on, practical focus on
the microcomputer as a writing tool and on teaching strategies that
maximize the advantages of the computer classroom as a new k.nd of
learning environment. Instructors have discovered new ways of ap-
proaching their students” writing processes, including intervening
constructively in student w ork-ir.-progress, holding conferences at the
microcomputer with the <* 'dent’s text immediat* 2ly visible and revis-
able on the ccmputerscre-  .nd using the lab as a healthy workshop
environment for peer conswting ar 4 collaborative exchange.

A survey of instructors teaching in the English computer classroom
in spring 1985, asking how they and their students used the facility,
elicited responses that showed the value of the instructor-training
course and the ongoing staff meetings. Typical of the responses to the
question, “What use of the computer equipment for teaching has been
most successful for you?”” were the following;:

Individual conferences, showi. g the fludity of wnting by moving, edit-
ing, and r>-thinking writing on the student’s machine.

Being able to show students possible revisions on the computer AS they
are writing . . [moving] to blank lines and working on alternative
sentences with them, for example.

One to one personal contact at the student’s terminal.

Instructors also described innovative adaptations of assignments to
the computer-writing environment. One instructor, who was teaching
a basic writing course, described the following experience:

- . - one night the class learned the prewniting strategy of cubing
when I passed out a stick of gum to each of the students and then
had them (1) describe it, (2) compare it, (3) associate 1t, (4) analyze
it, (5) apply it, and (6) argue for or against it. Many students
seemed amazed at the amount of text they generated [on the
computer] about such a simple item.

This exercise helped the students learn to use the computer to generate
ideas and compose text, here the computer induced fluency, a primary
goal in our basic writing course.

Another instructor described how her intermediate composition
class used the computer in a series of assignments. For example, her
“In-Class Worksheet for Science Articles” assignment asked students
to extract two or three poorly written paragraphs ““from a particularly
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obtuse science article” they found on their own in a journal and to
enterthemon the computer. Then studerts used our manual’s instruc-
tions for running the paragraphs through the text feedback program,
Punctuation and Style. Finally, they rewrote the paragraphy, vsing the
help of the computer 2ad their own judgment. This assignment forced
students tolearn how to use the computer as an aid for revision, other
assignments forced them to use it as an aid in other aspects of the
writing process, such as planning, prewriting, or composing. For the
final assignment in this intermediate composition class, students had
to decide for themselves how and when to use the computer for the
various writirig tasks involved in producing their papers. This assign-
ment forced theém to learn how to adapt the computer to their individu-
al writing needs and how to combine it with such traditional tools as
paper and pen.

The problems instructors have encountered with computers reflect
the variation among students in how they are inclined to use the
computer in their writing and the need for ongoing exchange between
experienced computer instructors and new trainees. One instructor in
freshman compositicn complained:

I was amazed at how many students were simply using the ma-
chine as a typewriter. Some were extremely cautious because of
their inability to type; others were very set in their ways as writers,
having vei; set composition pattemns. I had to force them to
brainstorm by requiring a printout of each day’s work. However,
those more set in their ways seemed to like to use the computer for
creating an outline and filling it in.

In general, we have learned that integrating instruction in computer
operation with instruction in writing requires both experience and
experimentation to help students discover what wo.d-processor func-
tions are truly suitable for them in what writing *asks. Our training for
writing instructoss continues to evolve, informed py the successes of
experienced microcomputer instractors and the innovations of new
graduate students, lecturers, and faculty.

Evaluation of the CSD Faculty Computer-Literacy Program

Just as the English department’s training effort for instructors has

enjoyed success, the separate campuswide faculty-development pro-

gram of the UWM Computing Services Division has also achieved
i prsit ve results. CSD's evaluation of the Computer-Literacy Program’s
success stems from empirical data and observation. We see several
’ areas of achievement, some intended, some nct.
Primary areas of success include the following;
|
|
|
|
|
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1. A high proportion of the participants purchased microcom-
gh prop P P P
puters. Sosne even purchased two: one for the office and one for
home.

2. Heveral faculy began using electronic mail to communicate with
coileagues, students, and our consulting staff.

3. We now see a growing interest in information services and na-
tional networks. The free flow of information is attractive to
university faculty.

Secondary areas of success include the program'’s influence on aca-
demic administrators. In the first group of twenty faculty, we delibe1-
ately included seven deans or associate deans. For the most part, these
participants became enthusiastic proponents Jf academic computing,
resulting in the following benefits:

1. Dez .s set the tone in many campus divisions by matching their
new enthusiasm for computers with funding for divisional com-
puting programs. As their personal knowledge of computer ap-
plications grows, the deans empathize more with campus
computer initiatives and respond more readily to faculty requests
for increased computer support.

2. The deans’ experience in the program enabled them to identify
faculty who would derive the most benefit from it.

5. Some deans strongly encouraged faculty on their administrative
teams to participate in the loan program, building a base for
divisional communication and the effectiv e use of electronic mail.

We see a critical mass developing that should constitute a strong
political base on our campus in the near future. At some point, this
base may change instructional computing by making software devel-
opment a potential criterion for tenure evaluation. Furthbermore, be-
cause the program has catered to computer-anxious faculty, there has
been a significant “omputing grow th in disciplines, like English, not
traditionally associated with computing.

Weare hard-pressed to find negative results from the program. Fi e
to ten per. 'nt of the participants did report that the technology was
not useful . them in their work or that they could not devote the time
necessary to make their participation more positive. Although this
may indicate a failure in the teaching process, 1t may also reflect the fact
that for certain faculty, the computer is of limited value.

Advice to Other Instructors and Administrators

Arecent survey of Modern Language Association members comp leted
in the spriag of 1985 indicates that more than half were writing with
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word processors (Doland 1985). Does this mean that English depart-
ments do not need to provide some kind of computer training for their
instructors? We think not: on the contrary, instructors need guidance
on how to use the computer effectively as an instructional tool. Both
experienced and inexperienced instructors will benefit from a program
that shows them how to incorporate the computer into their courses,
profiting from the experience and research of those who have already
implemented and tested successful classroom applications.

Inthe UWM English department instructor-training course, discus-
sion of a wide range of theoretical and practical readings has proven at
least as important as required writing with tk.: computer, but partici-
pants need adequate time to do the reading and writing, and neither
graduate students nor lecturers in composition typically have such
time to devote to a noncredit course during the regular academic year.
One solution to this difficulty is to conduct training during the sum-
mer, as we did initially. For teaching assistants, theory and research on
computers and writing might better be introduced in a regular gradu-
ate course than in a special training course. In any case, to put the
trainees under pressure to do sufficient writing, with computers and
sufficient associated reading, an instructor-training course should be
quite formal.

Furthermore, as microcomputer facilities expand with new hard-
ware, software, and pedagogical techniques, English departments
cannot go on indefinitely expanding their training efforts, new instruc-
tors need time to absorb one software application before being uver-
whelmed by several new ones. Single-purpose workshops may
provide the best means of training instructors to use new equipment
and new techniques in computer-assisted instruction.

Besides solutions to the problems of adapting training to the instruc-
tors” varied degrees of preparation, of finding a way for teaching
assistants and lecturers to fit adequate read.ng into their heavy sched-
ules, and of teaching instructors to use upgrades and enhancements to
computer facilities, ways must be found to involve the English depart-
ment’s regular fazulty in computer ussisted instruction. Without ten-
ured faculty involved in the Jd.velopment and administration of the
program, computer instruction may not receive "e resources and
attention required for growth in a rapidly changing f.eld.

To this end, we cannot .veremphasize the need for and value of
high-level administrative support for a faculty-development program.
In addition to providing funding (a computer loan program is expen-
sive), high-level administrators (the college d-ais, the English depart-
ment chair) have various ways—released time, space allocations,
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schedule assignments, political influence—to create enthusiasm for a
program. In leading by example, these administrators can make the
difference between the success or failure of a faculty-development
program.

But even with all the good will and individual effort imaginable, a
program for developing computer literacy in a faculty will not succeed
without a commitment of considerable resources. Hardware, soft-
ware, and supplies are the beginning, but staff support is a continuing
necessity. English departments have to “grow’ their own technical
expertise or look for it elsewhere. Wherever they find it, it will have a
cost. Because faculty are both a critical and defensive audience, the
choice of instructional staff can make or break a faculty development
program. In additio:« to being technically knowledgeable, the training
staff must be tactful, nonthreatening, patient, and enthusiastic. And
they must plan the training carefully. Instructionel staff, for instance,
must be able to recognize when enough becomes too much. The rich
functionality of word-processing software and the complexity of a disk
operating system .ike MS DOS may tempt trainers to ofter far too much
detail before providing closure. It is a mistake to assume that because
the participants are university faculty, they can absorb information
and instructions on computer use more rapidly than other learners.
Yet because faculty are typically very busy, they need to acquire
learning quickly. The secret is to teach as little as possible. Everything
taught must be of immediate use. Faculty should be in a hands-on
situation where they can produce a tangible product as quickly as
possible. With word processing, training staff should teach a mini-
mum number of commands at first, so that some success is assured
early, and then teach more advanced features individually, when the
need arises and when there are questions.

However, even with high-level administrative support, adequate
resources, and carefully chosen training staff, tenused facutty are not
likely to develop an interest in computer-assisted English studies
unless the concept of computer hiteracy for English depariments ex-
tends beyond developing an individual’s proficiency in using hard-
ware and software. Computer literacy should also b-ip individual
faculty identify what the computer can or cannot do for their specific
professional goals and how to adapt the computer to those goals.
English departments sho.uld keep therr notions of computer literacy
broad enough to exploit the Yinks between instructional, research, and
administrative uses of the computer. And they should consider joining
their efforts at devcle .ng computer hteracy with those of other de-
partments and service.. on campus. Even tho sh most English faculty
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may never teach ina computer lab, as the researchers in a department
develop their own uses of computers, they will take a new interest in
the progress of instrucdonal applications. Similarly, as department
admiristrators learn to use the computer for administrative tasks, their
newfound enthusiasm will lend political support and encouragement
to their teaching staff’s efforts in computer-assisted instruction.

Because the gains associated with computer literacy appear as in-
structional or research improvements, not as real dollars that can be
banked or tapped, the cost-effectiveness of programs for training
instructors and faculty cannot be gauged directly. We are convinced,
however, that increases in instructional quality and faculty productivi-
ty will quickly amortize the costs of any such carefully planred pro-
grams.
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1? Developing and Implementing
Computer-Training Programs
for English Teachers:

A Game Plan

Dawn Rodrigues, Colorado State University

Background

When it comes to computers, many public schools and universities
have put the cart before the horse. They have purchased computers
before they have figured out how teachers aad students will use them.
And 11 many cases, they have purchased computers without develop-
ing training programs to help teachers prepare to teach with com-
puters. Simply making computers available to teachers and students
will not guarantee improvement of any kind. Without some kind of
inservice training program, teachers and administrators may have no
sense of what to do with the computers they purchase for their
schools.

But what kind of training is appropriate? Gene Hall and Shirley
Hord (1987) recommend a “'game plan” approach to teacher training.
According to this approach, leaders of training programs develop
plans similar to the kinds of game plans often used in sports «nd in
business. Game plans from the business world are known by such
terms as “zero-based budgeting” and “management by obj. _tives”
and are developed after extensive research into a company’s pre-
viously successful ways of operating. Game plans for the sports world
are justas carefully developed. In orderto lay out game plans in sports,
researchers catalog “"tendencies of coaches and players to do particular
things under certain conditions”” (Hall and Hord 1987, 185).

As teachers and teacher trainers struggling to find appropriate ways
to introduce teachers of English and language arts to computers, we
may want to consider a game plan of our own, developed by examin-
ing the vuccessful experiences of previous computer training projects.
Obviously eack school and university needs to develop a computer
project = uted to its individual context, but some overall guidance
based on e experiences of otliers may be useful. As Hall and Hord
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note, “With a plan in mind at the outset, however, it is much: easier to
adjust and adapt as the unexpected vccurs and still maintain an overall
perspective.”

The Game-Plan Concept Applied to Computer-Training
Projects for English Teachers

The contributors to the first part of this collection of essays have,
indirectly, worked out a game plan tor us. Whan they began their
courses and training programs, they were not sure how to proceed.
Yet as they proceeded, they came v many similar conclusions. Fror:
their collective experience, we can see some patterns. similar ways of
integrating computers and language arts instruction, similar ways of
responding to problems, and similar attitudes towards change. There
is no need (o0 reinvent the wheel. By heeding some of the lessons of the
early program developers, a district or a department can begin devel-
oping a computer-training program even before the computei arrive.

After examining the training projects and courses described in Part
I, seeking commonalities and key ingredients, I discuvered th .. before
most project leaders or teachers began their training programs or
courses, they took time to assess the needs of the teachers. Specifically,
whether a training program or course was designed for an individual
school or college, or whether the training progr «m or course was run
by a central agency to serve teachers from diverse situations, the
leaders first customized the training to the participants’ needs by
helping them:

1. examine the ¢ ,curriculum, preparing to revise it if feasible
so that comp. .n be used to support a pedagogically and
theoretically so nguage arts or English program.

2. consider the contexts in which computers will be used (lab,
classroom, classroom-lab combination, etc.).

3. consider the special needs of students in their schools, colleges,
or universities.

4. consider their own backgrounds and needs (and the needs of
other teachers in their schools, colleges, or departirents).

5. determine the role of the computer by identif ,.ng, how it will be
most effective in their settings (cc wsidering th: needs of the
curriculum, the context in which computers w.ll be used, the
needs of studerits and icachers).
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To implement the computer-training projects, leaders 1in many of
the projects followed a similar process:

1. They established plans carefully and considerately (sometimes
by writing grant proposals).

2. Even though they had few models to turn to, they assessed their
individual traiing plans and computer projects by considering
the experiences of others (often mecting with experienced teach-
ers and project administrators).

3. They considered their plans to be tentative and thus imple-
mented them confidently, expecting to make changes.

4. They planned from the outset to conduct ongoing research and
evaluation of their efforts.

In this chapter, I would like to detail what 2 model game plan might
look like, a game plan intended to help teachers and administrators
develop computer-training programs that integrate writing-process
theery with computer technology. These guidelines, based on the
experiences of the training projects described in Part I and on my own
experiences as a teacher trainer, should be useful to instructors plan-
ning computer courses and to teachers and administrators designing
inservice sessions or workshops. With the confidence that what they
are doing has worked for others, leaders ot new training programs
may be able to move forward with their own versions of general
guidelines, adjusting them and revising them to meet their ow nneeds.

Developing the Game Plan

1. Begin with the Curriculum

A computer-supported curriculum wll only besoundif the curriculum
is sound to begin with. Thus, before computers are incorporated into
the classroom and before any training program is developed, it would
be wise to examine the curriculum thoroughly.

The following list of questions should be cunsidered by prospective
participants in a training program:

Do the participants’ departments or districts have a curnculumor
a syllabus that teachers are required to follow?

Is the existing curriculum appropriate fur the students and the
teachers at their schools?
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Do the teachers follow the curriculum?

Should the curriculum be revised?

What are teachers’ goals for their students?

How is writing taught?

Do teachers have sufficient training in writing- process theories?
How is literature taught?

Do teachers know how to integrate composition and literature?
How is student achievement evaluated?

Do teachers need to be trained to evaluate writing?

If the curriculum needs to be revised, project leaders can follow W.
Edward Bureau’s lead and use the computer as a catalyst for change,
revising the curriculum with computers in mind (see Chapter 8). Even
if the curriculum does not need to be revised substantially, teachers
may need some inservice training in writing-process methods before a
full-scale computer project begins. But as several projects described in
Part I reveal (see, for instance, Chapter 5 by Jane Zeni Flinn and Chris
Madigan) il is possible—and even valuable—to introduce teachers to
computers at the same time that they are learning wnting-process
theory and pedagogy.

With the curriculum established (or with a plan to revise it under-
way), training-program participants should be encouragea to answer
such questions as these:

How can computers help me achieve my goals for each cou. 1
teach?
How can computers help the studerts in these courses?

What parts of the curriculum or the course syllabus lend them-
selves to computer supnort?

What parts of the curriculum or the course syllabus do not seem
applicable to computer support?

Teachers will not be able to answer these questions too early in their
training, but thinking about how they might want to use computers in
their own teaching will help them answer more challenging questions
later.

2. Consider the Contexts

Leaders of training programs should consider the contexts in which
computers will be used. a classroom with ten computers in the back of
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the room, a computer lab which students visit in thei: free time, a
computer classroom in which class sessions are conducted, or many
other variations of these setups. Each context will demand a different
pedagogy. Currently no one model seems inherently better than
others. And even if research should show that computer iabs are more
effective than compuer classrooms, schools and universities have to
live within many constraints, such as the budget, space availability,
numbers of students taking Englisk courses, and teachers’ preferences
for one configuration instead of others.

What seems to matter is .10t that we prepare teachers to face the
demands of any situation, but that we help them confidently face their
individual situations. Of course, no training program will meet the
needs of any one particular teacher in all of these teaching contexts;
teaching and learning strategies will vary considerably from one kind
of computer classroom to the next and from one kind of teaching style
to the next. Teachers themselves will inevitably need to discover how
to incorporate much of what they learninto their own classtooms. Still,
training programs should attempt to provide teachers with some
context-specific guidance. As Deborah H. Holdstein notes, ““any suc-
cessful English department effcrt in teacher training . . . stems from
the context of that department” (Chapter 10).

At Southern Illinois University-Carbondale, Stephen A. Bernhardt
and Bruce C. Appleby adapted their training program to the condi-
tions imposed by their lab: “Our lab is large, so controlling the atten-
tion of a group of students is difficult” (Chapter 11). Their classes meet
once in the lab and once in a regular classroom. Their teachers learned
“they cannot move a class into a lab and teach as in a traditional class
setting.” At the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, the Com-
puter Writing Center was developed because Paul LeBlanc and
Charles Moran “realized that the new technology would complement
the "studio’ approach to the teaching of writing” that they used in their
writing program (Chapter 9). As a result, the teachers needed special-
ized training.

Decisions about hardware and software are likewise tied to the
contexts of a given school or departmeni. As Amy L. Heebner notes,
consistency of equipment may be a factor in public schools, but in
colleges, it may even be useful to expose students to a variety of
computers (Chapter 4). Whereas elementary teachers, for example,
may want to use Apple computers because more software is available
fer them, college teachers may not mind if their studer.ts use a variety
of word-processing equipment ard a variety of computers for their
writing.
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Another hardware consideration with implications for training is
whether the computers that participants will be using can be "net-
worked” (see Chapter 19). If students and teachers can send files or
notes to one another, then more collaborative teaching and learning is
possible than with stand-alone microcomputers. Because networking
changes the dynamics of the classroom, speaal training sessions will
probably be needed by teachers who are preparing to teach in net-
worked labs.

3. Consider the Students

In order to plan a student-centered training program that meets the
needs of a particular department or school, program leaders should
consider the students’ writing backgrounds. Ask prospective partici-
pants to answer such questions as:

What writing experiences are the students likely to have had?
Will the students already have developed fluenc as writers?
Will they be anxious about writing?

What are students’ individual needs as writers?

Will all students be willing to write with a word processor?

Will all students have equal access to computers at different times
of the day?

What kinds of supplementary software might be useful?

Before implementing a training program, project leaders should
find out about students’ varying experiences using computers. (Simi-
larly, before teaching an inservice cuurse, mstructors should learn
about the background and range of interests of the group.) Some
students may have been using a word processor at home for many
years. Students who have moved from other districts may be un-
familiar with the computer software and hardware available in their
new districts. Some students may have taken “keyboarding” classes.
Other students may never have touched a typewriter. Still others may
have had negative experiences with computers in other courses and be
reluctant to try again. A teacher-training program needs to address
these variables so that teachers will have the opportunity to think
about how to handle potential problems before they occur.

<. Consider the Teachers

Since teaching with computers is challenging yet potentially frustrat-
ing, teacher trainers need to pay considerable attention to the teachers
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and their teaching situations. Not all teachers are sufficiently experi-
enced to handle the kinds of challenges computers bring to their
teaching. Similarly, depending on how teaching is evaluated in their
schools, not all teachers will be able to use the same techniques.
Computer classrooms are noisy. Computer labs—and traditional class-
rooms—are more contrclled. If a principal or teacher evaluator expects
a tightly controlled classroom, only an experienced, secure teacher
may be ready to handle the challenges involved in teaching in a
computer classroom. Teachers in computer-intensive sections run the
risk of getting lower evaluations than their colleagues. Program lead-
ers can keep the following questions in mind as they reflect on teach-
ers’ situations: .

Who evaluates the teachers?
How are they evaluated?

What is the evaluation instrum.ent: a generic set of questions or a
set of questions designed for English teachers?

What are the expectations of the evaluators?

How much teaching experience do the teachers have?
How much computer experience do the teachers have?
How much writing experience do the teachers have?

If teachers are new to writing-process theory and new to computers,
they will need different training than if they have been teaching for
many years and using a computer themselves. In order to be effective
as they teach English with computers, teachers aeed to be computer
writers themselves. They should not try to learn a word-processing
program one day and begin teaching with computers the next.

5. Determine the Role for the Computer

With a particular department or school in mind—its curriculum, its
computer context, its students, its teachers—project leaders should
think about the role computers might have in English classes. Some
uses of the computer are more time-intensive than others. For in-
stance, if teachers in a department or district want students in English
classes to have the opportunity to do all of their writing at tlie word
processor, they may need to limit the use of the computer lab to
students in writing classes (instead of making it available to students
for writing assignments across the curriculum).

An alternative to having students use the computer for composing
mightbe to require that some prewriting be done on paper to save time
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at the computer itself. A consideration to keep in mind with some
software (such as style-analysis programs) is whether the results can
be printed so that students can make revisions at their desks or athome
rather than at the terminal (see Chapter 16).

Some computer programs may be more appropriate for some
schools than others. Software that includes what is sometimes called a
“management” feature—a capability of keeping records (for instance,
the number of students who have completed a computer exercise
along with the score they received) may be useful to large school
districts in which students use computer labs when teachers are not
present. The same program may be of no value whatsoever to a teacher
in a small district or department.

Implementing the Game Plan

1. Establish the Training Program or-Course Pluns

After project leaders have thought through the above considerations,
they need to flesh out plans for their workshops or courses. It is nut
possible to recommend one model syllatus or one model workshop
that will suit everyone’s needs. Training programs and courses must
be designed by individual project leaders to meet the necds of local
participants.

But once a progranvleader has become familiar with the needs and
the constraints of the participants, the syllabus for the training pro-
gram should start to fall into place. In most cases, it will include (but
not be limited to) the following components, topics that are covered in
detail in the remaining chapters of this book:

Word processing

Software selection and evaluation
prewriting programs
literature programs
style-analysis programs
other (e.g., database programs)
Computer contexts
networking
computer classrooms

Evaluation concerns
programmatic evaluation
teacher evaluation
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If the workshop or training project includes teachers from diverse
backgrounds, leaders can easily customize their syllabuses or the.r
workshop designs to accommodate teachers’ different situations. Fcr
instance, teachers who need to learn how to use a powerful word
processor for their business writing classes can learn how to use
AppleWorks while the elementary teachers learn how to use Bank Street
Writer. Similarly, high school teachers in the class can work with
different prewriting programs than the ones elementary teachers work
with.

Another possible way of individualizing a training program would
be to providea common strand in the training for all participants and to
include separate strands for participants who need to develop special
skills for specific contexts. For instance, if the entire group is focusing
on software selection, teachers who will be teaching in a computer
classroom might be asked to visit several schools where computer
classrooms are already in place; teachers who will need tolearn how to
teach in a networked classroom, similarly, could be asked to make
some site visits and to read articles about networking.

If literature teachers are especially interested in using computers, a
significant amount of the training might consist of evaluating literature
software. If a school or a department has chosen to use only the word
processor and no supplementary software, then several sessions
might be devoted to training teachers to create their own teaching
materials with the word processor. If some teachers express an interest
in Jeaming how to use database software in their classes, a special
workshop on that topic would need to be included.

In all situations, teacher trainers should use hands-on experiences
in the training sessions. They should use training strategies that will
give the participants a sense of what it will be like to use computers in
their own classes. Training programs can simulate or be based on
actual conditions. Elizabeth A. Sommers and James L. Collins write:
“While ad dressing theory, practices, and computer uses, we take the
opportunity to model an integrative writing course” {Chapter 3). The
small group learning that takes place in Heebner’s computer-training
classes simulates the smali group work that leaders want teachers to
use as they teach writing in their own classes (Chapter 4). By taking
computers with them, teachers in David Humphreys's project learn
word processing at their own pace as they use it for real writing task..
According to Humphreys, “The teachers learn the fundamentals of
word processing in much the same way that we recommend teaching
these skilis to the students. within the context of the wnung process as
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they work on real writirg tasks” (Chapter 1). Holdstein agrees: ““Writ-
ing activities to help participants learn word-processing software
[have] toinvolve ‘real’ documents they would want to or have to write
anyway” (Chapter 10).

Finally, project leaders need to understand that training takes time
and that follow-up workshops are necessary. As Heebner says: “’Staff
development programs need to be conceived in terms of years, rather
than weeks or months” (Chapter 4). Flinn and Madigan speak of a
“longer-term need for assistance in applying that training in actual
school situations’” (Chapter 5). Bureau writes, “Knowing that changes
do not come quickly, we huve planned our program to progress over
several years, giving teachers adequate time to learn about computers
and how to teach writing with them” {(Chapter 8). Flinn and Madigan
report that when school administrators contact them to do teacher
training, they usually “are thinking of a brief introduction to word-
processing software with a few techniques for teaching writing. Our
first task is . . . to convince this audience that teachers really need a
more thorough, more integrated experience” (Chapter 5). Bernhardt
and Appleby report: “Those who choose to iategrate computers into
their composition programs should realize the tremendous commit-
ment of time and energy involv2d. Getting 2 1ab is a first step, followed
by continual efforts to keep the program working and expanding”
(Chapter 11).

2. Assess the Training Programn or Course

Leaders of training programs and courses described in Part I had to
develop their projects independently, without the benefit of others’
experience. But future project leaders can use the experience of these
innovators. They can see if their projects or courses meet the following
criteria for successful computer-writing training efforts, based on the
successful training programs listed ia Part I of this text. They can
reconsider any major discrepancies between these suggestions and
their cwn emerging projects.

Teachers are at the center of the programs, helpmg conceptualize them,
implement them, and shape their lirection. Teachers thus develop
ownership of the project and its goals. Eleanor Berry, William Van
Pelt, and Neil A. Trilling explain what has happened at the University
of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. “Our training for writing instructors con-
tinues to evolve, informed by the successes of expenenced microcom-
puter instructors and the innovations of new graduate students,
lecturers, and faculty” (Chapter 12). Teachers must remain at the
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centerof computer-writing projects, for computers themselves will not
improve writing, but good pedagogy can.

Successful projects are rooted in writing-process theory. In some projects,
the teachersare presumed to know already writing-process pedagogy;
in other projects, teachers study writing-process theory and pedagogy
before they consider computer integration. In still other projects,
teachers learn about the writing process as they learn about computer
applications. LeBlanc and Moran explain why: “We know that it is
important for the teacher to be able to use the program, yet we believe
that the teacher’s appropriate authority must come from the teacher’s
ability to teach writing, not his or her proficiency on the word proces-
sor (Chapter 9).

Successful projects focus on the integration of computers with effective
writing theory and pedagogy. Sommers and Collins make the point most
emphatically: “Computer skills . . . are not an appropriate focus of
instruction for English and language arts teachers.” Teachers need to
keep “the focus on language skills and on using the computer as an
instrument to enhance the learning of language, writing, and liter-
ature” (Chapter 3). After some experimenting, Flinn and Madigan
report that they have “pulled together the computer strand and the
writing-process strand of [their] training” (Chapter 5).

Leaders of successful projects recognize that instructional change rejuires
support from administrators and others in charge. Referring to their at-
tempts to integrate computers at the uaiversity level, Berry, Van Pelt,
and Trilling write: “We cannot overemphasize the need for and value
of high-level administrative support for a faculty-development pro-
gram” (Chapter 12). Bernhardt and Appleby also value higher-level
administrative support. They note that “assurances from the vice
president that English would be entitled to a major portion of lab time”
proved invaluable (Chapter 11). And Bureau suggests the kinds of
support administrators can provide: “"Providing concentrated time for
growth and latitude for trying new techniques is a vital but intangible
type of support. More tangibly, providing funds for hardware, soft-
ware, and teacher workshops will have » dizect impact on how much
ownership teachers assume in the integration of computers into lan-
guage arts teaching’” (Chapter 8).

Successful training programs emphasize sharing and collaborating. Teach-
ers can learn much from one another when different kinds of sharing
and collaborating take place. In some training courses, collaboration
takes place between high schools and colleges and between teachers
and researchers. At Columbia University’s Teachers College, sharing
goes on amongst teacher trainers, school computer specialists, and
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English teachers. Similarly, at Indiana University-Purdue University
at Indianapolis, Barbara L. Cambridge and Ulla Connor report that
“‘cooperation among public school teachers and university instructors
brought mutual admiration [and] alsv increased productiaty”” (Chap-
ter 6). LeBlanc and Moran have “'simultanevusly been workshop lead-
ers and colleagues, teaching English 112 ourselves in the Computer
Writing Center”” (Chapter 9). Bureau, too, feels that sharing is essen-
tial: “To help each other succeed in teaching writing with computers
and to guarantee project success, we also set aside time o maintain
project continuity.” Participants had an “Open Forum” segment in
each of their regular meetings, a time when “teachers could address
each other’s ccncerns, questions, and needs’ (Chapter 8).

Successful programs begin with word proessing and emphasize word
processing. Holdstein explains how she came to the conclusion that
word processing should be presented first: ““Day one was called ‘An
Introduction to Computers’ and day two, ‘Using Word-Processing
Software.” Gradually we changed the plan, realizing that the writing
curriculum had to be integrated from the start” (Chapter 10). Sommers
and Collins write: “We concentrate on word-processing software be-
cause we believe this is the most useful software to date for writers”
(Chapter 3). Humphreys says. “The most effective training program
does not begin with bits and bytes . . . but with applications”
(Chapter 1).

Successful programs help teachers learn hvw to integrate supplemental
software into the curriculum. Most programs stress word processing, but
recognize that teachers need to understand how supplemental wnting
software can be incorporated into their curricula. Bernhardt and Ap-
pleby explain their reservations about software. “We wanted the lab to
focus on the computer as a tool for applications, not as a self-
instruction center” (Chapter 11). Further, they feel that “most teachers
have unrealistic expectations, expecting the machine to d. the teach-
ing and the software to use language in human ways.” Humphreys
agrees: “While the emphasis of the class is clearly on word processing
and its application to the writing process, we feel it is important for
teachers to spend some time evaluating the various kinds of software
that have been produced cummercially for use in the composition
classroom” (Chapter 1).

Leaders of successful projects 1ecognize the demands of the technology and
the need for some technical support. Some knov. ledge of how computers
work is essential—it helps teachers understand limitations and helps
them set realistic expectations. But language arts teachers should not
have to do it all themselves. Bernhardt and Appleby explain. “‘For
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faculty apprehensive about moving instruction into a new tech-
nological setting, having the technical and managerial services of
Computing Affairs has been wonderful”” (Chapter 11). If teachers need
to do alot themselves, then technical aspects of computers need to be
built into the training. That is why Humphreys teaches how to set up
and connect the Apple Ilc machines that his students will take home
with them. Cambridge and Connor report additional technical needs.
“Although we had included in our original plan computer experts
from both the school system and the university, we needed an instruc-
tional media specialist and a programmer” (Chapter 6).

Computer-training programs should include a research component. Differ-
ent kinds of research complement one another. As Sommers and
Collins note, “research on computer-assisted language instruction is
so new that we really cannot claim unequivocally at this point that we
know the best ways to integrate computers into the English language
arts classroom’’ (Chapter 3). Some quantitative studies are needed. But
in order to discover what strategies work best, qualitative research is
vital. case studies of teachers teaching, ethnographies of classroms,
and protocols of student writers will reveal patterns of behavior and
are part of many current projects (Bernhardt and Appleby, Flinn and
Madigan, Heebner). Bernhardt and Appleby feel that “research cre-
ates a sense of community which stimulates a continuing dialogue
about being effective teachers” (Chapter 11). Flinn and Madigan have
action research as one of the components in their program. They
observe what happens in the classrooms of experienced computer
teachers and feel that what they learn each year “’from this practical,
ethnographic research becomes part of what we teach the next sum-
mer’s teachers” (Chapter 5). Heebner uses videotapes to gather data,
and she notes that “in viewing these videotapes, teachers learn how to
structure classroom environments in which students write indepen-
dently, both on and off the computer, and in which equipment re-
sources are utilized fully” (Chapter 4). And research informs teaching.
Teachers in Bureau’s project learned how to do holistic evaluatic a at
the same time that they were evaluating the students’ preproject and
postproject papers. As a result, they gained insights into their stu-
dents’ writing processes.

3. Maintain Flexibility

With a carefully conceived plan to guide them, program leaders are
ready to begin their training programs. But they should not feel bound
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by their plans. They should adjust their training as necessary to fit the
participants’ backgrounds and needs.

They need to pace the training program or course appropriately,
allowing time for teachers to learn and to reflect on their experiences.
As Berry, Van Pelt, and Trilling remind us: ’New instructors need time
to absorb one software application before being overwhelmed by
several new ones” (Chapter 12). Sandra Hooven feels that it may be
good that teachers at her schoo} have not yet used computers in the
labs extensively, for those teachers in particular fecel a need to learn
more before they will know how to use computers effectively. As she
says, “"What can be best and most appropriately done by each teacher
at each grade level is still being hotly debated in our department. We
need ... to decide . . . whether the broadest computer education
might not go forth with two or three computers placed in each English
classroom rather than a single lab” (Chapter 7).

It is essential that teachers do not see a course or a workshop as the
only training they will need. Leaders should make it clear from the
outset that training never stops. Teachers need to develop perspec-
tives; they need to understand that they have to continue learning. To
that end, Flinn and Madigan try to “encourage experimentation, help
novices develop problem-solving strategies, and debug aloud” (Chap-
ter 5). As Bemhardt and Appleby put it, “The teacher must become a
problem solver” (Chapter 11).

Leaders should not get upset when problems arise. Problems are
natural parts of the training process. For example, most teachers will
have some difficulties adjusting to the special demands of a computer
classroom. One teacher at the University of Massachusetts felt that her
workload was “a lot better,” but she missed the time for class discus-
sion (Chapter9). Some problems are unexpected. Bernhardt and Ap-
pleby report: “The biggest drawback was that it took us nearly two
years and countless hours of committee work to plan and build the
lab”” (Chapter 11). Other problems are potentially longer range.
Humphreys cautions teachers, vbserving that “the introduction of any
new element into the curriculun® . . . will inevitably raise a furor,
especially among humanities scholars.” He adds, "Power structures
within the department must change to accommodate the new ex-
perts,” threatening “the image that teachers have of themselves as
competent, experienced teachers of others” (Chapter 1).

4. Conduct an Ongoing Evaluation of the Training Program or Course

On the basis of an evaluation, project leaders need to make whatever
changes seem necessary (see Chapter 21 for specifics on evaluating
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teaching in computer-assisted writing classes). Honest evaluation is
essential. If certain aspects of the project or the course are not working
well, leaders should reconsider their training methods.

Training programs have to be modified and evaluated continually.
Holdstein writes about changing her program as a result of what she
learned in early workshops. So do Berry, Van Pelt, and Trilling. They
note that by evaluating their first efforts, they began to do such things
as increase the frequency of their staff meetings, encourage new train-
ees to exchange information with experienced instructors, develop
model syllabuses, and begin integrating research. Flinn and Madigan
write about how project evaluation caused them to reorient their
training strategies. Initially, they were convinced that their “focus
would be on writing, not on technology.” Participants in their project
met in the morning for writing-process instruction, in the afternoon,
teachers took turns using the computer lab. In effect, Flin: and
Madigan at first “divorced the writing workshop from the compu.ers.”
After evaluating the results, they decided to integrate computers
throughout their writing process training (Chapter 5). Similarly, Som-
mers and Collins plan to change their course when they next teach it.
Originally, they selected the software they wanted teachers to exam-
ine. Now they feel that teachers should (}wwose their own software, for
“teachers need to learn to fend for themselves” (Chapter 3).

5. Share the Resulls of the Training

Evenifa district or a department has no plan to do large-scale research,
teachers should, nonetheless, develop a researcher’s mindset. Along
with program leaders, they can try to deturmine what changes have
occurred as a resnlt of implementing computers into their classes, and
they can share the results with colleagues—on the national as well as
on the local level.

Teachers should answer the following kinds of questiuns and share
their findings with others:

Has technology changed the way they teach?

What general changes have they observed?

What specific teaching strategies have they discovered?
Have teachers’ attitudes toward teaching changed?

What in their experiences is similar to the experiences of others?
What is different?

Many teachers in the projects reported on in Part I have developed
new and exciting strategies as a result of computers. Humphreys feels

DO
)
Cu




194 Computers in Euglish and the Language Arls

that ““computers . . . change not only what we teach in the English
classroom, but how we teach as well”” (Chapter 1). Bureau considers
computers to be “catalysts for change” (Chapter 8). According to Joan
Dunfey, instructors at Lesley College hope that computers “’can help
transform ineffectual teaching methods by offenng teachers a new and
creative way to teach language skills” (Chapter 2). Berry, Van Pelt, und
Trilling feel that computers bring with them new opportunities and
new risks: “Students . . . deveiop collegia! relationships with each
other and with their instructors more easily . . . instructors . . . learn
more atout their students’ writing processes, and teachers . . . inter-
vene in those processes at more points” (Chapter 12).

Many authors in Part 1 also report that teachers’ careers were trans-
formed as a result of their invel' ement in a computer project.
Bernhardt and Appleby state: “Wr. know we ha e seen changes in the
attitudes of our faculty, with greater collegiality and greater respect for
composition as a discipline” (Chapter 11). Similarly, Humphreys
writes: “Most important . . . is the teachers’ ubservation that writing
was again ‘exciting to teach’” (Chapter 1).

Cambridge and Connor report that one of the benefits of their
program was “teachers’ perception of themselves as t.achers” (Chap-
ter 6). Bureau also observed positive effects o1 teachers’ attitudes
towards their career. “With the feelings of success they gained from
our project, teachers are not only using the computer lab more for
writing instruction, but are supporting colleagues uninvolved with the
project as they begin to teach with computers” (Chapter 8). Dunfey
has had similar success with ihe teacher-training program at Lesley
College: “Many teachers find th.: the work they do using a computer
is the most creative and energizing of their careers” (Chapter 2).

Conclusion

When computer-assisted instructivn was first developed, educators
everywhere predicted that computers would soon replace English
teachers. Patrick Suppes, une of the leaders in programmed learning,
argues that “with computer-based teaching devices . . . the student
will study a sequence that is tailored to his individual needs” (Suppes
1966). Fortunately, between those days and today, researchers have
learned much about how students produce writing. They havelearned
that, above all, writers need to develop fluency. Thus it is not surpris-
ing that today ‘s teachers prefer word processing to canned programs.
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Some teachers may, indeed, choose to supplement their computer-
writing programs wiili programmed materials, but as the successful
com:puter projects described in this book suggest, acomputer-training
project for English teachers should emphasize teaching writing, not
using fancy softwar.. Contrary to predictions of futuristsin the sixueo,
English teachers will not be replaced by teaching machine». With
careful training, teachers—not computers—will continue to guide
their students’ development as writers.
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14 Creating Writing Activities with
the Word Processor

Helen ]. Schwartz, Indiana University at Indianapolis

Teachers can realize a number of advantages by creating writing activi-
ties involving word processing. As with computer-assisted instruction
(CAI), word processing can support student learning by building on
student strengths and responding to individual needs. And depend-
ing on the level of computer use available to teachers, both CAI and
word processing can change the architecture and dynamics of the
classroom. However, unlike most CAI, word processing can enable
teachers to prepare easily modified materials that reflect each teacher’s
preferred methods of instruction and the students’ actual classroom
experiences (as opposed to textbook materials or CAI written by
others, which might use terminology unfamiliar to the students). Most
important, word processing supports writing instruction that helps
students orchestrate the various skills involved in writing and do so
with their own texts rather than with textbook examples.

Before illustrating these advantages, let us first distinguish between
CATI and word processing. CAI is preprogrammed to provide struc-
tured learning, whether with a great deal of feedback (as in many drill
programs) or with relatively little feedback (as with some prewriting
programs). Although teachers can be creative in the ways they inte-
grate CAI programs into theit classes, such software can only be used
for the tasks it has been designed to perform. However, a word-
processing program is a utility that can be used for many different
purposes: for writing the great American novel, for pornography, for
letters to the editoi, or for writing letters to Aunt Millie. Most word-
processing programs allow such standard functions as adding, delet-
ing, moving or copying text, searching for particular phrases or letters,
and, possibly, replacing them. Work done with word processors cre-
ates “text files”” iliat can be printed or revised or saved on disk (or some
other storage medium). Because work can be created, modified,
printed, and saved, the teacher can create writing activities with text
files within the content-free context of word processing.
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Writing activities for the word processor may lack some of the
features and convenience of CAI, but the low cost and flexibility of
word processing makes it an important source of teacher-created writ-
ing activities. Besides, many CAI programs now produce text files that
can be loaded into the word processor, so the teacher’s choice should
not be eitherlor but both/and.

Writing Activities throughout the Writing Process

Whether dealing with generation of ideas, organization, or work on
logic, structure, or mechanics, word-processing activities allow teach-
ers to write exercises tailored to their teaching situation and enable
students to concentrate on different writing skills using their own texts
as content for the exercises.

Coming Up with Ideas

The electronic medium of word processing encourages playful risk
taking. Teachers can design activities that let students explicate the
"minimax” strategy of simulation. a minimum of risk in case of failure
and a maximum of benefit in the case of success. Timed exercises limit
the student’s investment, with no messy or crumpled papers around
to bear witness to failure. The capacity to save satisfactory work
maximizes beneficial results. For example, the teacher can ask students
to do some of the following activities:

1. Jottings produce a wealth of ideas. Saved jottings then form the
basis for narrowing the topic, selecting relevant items, and orga-
nizing them in later activities.

2. Freewriting involve 5 having students write nonstop for a timed
interval to get ideas flowing and to build the students’ invest-
ment in the topic.

3. Invisible writing helps students overcome writer’s block. Stu-
dents turn down the contrast on the monitor until text can be
entered “invisibly”’—that is, with no contrast between the blank
screen and text. Because students cannot see what they have
written, they must write quickly, without revision. After a short
period (perhaps three to five minutes), they can bring back the
contrast to see and edit their work.

4. Heuristic questions guide students in covering the topic systemat-
ically, whether the teacher uses a generic set of questions such as
Aristotle’s topics (including comparison and contrast, cause and
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effect, or definition); Young, Becker, and Pike’s tagmemic matrix
(Iooking atan object in itself, as it changes through time, oras one
thingin a field); Burke’s drainatistic pentad (combining act, actor,
agent. agency, and purpose); or vis'tal synectics encouraging
creative analogies. Questions can be typed in a special file that
can be accessed by students. Student work can then be saved
with a new name. This leaves the vriginal heuristic blank, as it
was when the student started, so that the heu.istic can be used
again, without retyping or revising. The filled-in version can
form the basis of the student’s work on an assignment, with
useful ideas and phrasing moved to the draft created later in the
file.

In all of these exercises, student work can be saved and printed or
revised for inclusion in a draft or finished product.

Forming Ideas

Students can gain experience testing ideas by working collaboratively
to critique ideas. Teachers can provide a number of appropriate activi-
ties using word processing:

1. Models for critiques can be provided when the teacher puts criteria

and asample essay and critique in a text file. All students can use
the same text file, but they save their responses to the same essay
separately under their own names.

. Peer review can be added to student drafts when the reviewers

type their comments in bold type or all caps or in a glossary item
(depending on the capabilities of the word processor being used).

. Debate on disk can be achieved by having timed “rounds” of

argument (with students assigned to a pro or con positior. on an
issue), followed by switching of computers for a timed period of
rebuttal. If, for example, students are debating academic qualifi-
cations for extracurricular activities, Susan might be assigned to
argue in favor of them, and Lee to argue against. After five
minutes, with each at a different word processor, Susan and Lee
could change places, with Susan now writing with the “caps
lock” key down to insert rebuttals to Lee’s arguments (and vice
versa).

. Anti-papers get students to test and discover ideas by adopting a

"secret voice’’ \3chwartz 1985, 215-16). Knowing that the text can
be scrapped or printed allc ws students to vent their true feelings
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on a topic, with the possibility of integrating any new ideas
uncovered.

Because the text on the computer screen seems so malleable, point and
counterpoint seem gamelike. Besides, as Sudol (1985) kas noted, the
person whose hands are on the keyboard “owns” the text in the
revisicn process. Teachers would do well to make sure the writer's
hands are on the keyboard during conferences concerning drafts.

Organizing Ideas

Word processing can help students see the structure of their esays or
the shape of their ideas either before or after the fact:

1. Template outlines provide a structure for ideas, with main ideas
numbered with capital Roman rumerals, subordinate points
with capital letters, and so on. The student can work first with
main ideas (replacing all the Roman numerals) or can develop
one idea fully (working through 1, A, 1, 2, 3, B, 1, 2, and so on).
For example, the first entry read: 1. (Type a main point you
might want to make here.)” The student who calls up such a
template would then replace the parenthetical phrase with the
first main idea for his or her paper, such as 1. Language doesn’t
change social behavior.”

2. De facto abstracts show students the actual shape of their first
drafts and encourage paragraph cohesion. The student scrolls
through the essay, putting an asterisk in front of the controlling
sentence in each paragraph (or providing a controlling sentence if
necessary). Afterwards, the student saves the text under a new
file name (for example, emilyrer) and then deletes all text except
the starred sentences, leaving only a paragraph-by-paragraph
description of the actual contents.

3. Paragraph marking of a sample text shows students the reality of
the paragraph. Students can compare where they inserted para-
graph markers to see what cohesion accomplishes and to dis-
cover the signs of paragraph boundaries.

Editing

Word processing seems to help students with some kinds of editing
even though it may interfere with surface revisions. The word proces-
soralways allows students to see neat and legible text. Some students
feel an increased detachment, an ability to read their work like a
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reader. Hovever, as Linda Flower and her colleagues at Carnegie-
Mellon University (Flower et al. 1986) discuss, students need ways to
detect and diagnose writing problems before revision seems useful or
becomes effective. Teachers can help students develop diagnostic
skills with exercises like the de facto abstract described above, or by
providing a self-assessment form for students to complete. For exam-
ple, my students use a four-question self-evaluation form created by
Lyn Hamilton (Schwartz 1985, 40). The file, named self-eval, is on each
student’s disk (or is available on a hard disk or on a master disk). Each
time a draft is due, students fill out the form, save it under another
name (for example, self-evai?), and print it out with their papers for use
in peer-group work and submission to the instructor.

Polishing

Students can also use their own papers or those of peers for drill on
grammar and correctness. Teachers can give directions, making them
specific to the word-proces: ng program being used. Here are saveral
possibilities:

1. Homonym checking is possible through the “search-and-replace”
command once the student’s typical pattern of error is diag-
nosed. If the student typically misuses there for their, then the
student should search for every use of there, check itin light of the
rule, and replace it with their if necessary.

2. Sentence diagnosis involves inserting a break (either a carriage
return or a page break) after every period. By reviewing the essay
from back to front, the student can often identify sentence frag-
ments when out of the contextual flow of an essay.

3. Sentence variation can be shown visually by setting the word
processor for hanging indentation (as in the references or bibli-
ography section of a paper) and by inserting a carriage return at
the end of each sentence. This makes the length of sentences
visible and highlights the way each sentence begins.

Throughout the writing process, therefore, teachers can help stu-
dents use their own texts to work on separatz skills needed to orches-
tratea writing assignment. A text file with freewriting can be revised or
cannibalized to create a draft, which can be checked for organization
witha de facto abstract or critiqued with pecr review. Errors in spelling
or problems with sentence structure can be checked with the student’s
textas exercise sheet, instead of using a handbook (or these techniques
can be used to supplement a handbook).
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Teachers can also prepare materials more easily and individually
with the computer and can use the medium of the computer to change
the design and dynamics of the classroom. Student text files can easily
be printed as classroom exercises, using either a whole paper or
sections from several different papers as the basis for the activity.
Student conferences around the computer allow instant revision, with-
out jeopardizing the original (safely stored on the disk or in another
file). My favorite bit of advice to people planning computer labs is to
get plenty of one certain peripheral—extra chairs.

Training Teachers to Create Word-Processing Activities

Many teachers work comfortably writing lesson plans that utilize
sectionsof textbooks, integrate different mediainto lessons, and create
additional materials in the form of handouts, quizzes, and overhead
transparencies. In a sense, computer use is only another medium to
incorporate into lesson plans. However, only someone comfortable
with word processing will feel at ease using computers and will s2e
how to modify even some of the good ideas that can come from source
books.

Therefore, the first important point in training teachers is for them
to use word processing to write journals, letters, outlines, lesson
plans—whatever they would normally write. They should feel com-
fortable with the standard features of a word processor and should
know the special features of the program with which they will be
working. As much as possible, this introduction and some practice
should be achieved several months before a workshop, with at least a
summer between the learning of word processing and its first use in a
class.

In training sessions, I recommend introducing materials to teachers
gradually, in the following order:

1. Discussion of the goals of writing instruction.
2. Listing of the problems teachers face in writing instruction.

3. Demonstration of activities that deal with typical writing prob-
lems (such as those described above).

4. Discussion of different situations for computer use (for example,
a roomful of microcomputers to be used for one hour a week, or
one microcomputer always in the classroom).

w

. Creation of a template to set up a checklist that teachers can use
for adapting demonstrated activities.
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6. Creation of projects by participating teachers to create a lesson
plan using word processing in support of a writing activity.
Essentially, teachers fill in the checklist they created in step 5,
starti.  ..th planning and peer critiquing; create the lesson plan,
includiny any text files; and end by demonstrating their project to
the group.

Conclusions: Changing the Classroom Dynamics

Textbooks provide material that is carefully prepared and edited, but
unchanging and prepared from afar. Diversity comes from having too
much materia} to use with any one class. In addition, teachers supple-
ment textbooks with hastily prepared but relevant material, often
responding to the individual needs in the class. The ease of creating
and revising word-processed text files means that teachers can prepare
and refine materials over time, but can also revise them to keep them
responsive to current events and issues or modify them to fit the needs
of individual students.

Furthermore, work prepared on disk can be printed out at the
student’s need or can be made available for all students to use, asina
collaborative assignment. In addition, assignments made in text files
can provide virtually unlimited room for student response, unlike the
fixed room for response on a handout. Finally, a teacher can prepare
writing activities in text files that stage-manage a work unit, providing
direction and guidance for individual and group work while the teach-
er provides short mini-lessons or, more typically, circulates among the
students for short conferences.
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15 Incorporating Prewriting
Software into the Writing
Program

Michael Spitzer, New York Institute of Technology

Composition theorists and classroom teachers alike proclaim the vir-
tues of prewriting, yet prewriting strategies are not frequently
emphasized in the classroom (Rodrigues and Rodrigues 1984). For
whatever reason, many teachers seem to leave students to their own
devices when it comes to prewriting. This is true even though the
prewriting stage is “the really hard part of the writing process” (Cor-
bett 1977), and despite the fact that “to apply invention strategies
independently, students need abundant practice and guidance—more
than class time permits and more than many instructors choose to
include” (Rodrigues and Rodrigues 1984). Perhaps invention software
can provide the necessary practice without infringing on class time.

Often students can be as fearful of the blank screen as they are of the
blank page. Computerized prewriting software can help students
overcome this fear. It can help all students who need or want as-
sistanceas they develop ideas at the prewriting stage of the composing
process. The computer’s special characteristics make it a natural vehi-
cle for presenting invention heuristics (question patterns that encour-
age students to investigate their subjects), and in retrospect the
marriage between the computer and invention appears to have been
inevitable. Of course, neither invention strategies nor computer soft-
ware can teach creativity, but they can, as Richard E. Young (1978)
indicates, "coax imagination and memory; the intuitive act is not
absolutely beyond the writer’s control; it can be nourished and encour-
aged.” This chapter will focus on prewriting programs that help stu-
dents generateideas and that can therefore function as important tools
in support of the word processor ina wriling program.

Prewriting Software

Invention programs differ in purpose and approach from drill-and-
practice grammar programs. Invention software presents students
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with a series of open-ended questions, questions for which there are
no right or wrong answers. The software does not understand the
student responses, although some programs, as Fred Kemp (1987)
points out, do try to convey the illusion that they understand. For
example, Hugn Burns (1982) cites the following exchange between his
program, Topoi, and a student:

Program: Now I need to find out what you are writing about. So
would you please type in your subject. I am looking for
one to three words.

Student: Entropy in Maxwell’s Demon

Program: Holy electronics! That’s weird. I used to date a computer
interested in entropy in Maxwell's Demon.

Nor can invention programs evaluate the responses students make to
the questions they are asked. Instead, the programs try to build on
what students already know, and they try to stimulate students to see
the relationships among those thoughts. They can also prompt stu-
dents to think about how to organize their thoughts « oherently and
persuasively.

Carefully designed prewriting programs should be easy to use, and
while they need not be entertaining, they should maintain the interest
of students using them. The programs should also capitalize on the
strengths of the computer: its patience, its ability to individualize, its
capacity to manipulate data. More importantly, carefully designed
programs should be improvements over paper-based invention strat-
egiesand should also be based on effective invention heuristics. These
are demanding criteria, because our profession has produced no per-
suasive evidence that says that a given heuristic is valid or not.

Judging invention software will remain problematic until we can
firmly say that specific heuristics are valid, or that some heuristics
work better than others for some writers at certain times. In assessing
and selecting computer aids to invention, then, we need to evaluate
not only the software but also the heuristic on which the software is
based. Some studies, such as the dissertations of Hugh Burns (1979)
and James Strickland (1984), compare :tr.ctured heuristics to unstruc-
tured invention strategies like freewriting. These studies do not con-
clusively establish the superiority of one or the other approach.
Probably this is because no single heuristic can work for every writer;
nor can one heuristic serve any individual writer for every writing task.

We will probably not have the best possible invention software until
we know a lot more about invention. Nevertheless, some recent in-
vention programs bring invention software beyond the capacity of

AR
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paper-bastd heuristics: Helen J. Schwartz’s SEEN and ORGANIZE,
Writer’s Helper by William Wresch, HBJ] Writer (formerly WANDAH) by
Ruth Von Blum, Michael Cohen, and Lisa Gerrard of the University of
Califomia at Lus Angeles, Access, developed at the University of Min-
nesota, Idealog by Fred Kemp of the University of Texas, and Invent, a
program I am developing,. Each of these programs does things that
cannot be readily duplicated on paper, and each begins to take advan-
tage of the flexibility and individualization made possible by the com-
puter. For example, SEEN provides a disk-based bulletin-board
facility that allows students to cumment upon one another’s ideas,
making invention a collaborative enterprise impossible to duplicate on
paper. Writer's Helper offers a variety of invention strategies, from
brainstorming to listing to “crazy contrasts,”” and a section that allows
teachers to write their own questions. ORGANIZE offers students
choices from among several different rhetorical perspectives. Access
and Invent allow teachers to change sets of questions or to create
entire sets of questions. Student responses to all these programs can be
saved on disk and incorporated into word-processor files to serve as
the basis for writing a first draft.

A description of Invent will illustrate the variety of invention strat-
egies that can be accommodated by current prewriting software. In-
vent is not one program, but two. The first program allows the teacher
to create or modify a script, the set of questions the program will
present. For example, the following are several questions from a script
intended to help students write an essay on national defense:

How does the issue of national defense affect peoples’ lives? Try
to be specific here.

Can you recall a personal experience—your own or that of some-
one you know—which you can relate to the issue of national
defense?

When they argue about national defense, some people say that
our military is strong enough. Others say we need to increase our
military strength. Which view do you share?

1. We need to increase our military strength.
2. Our military defense is strong enough.

By moving the cursor to the space before any of the questions, the
teacher can select that question and then choose to revise, replace, or
remove it. No programming knowledge of any kind is needed. By
following the prompts and typing in the questions, the teacher can
create scripts with up to a hundred questions. There is no limit to the
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number of scripls that can be created. Thus, it is possible to have
scripts that are based on freewriting, listing, the fopoi, the tagmemic
matrix, creative problem solving, or any other heuristic.

The scripts could be specific to a particular writing assignment, as in
the example given above, with questions geared to a particular topic,
or the scripts could be rhetorically based, with sets of questions on
audience analysis, for exampie, or definition or persuasion. Optional
explanatory information and suggestions to students could be in-
cluded at several points in the program.

The program also has a branching capacity, so that students using
the same script might be asked different questions based on their
responses to previous questions. For example, the last question from
the script on national defense asks students to choose a position.
Students who say that our military defense is strong enough will next
be presented with a series of questions intended to help them support
that view. Students who think we need to strengthen our military
defense will be asked a different set of questions.

Numerous scripts can be on the same disk. When students sit down
to use the program, they can specify which of tne many scripts they
want to use. They can experiment with a variety of different heuristics
or can attempt the one they think would prove most relevant to their
needs, given their knowledge of the subject and their relative readi-
ness to begin composing. After completing the program, students can
printout their sessions or suve their output on disk. The disk files they
create can then be loaded as text files iv.to their wor.1 processors. In
other words, students can use the output from the program as the
basis for the first draft of their essays. Students can then revise their
drafts and can later run them through a spelling checker.

Incorporating Prewriting Programs tuto the Curriculum

Once we learn mote about invention and develop prewriting software
that permits a range of valid invention heuristics, we must then begin
to think about how to incorporate this kind of software into the
curriculum. In an ideal learning environment, each student would
have the opportunity to meet with an informed teacher to discuss the
subject of the student’s next paper. In conference, the two would
review the student’s knowledge of the subject, the intended audience
for the paper, and the student’s purpose in writing the paper. Many
teachers find the time to have one or two of these individual discus-
sions with each student. But how many teachers can meet with every
student for a conference preceding every writing assignment?

QL3
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An invention program can provide « meaningful and effective sub-
stitute for the student-teacher conference. In some ways, the software
is an improvement. Ir. a conference, the teacher is both a source of
knowledge and an authority figure. In a study in which they analyzed
students’ recorded reactions to confererzes with their teachers, john
Daly and others (Daly et al. 1987) report that students perceive such
conferences as evaluative. As a result, they become defensive, espe-
cially about comments on their ideas. They cften leave such con-
ferences with misinformation, at least partly because their
defensiveness prevented them from hearing what the teacher actually
said. Unlike the teacher, the computer program has no answers and is
not judgmental. Helen Schwartz (1984) points out that students "“soon
realize they cannot get answers from the computer. They soon revel in
the fact that they are doing the thinking, not the machine.” If the
softwareis effective, it may also help students internalize the question-
asking process, so that over time students could learn to ask them-
selves the same kinds of questions without the help of the software.

Once we accept the fact that prewriting programs can be helpful, we
must address their place in the writing curriculum. The most appropri-
ate use of prewriting software will necessarily vary depending upon
the configuration of the computer resources available. Do students
meet in a computer-writing classroom, or do they go to a computer lab
to do their work? Is there a computer for every student, or are only a
few machines available for the class? Is the teacher present when the
students compose?

Ideally, during whole-cla: s writing activities, students would work
individually at their own computers. They also would have access to
computers at other times. Unfortunately, this 1deal situation is not
always possible. The creative teacher can compensate in many ways.
Students can work together collaboratively, either on texts or on pre-
writing software. If there are only a few computers, the class can be
divided into groups, and while some students engage in one activity,
such as peer editing, others can work on a prewriting program in
preparation for their next writing assignment.

Training Teachers to Use Prewriting Software

Just as prospective teachers must learn that prewriting activities are
part of the writing process, so, too, they must learn that prewriting
software is but one way of providing students with prewriting activi-
ties. Teachers who desire to use such software should familiarize
themselves with a variety of programs. They should examine the
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heuristic on which the program is based, and the extent to which the
software successfully adapts the heuristic to the compute:. The best
way to evaiuate the software is to use it the w2y a student would, the.
is, by seeing how well it helps generate ideas for an essay. If the
program provides a variety of heuristics or the capacity for teachers to
create their own sets of questions, teachers need to think about the
writing assignments their students will be giver: and ther determine
which heuristic, or group of heurisiics, might work best with these
assignments.

Before students use any prewriting software, the teacher should
spend time explaining prewriting and its place in the writing process.
Several prewriting activities, such as brainstorming, should be under-
taken by students collaboratively, with the teacher’s guidance. De-
pending upon the level of experience of the students, it might be a
good idea to continue collaborative work, forming the material gener-
ated during the brainstorming session into a rough draft. Only after
students have had some experience with prewriting activities should
the teacher demonstrate prewnting software to them. Again, it is best
to conduct such a demonstratior. with a group of students, perhaps an
entire class, especially if all the students can observe the software in
operation, either through the use of a large-screen monitor or one of
the devices currently on th. market tl.at connect to a computer and can
then be projected through «.n overhead projector. (Eastman Kodak is
one of several companies marketing these devices.)

While demonstrating the scftware, the teacher should explain its
features and point out how it can help students. If the program has any
limitations (and they all do), these should be mentioned. In almost all
programs, for example, if the student responds thoughtlessly, the
program will be of little benefit. (“Garbage in, garbage out” is an
especially appropriat “yromide when 1t comes to using prewriting
software.) If the program incorporates a variety of heuristics, the
teacher should explain what each is intended tu accomplish and how it
can be helpful. Because it is difficult to predict which heuristic will be
successful for a given student, the teacher should encourage students
to experiment with several of them

Conclusion

In a cautionary essay, Irvin Hashimotu (19t | suggests that exposure
to one or two heuristic pruocedures will not automatially help students
“discover intcresting [and] abundant things to say about all subjects.”
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Heuristics, he warns, will neither help students change their percep-
tions, nor necessarily enable them to discover meaning or clarify
thought. It is well to keep this caution in mind and to remember that
not every invention strategy will work for every student, nor for any
one student at all times.

The ideal invention software would provide students with an array
of invention strategies on a single disk and would permit students to
choose the appropriate heuristic for a particular writing situation.
Students who used such software over a period of time would in effect
be training themselves to select and use a variety of heuristics appro-
priate for particular writing tasks. Such students will be able to adopt
meaningful prewriting strategies that should enat'e them to discover
meaning and clarify thought.

If used properly, invention software can be a dynamic tool that
encourages students to discover, arrange, and manipulate ideas and
language in new ways and atall phases of the writing process. Because
the computer reinforces the recursiveness of the writing process by
permitting writers to move forward and backward through a text, to
move easily from one stage to any other of the process, it makes the
malleable nature of tex* a reality rather than a metaphor, and from
invention to final product, it encourages writers to play until their texts
are properly sculpted.
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16 Style-Analysis Programs:
Teachers Using the Tools

Kate Kiefer, Colorado State University
Stephen Reid, Colorado State University

Charles R. Smith, Colorado State University

Nearly every year since the early 1980s, new, often expensive pro-
grams for style analysis have appeared in teachers’ software catalogs.
Although they are impressive at first glance, style analyzers must be
used with good judgment if they are to be effective in teaching writing.
Teachers must know the strengths and weaknesses of style analyzers,
understand their proper and improper roles in the writing process,
and provide for their integration and proper sequencing in the writing
classroom.

Programs for Style Analysis

The oldest of the style analyzers is Writer's Workbench (WWB), devel-
oped by Bell Laboratories in the late 1970s. This program is now
available in three different versions. a collegiate edition adapted specif-
ically for student writers, an interactive versior, and a noninteractive
version; each requires a UNIX operating system. Included among its
subprograms are some seven or eight for analyzing style. Based on
word-class counts and other information derived from a part-of-
speech analysis, WWB identifies passive constructions, forms of “to
be,” sentence types, sentence upericrs, and other elements descriptive
of syntactic style. Teachers select model or target essays that .epresent
attainable standards for their students. These essays are entered and
run through a subprogram called makestandard. WWB then compares
each student’s essay with the standards according to several stylistic
criteria, such as variety in sentence length, structure, and opening, or
percentage of passives and nominalizations. Other WWB sub-
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programs rely on special lists of words to identify and comment on
wordy and inflated diction, sexist language, abstract words, vague
words, and the like. Because WWB includes a part-of-speech analyzer,
it requires more computer memory and speed than most microcom-
puters can provide, and so its use has been limited mainly to facilities
with access to minicomputers or, more recently, micros with hard
disks (such as the AT&T 3B2 series or IBM ATs with a UNIX operating
system).

Many of the style analyzers are also available as microcomputer
programs. The better known include Grammatik, Homer (later revised
for HB] Writer), MacProof (perhaps the most thorough of the style
analyzers for micros), Wordy, Right Wniter, and Writer’s Workshop for
younger children. Each of these programs offers information about
such features as sentence length, passive constructions, nominaiiza-
tions, and forms of “to be.” Like WWB, these programs also rely on
special word lists to identify vague and wordy diction. (See Figure 16.1
for comparisons of common style-analysis programs.)

Students” Assumptions about Style Analyzers

Students can misuse the best-designed, best-tested analyzers when
they have mistaken assumptions about writing and revising. Nancy
Sommers’s research on revising (1980) shows dramatically that stu-
dents do not think of revising in the same ways that experienced adult
writers do. Most students simply edit superficial features of text: they
change spelling, punctuation, diction. But by and large, students do
not revise for global features—purpose, audience, structure, level of
detail, and so on. All style-analysis programs—to the extent that they
point to superficial features only—can reinforce this tendency among
student writers. Diction checkers, frequently cited for this weakness
(Dobrin 1986}, and programs merely flagging vague words and “tobe”
verbs, for cxample, can create the false impression that improving
one’s writing consists only of improving its surface features. More-
over, some students use style analyzers to relieve them of all responsi-
bility for editing papers for grammar or style. Thus, students who use
style analyzers too soon in the writing and revising process can mis-
takenly assume that once they polish the surface of the text, nothing
remains to be done. To be sure, this assumption creates difficulties for
any writer with or without style analyzers, but teachers must note that
these computer tools can contribute to this tendency. If teachers are
aware of students’ misconceptions, however, they can use style-
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analysis programs effectively to help students with revising and edit-
ing.

Before Using Styie Analyzers: Some Caveats for Teachers

As teachers integrate style analyzers into their writing classes, they
may begin with unrealistic expectations. Teachers need to know what
a style program canand cannot do, and how they should or should not
use style analyzers in their classes.

1. Style analyzers cannot “grade” papers; nor should they replace
teachers’ evaluative comments on papers. The percentages of
sentences in the passive voice, “’to be” verbs, vague words, or
nominalizations are not equal to grades, nor should they be
assigned evaluative levels. Some teachers may be tempted to
prescribe a percentage of vague words (say, below 5 percent) or
sentences in the passive voice (below 10 percent) which is ”pass-
ing” work. But determining value based on “acceptable” per-
centages of style elements ignores rhetorical considerations of
purpose and audience and tends to reinforce students’ narrow
conceptions of editing.

2. Revising an essay based on advice from style analyzers may, if
students fail to consider the rhetorical context, hurt an essay
more than help it. While changing a vague word to amore precise
word usually improves a text, changing the percentage of
passive-voice or complex sentences may destroy coherence or
style in the process.

3. Style analyzers often create the illusion for students that an
“intelligence” is responding to their writing. While the artificial
intelligerce usefully mimics andience-response for students, the
intelligence behind the computer is a teacher or programmer who
has set the computer to count, match, and labe! certain configura-
tions.

4. Style analyzers sometimes catch items that do not require
change, and they do not identify constructions with 100 percent
accuracy. Diction programs often flag words and phrases that, in
context, should not be changed. Programs assessing variety in
sentence openers are not more than 85 percent accurate. All
passive-voice programs fail to distinguish between past partici-
pPles and certain predicate adjectives. Style analyzers’ inherent
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inaccuracies require that teachers continually remind students
that the psns rams merely “flag” items for possible revision.

5. Style analyzers do not necessarily shorten teachers’ grading time.
In studies at Colorado State University using WWB, only 30
percent of forty-three teachers surveyed in 1984 reported that
WWB shortened their grading time, while 16 percent reported
that the programs increased their grading time. Nearly half (47
percent) reported, however, that using style analyzers gave them
more time for substantive comments on content, clarity, and
development.

Used with careand good judgment, however, style analyzers can be
most helpful.

1. Style analyzers provide immediate response for the writer, in
that a student can get a screenful of suggestions within seconds
of asking for analysis. Or the student can get a printout of
suggestions within minutes of completing a revision and asking
for style analysis.

2. Style analyzers respond objectively and predictably, in that they
note the same misspelling or wordy phrases each time they
appear in any piece of writing. Moreover, the advice does not
change, and students can determine just what standards teach-
ers are using in setting targets or models for editing.

3. Style analyzers give writers practice in responding to flagged
items as possible areas for editing or revision. Students are re-
peatedly asked to attend to possible stylistic flaws in papers to
judge which constructions are most appropriate in a given rhe-
torical context.

Moreover, as writers learn how to generate alternatives to high-
lighted items and how to revise according to their purpose and
intended audience, they also learn how to respond to peer readers’
suggestions.

Using Style Analyzers: Teachers’ Decisions

Once aware that style analyzers are only aids to revision and evalua-
tion, teachers then need to determine which parts of an analysis
program to use. The temptation with any new techinology is to use all
of it—just becauseit is there—but only certain analy ses are appropriate
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to specific courses or writing programs. Students in basic writing, for
example, rarely use nominalizations (words ending in -ion, -ance,
-ment, -ence), but students in advanced courses often do. Students
writing primarily narrative prose, moreover, need different programs
from those writing argumentive prose.

After teachers select features of a style analyzer to use, they must
remember that style analyzers, like any other revision tool, should be
used in a rhetorical context. The writer’s purpose and the intended
audience should provide the guidelines during the revision process.
Just as teachers remind students to consider peers’ advice carefully
rather than making immediate or automatic changes in a text, so they
need to teach students that style-analysis programs are merely adviso-
ry. Certain passive constructions—for instance, “Young children are
manipulated by television advertising for sugary cereals and expensive
toys”’—may be preferable to equivalent active sentences in context. A
vagueness program may “advise” a particular student that 2.9 per-
cent of the words are vague, an appropriate score,” but there may still
be vague words in the text which should be revised. A “tobe” program
may caution: “Your percentage of ‘to be’ verbs (29 percent) suggests
that your text might benefit from more sentence combining and from:
more careful selection of verbs denoting action.” However reasonable
the advice sounds, it is based on statistical probability, not on an item-
by-item judgment. Writers cannot deal directly with statistics or per-
centages; they must consider each item by itself, in the context of the
essay. Perhaps when tea<hers point out th! readers are more likely to
judge quality based on nonstylistic features, students will remember to
trust their own judgment as readers and to put the style analyzer in its
place asa mechanical aid to revision. Initial studies correlating features
of style checkers with holistic evaluation suggest that essay length,
spelling, word length, and sentence length correlate with holistic
scorers’ judgments of essay quality (Reid and Findlay 1986). Other
features, however, such as number of “to be” verbs, percentage of
passive voice, nominalizations, vague words, or complex sentences,
do not correlate with holistic rankings. Holistic scorers, whether pro-
fessional teachers or student peers, are apparently affected more by
content and organization than these style features.

Finally, teachers need to recall that each style-analysis program
bases its advice on different authorities. WWB, for instance, bases
some standards on data trom research, as, for instance, in the abstract
program that relies on a dictionary of 314 words identified as abstract
by subjects in psychological testing. Other WWB standards can be set
by individual users, such as the percentage of vague words that
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triggers a list of all vague words in the text. Finally, WWB uses caveats
from writing texts for still other standards—for example, start no more
than 75 percent of sentencas with the subject. Before using a style-
analysis program, teachers must also determine if the standards are
ones they feel comfortable setting forth to students. If not, the program
must allow teachers to modify the standards.

In short, those programs that permit selection and change, those
that offer options and flexibility, have important advantages over
those that do not, especially when they will be used in large and varied
programs with instructors having diverse interests and abilities.

Using Style Analyzers to Teach Writing

Teaching in the Classroom

After teachers have decided which style-analysis tools to use in their
particular program or course, they should design a suitable sequence
of computer analyses for their writing assignments. Even though
students are curious about all the style aids, teachers should not use
themall at the beginning of the course—just as they would not start off
by assigning four chapters of a handbook. Ideally, style-analysis pro-
grams should be itemized or menu-driven, so the teacher or the
student can ask for certain programs for certain kinds of writing, for
papers of certain lengths, or at specific points in the course. If teachers
can modify the printout to have only certain analyses appear, students
can attend to analyses as teachers sequence them. If teachers cannot
modify the printout, they should instruct students to ignore certain
analyses. "

Because teachers should establi h peer-revision groups and strat-
egies first and then gradually integrate the computer’s feedback into
the revising process, the following sampie progression of style analy-
ses is appropriate. As students move to the next writing assignment,
more complex analysis is called for:

1. Word-processing functions only—work on composing process
without any style analysis

2. Vague words

3. Vague words, diction and usage

4. Vague words, diction and usage, “to be,” passive voice

5. Vague words, diction and usage, “to be,” passive voice, nomi-
nalizations, sentence style

20
NV
~3




~

220 Computers in English and the Language Arts

Since WWB has separate analyses for vague words and diction, we
introduce the vagueness program first. More students have greater
difficulty with overusing vague words than they do with errors in
diction highlighted by WWB. Of course, depending on individual
classes and style analyzers, teachers would select and sequence analy-
ses differently.

A sample peer worksheet for writing assignment 5, whici: vises all
the main style analyses offered by WWB, follows:

Read through the paper completely, noting the writer’'s purpose and
intended audience.

1. As you reread the essay, comment first on content and organization.
Considering the intended audience, where might the writer add more
evidence or examples? Are the main points clear and in some logical
order? How might the lead-in, the thesis statement, and the transitions
between paragraphs be more effective for that audience? Ask if the
writer has any lingering questions about sections of the paper that you
found clear or well developed.

2. Now turn to the style analysis. Look at the vagueness index. If it exceeds
3 percent, go through one body paragraph that has a high number of
vague words and suggest specific details or precise words or phrases for
each vague word. Where possible, suggest several different versions.

3. Check (or calculate roughly) forms of “to be” and passive voice. If the
passive voice exceeds 15 percent, suggest alternative revisions. If forms
of “to be” exceed 25 percent, try sentence combining to reduce “to be”
forms in a body paragraph containing a high number of “'to be’” verbs.

4 Check the number of nominalizations. If it exceeds 2 percent, choose one
body paragraph and suggest alternative revisions.

5. On the style analysis, note the average sentence length. In one para-
graph, try combining sentences to produce at least one sentence that is
ten words longer than the average.

6. .. mitwiththe writer about which of your suggested alternatives he or
she finds appropriate for the purpose and audience of the paper.

Writer’s name
Editor’s name and phone number

It is important that the computer’s suggestions for revision be
integrated with the other advice the student receives from teachers or
peers working in collaborative groups. The collaborative groups com-
pensate for the computer’s inability to adjust for purpose and to react
to intended audience, and they also help the writer generate alter-
natives to the original version. In a group context, the writer can
consider what items the computer has flagged, what changes might be
needed, and whether the changes would be effective. In addition, the
computer’s mode of merely flagging potential items provides a con-
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venient form for peer response. The peer reader can flag items that do
not “sound” right, and the gr up can then collaboratively offer the
writer advice. Student writers thus receive flagged items both from
peer readers and from computers, and they learn to treat them as
alternatives. Such a system benefits peer readers as well—computer
flagging provides an accepted, objective format for their responses,
reducing the feeling that they are being unnecessarily picky, bossy, or
subjective. Their explanations, however, unlike the computer re-
sponses, can address issues only human readers can attend to.

Selected Collaborative Revision Exercises

1. An effective way to integrate style analyses into the revision
process is to run “before” and “after”” versions of a single pas-
sage. Teachers can take a sample paragraph from a student essay
or a sample exercise paragraph from the text, run it through a
style-analysis program, and then have students work collab-
oratively to revise the paragraph based on the analyses and their
own judgment. Then the students rur. an analysis on the revised
version and compare, in groups, the resulting differences in the
computer’s analyses. Such comparative exercises allow students
to discover, for example, that the vagueness percentage is
changed both by adding details to an example as well as by
merely changing a flagged vague word.

2. Students with high percentages of vague words choose one
paragraph from the essay, circle vague words, and discuss
adding specific detail. (Clearly, this exercise often turns into a
good brainstorming session for writers working on detail.)

3. Students (in small groups or pairs) pick out five highlighted
diction “errors” they do not understand and then discuss wheth-
er the computer flag is appropriate for the context. Students
might also role-play as the intended audience when discussing
clarity of diction and suggested changes.

4. Students having difficulty with passive voice choose one para-
graph, identify the passive sentences, and then try multiple
revisions with sentence combining, rewriting specific sentences,
and so on.

5. Students in small groups or pairs run a “to be’ program on a
sample paragraph. After revising the paragraph, groups com-
pare the different ways they combined sentences, changed
nouns and adjectives to verbs, and varied sentence structure.
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Conferencing

Conferences allow student writers to ask additional questions about
the computer’s responses, to experiment with alternative versions of
words, phrases, or sentences, and to weigh their effect on the paper as
a whole. If students request conferences on papers or if teachers are
able to build conference time into the writing schedule, style-analysis
printouts can help focus students’ attention on specific revisions.

For example, the following paragraph is taken from the original
draft of a paper written by a student in an advanced composition
course at Colorado State University:

The plasma membrane keeps the cytoplasm inside the cell. The
cytoplasm consists mostly of water, seventy-five to ninety percent.
Proteins, carbohydrates and lipids compose the other part of the
cytoplasm. The cyteplasm has five activities. First, most chemical
reactions in the cell occur in the cytoplasm. It also receives sub-
stances from outside sources and converts them into viable energy
sources for the cell. The cytoplasm also synthesizes new materials
for the cell. The cytoplasm can take these materials and package
them for transport to other parts of the cell. Finally the cytoplasm
eliminates wastes from the cell. The cytoplasm occupies a large
area of the cell and is easily identified when seen. The cytoplasm
also holds all the organelles except the nucleus.

The student went through a peer-review workshop and then asked for
a teacher conference. She knew she had a serious problem with the
paper, but even the peer review had not given her enough information
to help her revise effectively. The teacher and student first looked for
revisions that the style analys.s could not address, such as audience
and purpose. The student was writing an analogy paper—comparinga
cell to a city—for high school biology students and felt that the general
plan of the paper was sound. When the teacher and student looked at
the arrangement of parts of the paper, though, both agreed that
paragraphs needed to be reorganized or, i one instance, deleted.
The teacher and student then turned to the style-analysis printout.
Even though the student was writing for a high school audience, she
had seriously oversimplified sentences. The sentence structure was
short, choppy, and, in places, incoherent. The style analysis confirmed
what both the teacher and student felt from reading the paper—too
many short, simple sentences. The printout showed that 70 percent of
the sentences were simple, 30 percent repeated forms of “to be,”” 20
percent were shorter than thirteen words, and 80 percent began with
the subject. Although the writer wanted to accommodate readers who
might not be familiar with technical information, she had broken apart
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too many sentences and removed too many of the logical connectors
between ideas. Thus sentence cohesion suffered in the draft. With
suggestions from peers, the teacher, and the style-analysis program,
this student was able to revise successfully to meet her own intentions
and her readers’ needs. The revised paragraph follows:

The city must have a basic layout, and the cytoplasm fulfills this
fu.. .oninthe cell. The cytoplasm contains the organelles. Most of
the chemical reactions in the cell take place in the cytoplasm. The
cytoplasm also receives substances from outside the cell and con-
verts theminto viable energy sources for the cell. Also functioning
as the receiving site, the cytoplasm packages materials and trans-
ports them to other parts of the cell. Thus, thecytoplasm has many
functions including transport, synthesis, packaging, and receiv-

ing.

While a style analyzer may not always suggest useful revisions, stu-
dents are often reassured that their intuitions—that “something is
wrong with the way this paper sounds“—are reasonable and that they
can revise to strengthen their writing.

Commenting on Final Papers

On final drafts, teachers can collect style-analysis printouts with the
final copy of the paper. Having commented on the paper as a whole,
many teachers find that the style analysis confirms or reinforces a point
they have made about the paper. Often a teacher commenting on lack
of specific detail will note later that a vagueness program identified 10
percent vague words. Simply circling that percentage on the printout
and pointing out that vague words substitute ineffectively for detail
will remind students to revise for specific language in a subsequent
paper.

In commenting on papers, teachers we have polled find that at the
editing stage, basic writers benefit from programs that flag vague and
wordy diction. More experienced writers benefit from programs focus-
ing on sentence variety. Thus style analyzers extend the learning
process from one paper to the next by showing students what features
of style they have improved and how they can continue to strengthen
their revision skills.

Teaching Teachers: Suggestions for Inservice Programs

For teachers unfamiliar with style analy zers, the following sequence of
activities might be followed to introduce teachers to the concepts
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covered above. The inservice program might be as short as one day or
as long as a week.

Pea

I. Teachers Use the Programs

o

A.

Teachers compose or transcribe their own texts, written fora
specified audience and purpose, into a word-processing pro-
gram.

- Teachers eanduct a peer review of their writing to get sug-

gestions fc: rhetorical revision for audience, content, and
style.

Teachers run a style-analysis program and, if possible, get a
printout. Workshop leaders describe each program with
transparencies and remind participants of the advantages
and pitfalls of cach analysis.

- Teachers pair up to compare the peer reviews with the style

analysis, focusing on appropriate and inappropriate sug-
gestions from the style program.

Teachers Focus on Student Writing

A.

Based on perceived strengths and weaknesses of the style
analyzer, teachers collaborate on selecting programs, se-
quencing them for effectiveness, and planning student exer-
cises and workshops. Different groups might concentrate on
different sets of skills; for example, revising for specific de-
tail, revising for sentence variety, or revising for audience
(tone, clarity).

- Time for final questions and discussion. Teachers work to-

ward consensus on which znalyses should be introduced
early and which should come lafer in the the writing instruc-
tion sequence.

Conclusion

Teachers prepared to incorporate style analyzers, such as Writer's
Workbench, Goammatik, HB] Writer, MacProof, and Right Writer, inwo their
writing cout+ . <an find them valuable aids in teaching revising and
editing. Integrated carefully with peer revising, conferencing, and
workshop activities, sty’e analyzers can assist students with revising
and editing processes. In context, style analyzers provide an additional
response and prompt for pussible changes, with proper guidance and
clear rhetorical contexts, many writers can learn to chovse wisely from
these programs as they revise and improve their writing.
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17 Using Computers in the
Literature Class

Frank Madden, Westchester Community College

Background

Computers have been used in connection with literary study for over
twenty-five years. As early as May 1965, the Newsletter of the Ameri-
can Council of Learned Societies reported nearly seventy cases of
research in progress using computer technology to analyze language
and literature. Literary scholars doing attribution and influence stud-
ies, comparisons of variant texts, and thematic analyses were employ-
ing computerized word counts and content analysis, machine-
constructed concordances, and parsing of sentences to support their
research.

Literary critics often gather evidence by looking for patterns, classi-
fying them, and discovering connections. Using computers to seek
and sort out elements of text has enabled scholars to gather data with
remarkable speed and reliability, to reorder this information however
they wished, and to store it for future access.

Recently, however, in an experiment which employed the com-
puter in an undergraduate literature course, Elgin Mellown (1986)
obtained mixed results when he asked students to analyze novels with
a concordance program, an alphabetical listing of all the words in a
text, showing the contextual occurrence of each. Students were asked
to trace natural phenomena and occurrences of colors in Jacob’s Room,
references to drinking in Dubliners, and the association of good and evil
with white and black in The Heart of Darkness. Mellown concluded that
the largest obstacle in this classroom application was “offering special-
ized research techniques about difficult literary works to students
who, for the most part, had only a general preparation for literary
studies. They could take the computer part of the course without
batting an eye—but not Virginia Woolf and James Joyce.”

And so, while sophisticated programs of this nature continue to
benefit the specialized research of professors and graduate students,
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they seem of dubious value to the halting inquiry of students unsure of
the place, if any, that literature has in their lives.

Of what value are computers in the literature classroom? The
emergence and popularity of the personal computer as a teaching tool
has created new and exciting possibilities, and the computer’s most
valuable literary function may now lie in its potential to help inex-
perienced students understand, appreciate, and write about literature.

Students and Literature

For many students, the study of literature is an intimidating imperson-
al experience. Unlike most of us who teach literature and who iearned
to appreciate it firstin a personal way, many students feel no personal
attachment to it. They read for the information in a work of fiction in
the same way they read for information in a science text. They confine
themselves to seeking a single “correct” interpretation matching that
of the instructor, instead of exploring the many supportable pos-
sibilities arising from their own experience with the work.

Computers alone will not change this, but when used in conjunc-
tion with carefully chosen software and by a teacher who is aware of
the need toinvolve students personally with the literature they study,
computers can provide valuable support.

Teachers and Computers

For many teachers, using computers ina literature class is not a simple
adjustment. Often, because they have little experience with com-
puters, they must overcome prejudices and misconceptions about
what these machines can and cannot do, and they must slowly dis-
cover how to use them. Having been cast as experts in literature, they
may find the role of novice a trying one.

Very few assumptions should be made, therefore, when training
teachers to use computers. During a demonstration of a literature
program in a workshop for my department, for instance, a colleague
cried out in amazement, “How did it know my name and the name of
the novel?” Well, of course, it did not know anything. It simply stored
her earlier responses to aninquiry about her name and the name of the
novelby coding them, and then it presented them back to her as part of
a subsequent question. Explaining what computers “do not know”
may be the most important step in the onentation process. Debunking
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myths many teachers have about computers might convince them,
contrary to their fears, that they, not the computer, are in control.

The most effective workshops and orientation sessions ““patiently”
allow participants hands-on experience, with space and time for
“screwing up” and “’achieving” modest triumphs. For example, teach-
ers might learn a great deal in a session in which they are given the
space, time, and guidance to create sample literature lesson files by
using their own lecture notes and questions applied to short stories,
novels, or poems covered in their classes.

Word Processing

For teachers desiring a personal touch but wary of the commitment
which programming requires, literature lesson files may provide a
relatively easy alternative. Lesson files are simply text files containing
questions or prompts which have been typed with a word-processing
program and saved on a data disk for subsequent student use (see
Helen J. Schwartz, Chapter 14).

If teachers leave instructions on carefully designed screens, stu-
dents may write their responses and, by pressing appropriate com-
mand or function keys, work their way back and forth through
prompts and questions. “Throughout the lesson, they can be told to
referback to their previous ideas, notes and drafts, thereby reinforcing
the notion of writing as a recursive process” (Rodrigues 1986).

For example, lesson files might begin with questions and prompts
which emphasize a student’s initial, personal response to a work
customized for each work of literature. (See Sample Screens 1 and 2.)

Sample Screen 1
1. Howwe respond to charac.ers in fickion is often 1ifluenced by our
identification with them.
Sometimes, we iden*fy with characters u.cause ve see aspects of our
own personalities in tnem.
Al other times, we identiiy with characiers because we admire aspect. of
their personalities and wish we had tham ourseives

PRESS THE OPEN APF.E AMD DOWiN ARROW KEY T) GO ON

L R N R N N N R N I I I A N N I A I I S I I Y
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Sample Screen 2
2. Did you identify vath Sammy in John Updike's short story "A &P ~
If so, what aspects of Sammy s personaiity seemed most admirable to you
or similar to your own?
How did your identification with Sammy affect your response to the story?

OPEN APPLE-DOWN ARROW TO GO ON/OPEN APPLE-UP ARROW TO
REVIEW

R R Y EE R R R A R R RN RN

After students examine personal responses of this kind, subsequent
explanations and questions might encourage them to return to the
text, where they are likely “to observe rather than to participate” and
to “move toward the discovery of a coherent pattern of meaning”
(Flynn 1983). (See Sample Screer 3.)

Sample Screen 3

I Z R R R R N R R R R R R R RN RN

Whea charactenzation is most convincing, we are not told about the
characters directly. We observe them and tearn about them indirectiy through
their thoughts and actions. This type of characterization is called
“development through mplication” or “idirect presentation.”

Which of Sammy’s “thoughts and actions’ in A &P’ are mostimportant to
his development as a character?

OPEN APPLE-DOWN ARROW TO GO ON/OPEN APPLE-UP ARROW TO
REVIEW

2 R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R NN

Subsequent questions might ask students to examine and compare
their earlier personal “participating” responses with their later de-
tached “observing” ones. The process of using a lesson file this way
“reflects a reenvisioning of the text, and often students discover a new
focus. The result . . . reveals growth, expansion, metamorphosis”
(Flynn 1983).

By pressing a command cr function key, students might have access
to helpful definitions and examples of literary concepts placed at the
beginning or end of the file. While lesson files do not offer the interac-
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tive features of programs, they do offer ease of authorship for teachers
and the numerous advantages of word processing for students. And
sound advice and suggestions are available (see Rodrigues and
Rodrigues 1986).

Choosing Software

Software development has progressed a great deal since its early days
when electronic drill-and-practice workbooks passed for computer-
assisted instruction (CAI). Programs now are faster, friendlier, more
interactive, and often designed by orin consultation with experienced
teachers.

Nonetheless, while all of the programs mentioned in this section
support the ways teachers actually teach literature, not all these pro-
grams are on the cutting edge of pedagogical or mechanical innova-
tion. We are still in the early stages of discovering how to use the
computer’s unique capabilities, and the development of educational
software has folloned a pattern consistent with the history of tech-
nology. “The earliest steel buildings followed the architecture of wood
and stone. The first automobiles were modeled on the horse-drawn
carriage” (Costanzo 1988). 50 too, many of these programs are
modeled on traditional classrcom practices.

Given our knowledge of how students learn and what computers
cando, the following criteria represent a high but reachable standard.
Teachers should require literature prograras to meet these criteria:

1. They are easy to opera. 2. For some students, using computers can
be a frightening experience. Confusion about how to run a pro-
gram will only increase the anxicty they already feel about re-
spanding to literature. The best programs provide easy access to
"help” menus and “forgive” minor keyboard errors.

2. They encourage personal response and reflection. An overwhelming
amount of evidence indicates that each person’s initial response
to awork of literature is unique, that this personal response is the
most basic part of the literary experience, and that it underlies all
criticism (see Purves and Beach 1972). Thoughtfully examining
this response may improve students’ capacity to respond ade-
quately and to find personal meaning in the literary experience
(Rosenblatt 1976).

3. They require writing. Writing is thinking and learning.
4. They allow students to revise their responses. Invention 1s recursive
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and occurs in many different stages of the writing process, pre-
writing through proofreading (Sommers 1980). By the time stu-
dents reread earlier responses, their views may be informed or
altered by later discoveries in the literature or subsequent think-
ing. Allowing them to revise these responses enables 3tudents to
clarify and express their views in light of their fully developed
intentions. s

. They emphasize process before product. The best tutorial programs

are temporary crutches which help students learn to walk on
their own. If literary concepts are clearly explained for them,
explanations are reinforced as they apply them, and support is
provided as they sor out and organize their responses to one
work of literature, students may learn, through the process, to
respond adequately to other works—with or without the pro-
gram. And by learning such a process, they may come to under-
stand that the quality of an assertion lies not in itself but in the
nature of its supporting commentary.

For example, prior to having students identify the theme of a
story, a program can provide students with a clear definition. As
it works with a sample story, it can give them a model for the
process of finding the theme. And finally, it can have students
identify the details of their own stories, deduce conclusions, and
verify their conclusions against these details. Only then can itash
students to make the leap to generalization and theme. That is, it
can take them step by step through the process. Ideally, this
“knowledge by experience”” can be applied to other stories and
without reliance on the computer program.

. They are consistent with the philosophy and Jhjectives s! essed in the

classroom. Students must be able to recognize the program as a
natural extension of the course, a complementary tool in a larger
process which includes class discussion and individual con-
ferences. Demonstrating and discussing the program in class
prior to sending students to use it in a lab may solidify this
connection and may answer many practical questions.

. They allow students to print a hard copy of their work or save their work

as a text file for transfer to a word-processing program. Being able to
walk away with something in print gives students a product
upon which they may reflect at their own convenience. Being
able to save their work as a text file is not only a convenience and
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safeguard, but it enables students to refashion their responses to
literature into a polished essay, with all the atterdant benefits of
that process.

Programs and Approaches

Comprehensive Packages

Literatu-e software is now available which guides students all the way
from initial response to finished essay. In one program, Macmillan
Literature and Composition Software (Macmillan 1987), students begin by
reading the text of a poem or short story on the screen or by choosing
one they have read or their own. The program then brings them
through three stages: prewriting, writing, and revising. In the prewrit-
ing stage, they are encouraged to brainstorm, invent, answer ques-
tions, and support and revise hypotheses. For instance, if students
choose to analyze a poem, they will be asked to freewrite continuously
for three minutes and to explore specific questions about the speaker,
sound effects, imagery, and figures of speech. (See Sample Screen 4.)

Sample Screen 4

ERRARN R R R AR AR AN R R I AR R R R R AR R AR R R R R R AR R R RN R R R R R R R R R RN

Prewriting Writing Revising

Answer the following questions.

3. IMAGERY:
What do the images make me see, hear, smell, taste, or touch? What do these
images add to the meaning?

A-Nto review
Type yaur answer. A-?for help

ERRAER IR AR AR AR AR RN R AR AR R R R AR AR R R R R R R R R R R R R RR R R R R P R A R

When students move into the writing section, they write their essays
on a full-functicn word processor built into the program. Here they
may call up defiritions of literary concepts or their earlier ideas in a
scrolling text window at the bottom of the screen, thus encouraging
and supporting inventivn and revision. (See Sample Screen 5.)
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Sample Screen 5

RRERR AR R R AR R AR R R R R R R AN AR R A AR R R R A AR R R AR R R R R R R A AR R R AR

Edit  Format Help  Disk  Prnt  Quit

Browning uses several poetic devices to pull the reader into the mnod of
“"Meeting at Night.” | feel as if all my senses have been involved. The images
are especially clear.

IMAGERY:

1 “see” the ight of the moon shining off the ringlets and “h.ear”
the oars make the ninglets in the still water and “smell” and
“hear” the scratch of the match.

Press Escape for menu.

During the revising portion of the program, students are aided as
they pclish their essays. They may consult checklists for fundamental
information pertinent to writing about literature, overall revision,
words and sentences, and editing and proofing.

Apart from its comprehensive nature, the most innovative feature
of this software is that it uses the unique capabilities of the computer to
recognize and support the recursive nature of invention and revision
throughout the writing process.

Heuristics

Computer-based heuristic programs provide Lterature students with
opportunities for invertion, analysis, organization, and thesis sup-
port. By asking open-ended questions which allow students space to
discover their own views and to develop and support hypotheses,
these programs give students a personal stake in their interpretations.

The pioneer program in this area, Helen J. Schwartz’s SEEN, or
Seeing Eye Elephant Network (Schwartz 1984), asks students to build on
their personal responses to literature by having them create a hypoth-
esis about a fictional character and respond to prompts for evidence
supporting the hypothesis. (See Sample Screen 6 for one in a series of
twelve questions.)

Q 2/11
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Sample Screen 6

L N R R R R Y}

4. What does Ferdinand DO that shows Ferdinand 1s a loving gentleman?
ok kbbb bkt YOUTANSWEr + 4 o+ + F + o+ +

o bbb kb + o+ b+ Funcionkeys + 4+ b 4+ 4+ + 4

F1 F2 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10
Goon Goback Advice Sample Help Review Menu Quit

L R NN N Y R R R R R R R

A valuable feature of this program is a built-in response network.
After students post their ideas under a pen name in the network, they
are encouraged toread and comment about each other’s work, provid-
ing them with an audience and peer collaboration. By returning to the
menu, they have access to a bulletin board and may choose to read and
comment on the files left by other students, or they may choose to read
comments left by classmates on their own file.

While initial, personal responses are important, they are naturally
limited by a student’s background and perspective. The peer exchange
provided by this network enables students to reshape or enhance their
interpretations when someone else’s interpretation makes more sense
or helps them see the work in a more meaningful way. (See Sample
Screen 7.)

During subsequent sessions, students may return to earlier ideas
and revise them. The “elephant” part of the program keeps a record of
students’” comments and peer responses and enables them to “trace
the development of their ideas.”

Originally written for the Apple II, the SEEN program is now
available in a revised IBM version. While maintaining the sound ped-
agogy of its predecessor, the new version has been updated to take
advantage of an 80-column screen; function keys to access help, menu,
and special options screens, and a larger memory and faster operating
system.

Heuristic programs which were not designed exclusively for hiterary
study, but which contain sections for that purpose or which are flexible
enough to allow instructors to create or alter prompts and questions for
application to literary analysis, may also be quite useful. Idealog,
developed by Fred Kemp at the University of Texas, is one such
program. When students choose to do literary analysis, they are pro-
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A R R R RN ]

+ + + + + + /deafile.PressESCtomove tocommentwindow. + + + + + +

THE CHARACTER

Ferdinand

IN THE WORK

The Tempest

IS:

aloving gentleman

BECAUSE OF WHAT Ferdinand DOES

He s polite with Miranda when they first meet.

He won't let Miranda carry logs.

He respects her honor (as shown when they're playing chess).

+ + Your comment. Press ESC to relurn to the ideafile window. + +
He is also well-mannered when reunited with his father and others at the end

+4 4+ ++++++++++ +Funclionkeys + + + + + + + + + +

Fi F6 F7 F9  F10
Go on Sample Help Menu  Quit

R R RSN

vided with an “’expert system” which asks them if they would like to
emphasize symbol, character, plot, theme, or style. Depending on
students’ responses to questions about what they know or do not
know about their topics, the system selects a heuristic format for them
which may be applied to a particular assignment. Students may view
or change earlier responses in the program at any time and are pe-
riodically asked if they wish to change their thesis statement or subject.
Finally, the text of the program may be saved and brought up on a
word processor for revision and polishing.

Another program, Invent, created by Michael Spitzer at the New
| York Institute of Technology, encourages teachers to create their own
| “scripts” by writing in their own questions. Thus, itis possible foreach
} instructor to custom-design questions to fit literary analysis, a particu-
‘ lar work of literature, and even a specifi. analytical approach (see
|
\
\

Sample Screen 7

Mick ael Spitzer, Chapter 15).
Notable Others

According to the particular needs of the class and the instructor, there
are many other programs which might be of value in a literature
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course. For instructors who understand or who are willing to learn
how to use PFS:File, Stephen Marcus’s PFS:File / Analyzing Fiction
(Marcus 1986) could be a very useful tool for teaching literary analysis,
while Marcus’s Compupoem may be of benefit to students learning to
write short poems. Poetics, a creation of John Plummer at Vanderbilt
University, provides tutorials, exercises, and an authoring system for
teaching versification to college students. “For students who genu-
inely want and need to be walked slowly through a poem by an
intelligent and articulate teacher,” comments Rose Norman (1986),
“Poetics is invaluable.” Even commercially popular “interactive fic-
tion” programs like Fahrenheit 451 or The Hitchhiker’s Guude sv ... Galaxy,
whichrequire the reader to be an active participant in the writing of the
story, may be quite valuable in the hands of a creati e teacher.

Do It Yourself

In addition to creating a more interactive experience for the studunt,
the obvious advantage of writing your own software is that it can be
custom-made to fit your course, method of instruction, and even your
personality. It becomes, ideally, an extension of the support which you
provide in your classroom and office. And it is available when you are
not.

A colleague and I have each written a program which helps students
analyze literature. My own program, Literature Journal (Madden 1987),
initially emphasizes the role which personal factors may play in stu-
dents’ responses. Students are asked to compare their personality
traits, backgrounds, and experiences with those of characters in a story
and then to write about the ways in which these factors have affected
their responses. (See Sample Screen 8.)

Sample Screen 8

L N I N R R R R N A R R I I A A I I N B AU B I R R R ]

Seeing aspects of our personatties in characters may infiuence our
feeings about them. Let's look at some similanilies between you and the boy in
“Araby.”

You have described both yourself and the boy as
Reserved
Tender
Unsure

How have these simi'anties affected your feelings about the boy?
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Examining these choices and others derived from the affective do-
main, and questioning the effect such choices have on their judgment,
students build a personal foundation for their responses and then add
analysis based on traditional text-related and author-related ap-
proaches.

My colleague’s program, Story Tutor (Costanzo 1987), emphasizes
such visual concepts as setting, point of view, and symbolism, in
addition to plot, characterization, and theme. (See Sample Screen 9.)

Sample Screen 9
HERE IS YOUR BRIEF SKETCH OF THE SETTING
TIME: 1940's
PLACE: New York City
USE THE SPACE BELOW TO ENLARGE YOUR DESCRIPTION
The slory begins in a boarding house Peter is staying there itegally
because
TYPE UP TO 40 LINES
PRESS DELETE TO ERASE/->> TO GO ON

LR R R N I R R R R N A O A A A I S N I B R R A R R R R LN R R R RN ]

In each case, what we have emphasized in our programs is based on
what we emphasize in teaching our classes. These emphases, no
doubt, are influenced by related academic interests. in my case, psy-
chology, in my colleague’s, film. Even without seeing our names on
the programs, our students can easily identify who wrote which pro-
gram. The approaches are our signatures, and the programs are a
natural extension of our classes.

Because programming “calls for logical thinking, clear expression,
and a working knowledge of the standard rules of syntax,” English
teachers make outstanding programmets (Costanizo 1987). And excel-
lent guidance is available (see, for example, Selfe 1986). But though the
pedagogical and personal rewards are considerable, teachers who
want to write their own programs must be prepared to spend a sub-
stantial amount of time planning, writing, testing, and revising.

Epilogue

The progress made over the past few years in computer-assisted
instruction in writing is inspiring and sery es as a model for what can be
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done. And while the potential for using computers to support the
teaching of literature remains comparatizely untapped, its promise is
just as inviting.

The computer is neither magic box nor Pandora’s box, and its value
is measured by the quality of the teaching it supports. When employed
by teachers who have learned about the technology, adjusted their
teaching methods to use it, and committed themselves to fostering
literary involvement as much as literary criticism, computer. can be an
exciting and powerful tool in the literature classroom.
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18 Databases for English Teachers

Stephen Marcus, University of California at Santa Barbara

My first work with computer-assisted writing, back in the early days,
involved developing a program tha. helped students siudy and write
poetry. I quickly learned to keep quiet about my work when talking
with some people. They had a hard time accepting the notion that
technology could be integrated into that particular curriculum. For
many, it censtituted “unnatural practices . . . unspeakable acts.”

Times have changed. Now, people routinely see computers as a
“natural’ resource for English teachers. Word processing remains the
crucial technological tool for enriching the language arts curriculum,
for providing students with new powers and incentives. And itis no
wonder. Arthur C. Clarke has noted that “any sufficiently advanced
technology is indistinguishabic from magic.” Word processing, which
allows students’ words to be written in light i1:3te2d of carved in stone,
has worked its subtle but profound magic on many of us, changisig cur
views of what writing entails and of what we can do as writers—of who
we are as writers.

There are other kinds of software now having a major impact on the
English and language arts curriculum. Telecommunications, style
checkers, networking software—these and others are all a part of any
comprehensive integration of technology into the curriculum. Still
another tool is database software, something with which I personally
had virtually no experience at the time I was asked to develop some
language arts applications for a popular database program.

What I eventually discovered was that a database provides a means
of organizing, storing, and retrieving information. Your wallet is a
database. Sois a dictionary. So is a novel. Each of these provides a way
to organize, store, and retrieve information, whether the information
is about you, about your language, or about an author’s insights on
life. A computerized database has its own special qualities, of course. If
a word-processing prograr~ can be thought of as a fancy typewriter, a
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database program can be thought of as a fancy 3 x5 card-filing system.
(Both these comparisons obscure as much as they reveal, but they do
help make the strange familiar.)

There are databases that are stored in central computers and tnat are
available to people with the right hardware, software, account
number, and password. Some of these “’subscription” databases (such
as CompuServe) require that youregister in advance and agree to pay an
hourly rate whenever you use them. They give you access to such
items as the Grolier's Encyclopedia, Dialog {a database similar to the
Reader’s Guide, allowing you to search for magazine or book titles
related to a topic), or Cendata (a database which includes census data
from all parts of the country).

There is a growing availability of databases for teachers of English
and language arts who do not want to take the time to create their
own—including some new “hypertext”” datahases being designed for
the Macintosh. Hypertext databases can include text, graphics, and
even sound. A literature database named Rosetta is currently being
designed by John McDaid. It includes a variety of writing exercises
based on describing, interpreting, and responding to remarkably clear
pictures that have been stored on the disk. Teachers can add their own
graphics and text to the exercises included on the disk.

At Brown University, developers are working on a hyptertext proj-
ect which stores material related to the life and works of Robert
Browning. A more modest example of hyptertext is such software as
Proseby Nancy Kaplan, which connects teachers’ comments to student
papers with specific points in the text to which the comments relate.
Other related software allows people to write and sometimes to illus-
trate or animate their own interactive letters and choose-your-own-
adventure stories (e.g., AdventureMaster, Story Tree, Bank Street Story
Book). In all these cases, the writer/reader becomes an “architect of
knowledge.” The text on the screen is just the currently visible part of
an amorphous structure that a persuit creates new with each “read-
ing.”

There are also disk-based databases that ire more under your con-
trol, databases that you and your students can custom-design and use
whenever you want. In this latter case, you determine what kind of
information, in what area of knowledge, you want to orgenize and
store. You use a database program (e.g., PFS.File, Bank Street Filer, and
the database portion of AppleWorks) to design a computerized form that
can be filled with the information you want.

The more ingenious your form, the more filled in it gets, and the
more forms you fill in, the more you can “interrogate” the database.
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Thatis, you can ask it questions and get answers that will be more or
less interesting—depending on the nature of your questions and the
basic structure of the form.

In collaboration with Beverly Hunter, I created three database cur-
riculum units (Marcus 1986). The one package contains AESOP, FIC-
TION, and PAPERS. The AESOP file is based on Aesop’s Fables (and
includes seventy-five of them). FICTION is designed for reading ard
responding to any novel or short story. PAPERS is for students to use
for recording information about writing done in class. It, too, stresses
reading-writing connections, only instead of reading and responding
to literature, students have the opportunity to read and connect with
one another’s writing.

The following discussion of FICTION should give some idea of
how database software can be used to help students learn how to
respond personally to literature as they develop critical thinking and
writing skills in English classes. Keep in mind as you read it that the
technique described could be adapted to any databasc program that a
school or department happens to have. Tcachers would, of course,
have to type in their own fables or stories (unless they have access to
optical scanners, devices that transiate text characters into computer
information), but with students or other teachers collaborating, the
task is surmountable, and the software that teachers create will be
enormously flexible. In a teacher-training course or in an inservice
workshop, teachers could learn how databases work as they collabo-
rate to create their own classroom tools.

The FICTION form can be applied to any number of works, but to
give students material to work with, FICTION comes supplied with
seventy passages from two rnovels (The Red Badge of Courage and Lord of
the Flies) and one short story (“The Lottery”). Each passage is con-
tained on its own form, along with other information, such as stu-
dents’ responses to the passages.

It is important to emphasize that while numerous forms contain
filied-in fields (to serve as examples and working material), the real
point of the FICTION file is to give students the chance to read, think
about, discuss, and respond fo literature as they add their ideas to the
FICTION database. As teachers use this file or a similar one that they
design themselves, they i gradually learn how to help stidents
learn to use the database program to cxpicre the nature of fi.tion in
general and the “fiction” portion of the database in parucu!?¢. Teach-
ers and students can fill in the forms (and add new ones) with passages
and information about the same or different literary works.
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As students add their respc 1ses to the FICTION file, the database |
becomes richer. They can then use it to help answer questions like the
following:

I'm writing a paper on the theme of “‘courage.” Which stories can
I draw on for ideas?

[ think that Henry in The Red Badge of Courage is a coward. I
wonder what other students think?

How does a character develop an understanding of himses. or
herself?

Is there a difference between what boys in this class think about
courage and what girls think?

Part of the educational goal with this material is to help students
learn how to frame productive questions and how to think about what
k' .dsof information wiii help them answer their questions. As readers
of literature, they are enco- raged to pay careful attention to the text
they are studying, but they are also invited to respond personally to
every text. As writers “publishing” their thoughts and ins‘ghts in the
database, they are provided with a tool to help themselves get “raw
material” for class discussions and writing assignments.

It is also important to note that FICTION rarely supplies the actual
answers to the questions. Instead, the students must apply such
thinking skills as identifying and organizing information to solve a
problem. They must also synthesize and evaluate that iuformation in
orderto apply it to the particular writing assignments they are working
on.

As noted, FICTION can be used with any novel or short story.
Us™ , the database program itself (PFS.File, in this case), teachers and
students can redesign the form’s structure to reflect other interests in
the literature. They can also create a different version to use with
drama or poetry. Their classes can even prepare special collections of
passages and comments on topics chosen by the students, such as
“Growing Up,” “Leaving Home,” or ““Succeeding in Life.”

Creating, enlarging, and maintaining a database is a challenging
and rewarding task. Many people, in fact, succumb to what is known
as “database fascination.” The . \perience is like browsing through an
electronic book shop. You can peek into other worlds and other peo-
pl2’s responses to those worlds.

Every database program has its own special strengths. PFS.File, for
example, allows relatively large passages of text to be stored. Whatever
program you use, you will find that database applications provide
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intriguing new opportunities for integrating technology into the En-
glish and language arts curriculum. Students can develop important
research skills, become more computer literate, and enrich their study
of literature.
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19 Teaching in Networkzad
Classrooms

Trent Batson, Gallaudet University

Educators considering adding a microcomputer network! should un-
derstand that networks ivere developed for business, not teaching.
They are really just a bare-benes technology designed to share soft-
ware and peripherals? and to provide E-mail,3 scheduling, and a
bulletin board. Some of these are useful in the classroom or microlab,
butby themselves they might not justify the conside ble expense of a
network. In schools we have different population. purposes, and
economics. Also, the office kind of specialization—computers dedi-
cated to printing, communication, databases, and word processing—is
inappropriate in education since almost all users have similar needs.
Finally, electronic mail, news items, and an electronic calendar may
have little use in a computer-writing lab. At about a thousand dollars
per computer, it may be hard to justify the expense of a network in a
writing lab solely on the basis of practical or fiscal advantages.

But whatabout customizing networks to make them more useful for
writing labs? Networks are virtually untapped territory for educators.
Almost noapplications have been developed specifically for networks.
Part of the reason is that programming on networks is a lot more
difficult than for single computers. Therefore, to exploit networks
educationally requires that we step back, forget our preconceptions
about educational computing, and focus on the ways that networks
canimprove practice in the writing lab. There are two main advantages
to having networks in the lab: they make it easier to manage a writing
lab, and they allow computers to communicate with each other, thus
opening the door for collaborative learning.

To demonstrate these advantages, imagine yourself as the director
of a writing lab. You are considering networking ycur computers for
the following reasons:

1. I want to add a laser printer* with graphics abilities. It is faster
and quieter and produces camera-ready copy. With it, teachers
can make overhead transparencies directly from printouts. But
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the computer I attach it to will have to be dedicated to that use
only. A network would let me keep that computer in operation
because print commands can be issued from any computer.®
Once I have the laser printer hooked into the network, I can get
rid of some of the printers in the room, reducing clutter and
noise.®

2. T also want to buy more software, but I hate buying copies for
each computer. Currently I have to have a user aide on duty
during open hours to check out the software’ despite policing by
user aides, some of the software is stolen, erased, or damaged. A
network would let me put the software on just one machine, and
the students could access it from their own computers.

3. Iwould like to simplify the start-up procedure of the computers.
We waste a lot of time teaching each new student how to “boot
up” and get into a word-processing program. I could make a
menu” disk for each machine, or I could create just one for a
network,

4. Ican, therefore, reduce the number of user aides I need on hand,
eliminate the need to check out software (and spend less on
software by getting network versions), reduce the number of
printers, and create one easy-to-follow menu system for the
whole lab.

The only disadvantages you can think of are the cost and more cable
clutter, for there would be v.ie more cable on the flocr. Otherwise,
everything would run the same as before, and each microcomputer
could still be used independently of the network. Your conclusion: a
network looks promising and possibly worthwhile.

However, the setup envisioned by this lab director sounds sophisti-
cated, and it is. A nonnetworked microcomputer lab can be managed
by the average computer-literate teacher, a network :.eeds a techni-
cian. Someone has to design and support the whole web of software
and peripheral sharing. Even if a teacher is willing and able to take on
the job, he or she probably will not have the time or be available
constantly. With.ut technical support, network abilities will be under-
used and the investment wasted.

Communication: Moving toward Collaborative Writing

From a time and money perspective, the idea of a network is intrigu-
ing, but not compelling. But let us see what networks can really do.
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Computers, alone, make writing easier because the writer can ma-
nipulate and display text easily. Computers in a network open the
possibility of shared text. Teachers and students can actually work
dynamically with emrarging text in class. This may not sound
earthshaking at first, but that is only because we have become ac-
customed to the limitations (and the slow feedback) of the traditional
writing classroom.

When teachers in a traditicnal classroom assign in-class writing,
they may wander about the room, peering over the shoulders of
students, but they are not able ‘o interact easily with students or to
comment on their writing.

In a computer lab equipped with a video-switching network,® you
as teacher can wander and peer while sitting at your own computer—
without having to struggle through iliegible handwriting. Through the
video network, you can, for example, provide immediate feedback to
one student, then display his or her work to all, and, finally, display
your own way of writing the same passage. While you display work,
you can comment aloud. This sharing of work is a first step toward
peer review and a more collaborative approach to teaching writing.

You can move a step further toward collaboration by using a “’real”
network, which allows data transfer between machines.® The video
network displays work, but each person’s work is kept separate at his
or her station, as if each person has a separate chalkboard, the "real”
network allows for a mingling of work, like sharing one large chalk-
board. Thus ability introduces a whole new kind of writing classroom.

Existing Collaborative Programs

A few educational and research facilities have begun experimenting
with cooperative work using a shared workspace. The ““cooperative
work” done by computer scientists is a process similar to the “collab-
orative learning” in which writing teachers and students engage.
Several examples are described below.

One network vendor includes a “CB”—"citizen’s band” ——utlhty
with its network.!? This utility—intended for office communication—
has become the workhorse for a new approach to teaching wniting or
networks in universities. At the titne this chapter is being written,
thereare four colleges and universities that are using the communica-
tion utility. Ohlone Community College in Fremont, California, the
University of Minnesota, Northern Virginia Community College in
Annandale; and Gallaudet University in Washington, D.C., several
other universities are getting started. Behind this movement is the
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ENFI Project (English Natural Form Instruction®, which originated at
Gallaudet University.

The CB utility allows students and the teacher to “talk’’ to each other
on their screens. They type a message in a little private window at the
bottom of their screens (the window is an area of the screen where they
write while other things are happening in the rest of their screen; that
is, the computer processes the two windows separately). When they
finish writing, they enter a command, and the message moves up to
the main window. Everyone sees the messages in the main window.
The program attaches the writer’s name to each message, and the
“Conversation” scrolls up the screen like a play dialogue.

Combining this interaction ability with the display ability of the
video network produces the tools for true collaborative writing. Now
writing can serve as a means of communication. The computer supplies
the missing link between speaking and writing. We can use writing for
many more purposes than just producing something for evaluation
because we have opened the whole spectrum of social writing.

Imagine in your own class that students sit at computer stations
instead of desks. Instead of only talking to them, you can also write to
them. Your written discussion itself becomes a model of writing, you
can instantly demonstrate writing samples that the students see on the
screen before them; they see you writing, a new experience for them;
you can all jointly freewrite, brainstorm, and organize. In short, this
particular network application, the communication utility, offers revo-
lutionary possibilities to the writing teacher.

Another approach to shared-workspace cooperative work was de-
veloped at X2rox Palo Alto Research Center (PARC), the developmen-
tal site of many innovations, including the Macintosh interface. This
program, Cog Noter, allows students and the teacher to brainstorm and
organize ideas collaboratively. Instead of writing a message, each
participant uces a mouse? to pusition a phrase or aword anywhere on
the screen. To clarify a particular phrase, a participant writes addi-
tional text in a separate window which others can “open.”12 To indi-
cate that an explanation has been added, the original phrase now
appears in boldface cn the screen. When participants agree the screen
is full enough, or they run out of ideas, they start drawing lines on the
screen to connect related ideas, forming a kind of “mind map,”” which
participants use when writing an outline for a paper.

These are only two examples of collaborative work on networks.
Software supporting collaborative work is becoming common in the
business world. Companies are beginning to perceive that using com-
puters to support work-group collaboration provides a competitive
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edge, according to Robert Johansen of the Institute for the Future. At
meetings, one persor may sit at a computer with a projector and help
organize the meeting by using such software as The Consensor or The
Option Finder, or simply by using a database. Voice-data transmission
is also growing in use, to support meetings at a distance. There are
many presentation preparation programs available, such as Power
Point, More,and MacDraw, whichimprove collaboration. Some software
helps groups do their calendaring, speeding up consensus. Some
programs foster collaborative writing, such as For Comment, Compare
Write, Manuscript, Red Pencil, and Build. These keep track of drat.s,
identify who added what, and generally support group editing of
manuscripts. WordPerfect and Microsoft Word will offer some group-
oriented features soon. More adventurous are the programs that allow
s een-sharing, such as In Synch, Carbon Copy, and Interceptor. True
coprocessing of shared data is difficult to program, so this area will be
slow to develop.

Up until now, two people sitting next to each other could work on
the same legal pad, three could share a white board, but larger groups
did not have a convenient collaborative medium. A writing teacher
could move toward collaborative learning, but collaborative writing
remained out of reach. Now, networks bring that ability within reach.

Possibilities for Networked Classrooms

It does not take a visionary to see the possibilities inherent in a shared
workspace for impreving writing instruction. For example, teachers
who use the writing-process approach to teach composition often
encourage their students to freewrite as a way of coming up with a
topic for a paper. In a traditional class, the students are on their own,
using pen and paper. Even in a computer lab, students are mostly on
their own. Some computer pre zrams coach freewriting by prodding
and by providing advice and text-management tools, but the student
still does all the thinking.

With a CB-like utility, students and teacher can freewrite together,
throwing their ideas into a common “pot.” The blank-page (vr blank-
screen) trauma is eliminated. Or the teacher can create smaller work
groups by having students team up on the network. On a private CB
channel, they jointly brainstorm the topic, heeping the emerging text
in one window and typing to each other in a second window, trans-
porting phrases between windows at wili.

Using the network’s displaying and manipulating abilities, the
teacher can also demonstrate his or her own text-generation process,
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explaining the thinking process as he or she freewrites, brainstorms,
composes, revises, and edits. Normally, students see static examples
of writing; the network allows them to see a dynamic model of the
writing process.

These examples only hint at the power of the computer as a manager
of classroom communication. The success of the network applications
described above, and these are just examples, depends on a new and
different approach to teaching. Attempting suck applications will fail if
teachers simply transfer their normal teac'ung approach—their syi-
labuses, goals, and manner—to the network. Changing the medium,
as Marshall McLuhan warns us, changes the message.

Training for Collaborative Work

In preparation to use this new network approach, teachers first need to
become familiar with coliaborative learning. Shifting to the network is
a dramatic shift in the Jocus of activity and control, which the teachers
need to welcome and not resist. If they understand the value of the
shift, they will make the shift more readily.

The issues teachers generally bring up when starting to use net-
works coliaboratively are “coverage” and controi. They find as they
give over some control to the students, they often cannot stay strictly
with their syllabuses, they have lost the absolute control they had over
pacing. Those teachers who prefer having control and going strictly by
a syllabus, therefore, will not take very well to collaborative learning,
even without computer networks in the picture. One teacher lamented
that before switching to the network, she had stood tall in her class. All
eyes were on her as she lectured. “Now, I'm just one line among
many” on the screen. Even teachers who claim to prefer ““student-
«2ntered” education are bothered when it actually happens. Teachers
have to be prepared for changes like these when they move to the
network. They have to alter their expectations, syllabuses, strategies,
manner, and sometimes their understanding of what education
means.

The best training approach, therefore, is to combine forces with
those who are behind vther compusition th=ories, such as collaborative
learning, writing across the curriculum, or the writing process. Form
an alliance by showing how computer networks can implement one or
more of these theories. Select teachers to train fiuin those who are
already interested in trying a new approach in (lass. Combine traming
in use of the network with training in the new approach.
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During your training sessions, do not separate technical training
" fromtheory. If you do, those who believe they can transfer their usual
teaching practices intact to the network will have that belief mis-
leadingly reinforced.

A number of universities are using the network approach to teach-
ing writing (the ENFI method), and staff members at these schools
may be able to help in setting up a training program. the University of
Texas, the University of Minnesota, New York Institute of Technology,
Carnegie-Mellon University, Northern Virginia Community College in
Annandale, Gallaudet University, Lehman College of CUNY, Ohlone
Community College in Fremont, California, and the University of
Southern Mississippi.

Gallaudet University, at this writing, is preparing a teacher manual.
Formal training in the ENFI method is offered at Gallaudet in June of
each year. At that time, we meet for three days from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00
p-m. and alternate between discussion of writing theory—writing
process, collaborative writing, writing across the curriculum, natural
language acquisition—and practice on the network. We demonstrate
how a teacher can use the network to interact dynamically during
collaborative work on invention, for example. We also prepare trainees
to adjust to the grammar of “talking” on the network, where time is
altered and patterns of group interaction (taking turns, especially) are
disturbing and unfamiliar at first.

We compare the goals and dynamics of the traditional classroom,
based on a model of education as knowledge transfer, with the net:
worked classroom, where knowledge is socially constructed, and we
demonstrate the practical ways that this is so—students are able to
write to a live and present audience, and group collaboration redu. s
the artificiality of the traditional writing classroom.

After this three-day period of intense theory and practice, we have
follow-up one-day training sessions before each semester begins,
when teachers are feeling auxious. At the end of the year, we have a
debriefing session. One-day training «orkshops also have been given,
out these were not as effective. Ve al<o have experimented with
tuition charges. When we first began the network project on campus,
we paid the teachers to attend training, now our trainees pay he
tuition themselves and receive continuing-education credit.

Summary

To summarize, the following guidelines seem most effective in estab-
lishing a networked classroom:
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1. Choose the already converted.
2. Combine theory and practice.

3. Demonstrate the teacher’s loss of contrul to prepare trainees for
that experience.

4. Build in follow-up workshops.

It is important to remember that when computers are networked,
they cease being like fancy typewriters and take on new powers. the
power to change how people relate to each other and the power to
speed up classroom processes. Both powers can be brought to bear on
the writing classrouin, but only with training that 1s far different than
the usual computer training. The normal computer training is like
learning to drive. you still move alung the ground but faster, training in
networks is mor, like learning to fly. you have to become comfortable
in a new medium.

Notes

1. There areriany kinds of networks. Luse “network” here to mean a loal-
area network run :ntirely vn persvnal umputers. In educational institutions,
these networks ¢ usually hmited to one reom, though they can extend
several hundred fuet. Local area networks require cabling between work sta-
tions, software at each station, and oft :n « file server (a computer with a hard
disk).

2. Peripherals are equipment that 1s “peripheral” to or outjide of the
central processing unit, including the disk drves, display unit, and key buard
as well as printers, mudems, omputer projectors, and other add-on devices.

3. Electronic mail lets you write a message to one, two, or more people,
which they canread at their leisure and then pnnt uut, saveon a disk, ot delete.

4. Laser printers look and act like photocopiers. They produce camera-
ready copy quickly and quictly, mal.ng themideal for the wnung lab, exwept
that they currently cost up to ten times as much as inexpensive dot-matrix
printers.

5. Print jobs du not get muxed up because the netw urk autumatially creates
a print queue, taking each job in turn,

6. One iaser printer can do the work of five to ten dot-matrix printers.
Lasers use regular copier paper, chmunating thuse hittle syuibbles of tractor fed
paper edges, the need to change nibbons, awhward paper feeding, and all that
noise.

7. A menu is a list of uptions The student merely has to press one key
(usually) to make his or her choice.

8. A video switching network houhs tugether only the video displays,
allowing the work dune at vne ompuatet to be display ed at another. This hind
of network custs less than half of what a regular network wsts. Since it allows
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the teacher to stay at one station and to share work, 1t has important teaching
advantages.

9. A “real” network wires together the processing unuts of the computers,
which allows people to create joint text, so it is a step up from the video
network.

10. Fox Research of Dayton, Ohio, sells the CB utility u:: 10Net in the United
States and around the world. CompuTeach, of Washingion, U.<., sells CB-like
software (“CTC"—CompuTeach Classroont) for other netwcrks. Classroom Com-
municator is another coiamunication utility.

11. A mouse supplements the keyboard, either replacing some key func-
tions or adding a free-form abulity, it can be used on all brands of computers.

12. Before you “open’ a window on a computer screen, you see only the
“foreground,” like seeing only the inside wall of your house. Opening a
window means that a rectangle opens somewhere on the screen, and you see
“background”’ information, but you do not lose the foreground, like looking
outside your house through a window even though you can still see the inside
wall. The window blocks out part of the screen, but it does not permanently
affect that part. Once the window is closed, there is no trace of it.
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20 Computer-Supported Writing
Classes: Lessons for Teachers

Cynthia L. Selfe, Michigan Technological University

Billie J. Wahlstrom, Michigan Technaclogical University

Computers change the way we plan and teach writing in writing-
intensive classes within the English curriculum. Teacher-training pro-
grams nieed to allow time for teachers to share pedagogical experiences
so that they can discuss those changes. Without such exchanges, each
teacher operates in an instructional vacuum.

This chapter describes what happens in different kinds of com-
puter-intensive courses. We discu.s suggestions for planning and
teaching such courses, and we outline the advantages and disadvan-
tages we see to using computer support in these writing-intensive
courses. We focus on the so-calle]' computer classroom, the kind of
classroom/laboratory that houses a s afficient number of computers for
an entire class to use Curing a class session.

Background: Comnputers and Writing Classes

Classroom/laboratories allow teachers to make use of what they al-
ready know about s «~h strategies as prucess-based writing instruction,
the use of multiple drafts, assignments designed to produce expressive
transactional writing, peer feedback at all stages of students’ writing
processes, frequent teachei -student and student-student conferences,
the carefully planned and structured use of journal writing, and vcca-
sional nongraded writing assignments.

If the computers in these settings can be netted, or linked, together
electronically, labs can also provide additional instructional advan-
tages for writing-intensive courses. Students can, for example, use the
“private”’ section of the network to store initial drafts of a piece, journal
writes, expressive discourse, or notes in files where access is protected
by a personal password. Students can also use the network to share
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work at later stages of the composing process by posting their papers
on a “public” section of the system so that their peer-grozp members,
classmates, or teachers can respond to or critique their wuik. Teachers
can use the network to store their lecture notes or class handouts,
making them available in “read-only” files for students who have
missed class. )

Teachers are already using computer classrooms in a variety of
ways. Some teachers prefer to provide their students with the choice of
using the classroom/lab on a walk-in basis, other teachers actually hold
classes in the facility or require every student in their classes to do all
written assignments on the netted computers.

Planning Computer-Supported Writing Courses

Most instructors agree that planning an cffective writing-intensive
courseis nearly as difficult as teaching it. Computer-supported writing
courses present additi.nal difficulties. They require all the planning
that traditicnal writing courses do, and give~ that most professionals
in our field often have limited experience in teaching with computer
support, the decision to use computers means that special attention
needs to paid to their vole in the class. We recommend three unique
considerations for planning computer-supported writing courses. de-
ciding if a course would be improved by computer support, deciding _
how and to what extert computer support would be used, and decid-
ing how computer support would change both the nature of written
assignments given and the teacher’s response to them.

Will This Course Be Improved vy Computer Support?

One of the early lessons we have learned in wrestling with curriculum
design in the wake of the computer revolution is that computers are
not right for every course, every teacher, or every student. In fact,
unless the use of coraputers has distinct advantages for presenting the
course content, assisting teachers, and aiding students, the additional
work involved in redesigning a class may not be worth the effort.
Content has to figure as a central concern for teachers who plan to
integrate computers into a particular course. Classes, for example, that
require highly personal journal writes, that involve constunt risk tak-
ing in writing assignments, or that stress the use of field notes do not
always prove to be the best choices for ceemputer support. Often the
writing one in such lasses involves additioral privacy requirements
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or on-the-spot writing that could not be supported by the semi-public
classroom/lab to which many students find themselves assigned.

In addition, classes requiring students to learn other kinds of so-
phisticated elect onic equipment (such as video-production classes
mwolving the use of complicated cameras, computerized character
generators, mixers, and sound systems) might also be less than op-
ti.nal choices, despite the fact that they might be writing-intensive
courses. Computers take time to learn, even when word pracessing is
the only application involved, and it is imp ortant to be realistic about
the out-of-class time students are asked to commit.

The classes which seem to benefit most from computer support are
those which involve a great deal of writing and which stress writing
assignments that can be done during the hours the classroom/lab is in
operation. Obvious choices include basic, technical, and business writ-
ing classes, as well as courses in style, grammar, journalism, or ad-
vanced composition. Courses in such areas as philosophy, communi-
cation, or art history in which subs!..ntial interaction occurs between
the teacher and the student or among students about what they have
written may also benefit from computer support.

Teachers as well as students should benefit from the addition of
computer support to their classes. Unless computers facilitate some
aspect of planning, teaching, or evaluating course materials, no in-
structor will choose to incorporate them into his or her class. Com-
puters can provide several personal advantages. If, for exanple, a
course involves the extensive use of structured journal writes, the
computey <7 > be a boon to the instructor. It is much easier on a
teacher’s ey s (and the back if she or he has to carry home thirty 200-
page journ.ls) to have stucents write their journals on computers.
Printed type, whether on a computer screen or on a printout, is easier
to read than handwriting and makes grading go much quicker.
Twenty-five computerized journal assignments could also be stored on
a single disk and carried home or to the office for a grading session.

Computers can also be helpful in communicating and conferencing
with students, especially when the computers are in a actwork. Mail-
buxes for both teachers and students can be up on the netw ork so that
messages abou* drafts, writing assignments, and conferences can be
sent ar. < received electronically. Drafts in progress can be reviewed
electronially when st. ients leave them on the network for their
teachers, and une-on-one conferences can be conducted more effec-
tively when teachers and students can experiment with text revision
on the computer screen.
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Finally, computer support has to provide benefits for the studentsin
cur courses. Because many computer classes carry with them both lab
fees and the burden of learning a word-processing system, students
are likely to avoid computer-intensive courses until they are convinced
such classes offer distinct advantages.

Inactuality, studen’s seem quick to se: the advantages of computer-
intensive courses. In many cases, stud:nts themselves identify the
benefits they see in taking such classes. At Michigan Tech, for exam-
Ple, our students mention frequently that they value the chance to
learn or to use a word-processing package even though doing sv wsis
them increased time and effort in connection with a class. They report
that writing, revision, and proofreading done on tke computer are
easier and faster to accomplish, that they prefer “doing papers on the
computer” to composing on a typewriter, that screen copy and printer
copy are easier for them to read than handwritten copy, and that
computer use would be important for them ia the future “on the job.”

Our students have also mentioned that they enjoy the increased
level of collaborative writing activity some co~puter-intensive writing
courses provide. They like the electronic exchange of drafts that allows
them tofit peer critiques into their busy schedules and to comn unicate
with teachers or with each other. They also enjoy working in the lab,
which provides the space for a ready-made writers” community com-
posed, at least for a term, of all the students in the class.

How and to What Extent Will Computer Support Be Used?

Planning a writing-intensive class involves defining an appropriate
degree of computer support. Ironically, such definitions vtten prove to
be quite complicated because of the wide range of choices available to
teachers who elect to use compuiers in their classes. Most depart-
ments, in designing their computer-supported wniting facilities, opt
for maximum flexibility. They create a room that can accommodate a
large group of students, for teachers who choose to hold class sessions
inthelab, orindividual students, for teachers who prefer to let individ-
uals use the lab wuring out-of-class hours.

This flexible classroom.lab setup can be used in a number of ways.
For some classes, all students can be required to use the facility for all
writing assignments. Such an arrangement assures that every class
member as well as the teacher has access to the same kind of computer,
a common word-processing system, and a central location for
electronically storing and retrieving text. For other ciasses, computer
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support can be optional; therefore, students who have their own
computers or access to a roommate’s computer can use the machines
they prefer.

To distinguish between the two approaches, we can label such
classes “computer-intensive” and “computer-supported,”’ respec-
tively. Both kinds of classes have advantages and disadvantages.
Computer-intensive classes have the advantage of employing a com-
monsystem on which all class members and «ne teacher can work and
exchange text. Teachers can then elect to meet with their students
during class hours in the classroom/lab or choose to hold classes in a
conventional classroom setting and simply require students to do all
written assignments un the computers during out-of-class hours. Be-
cause both teachers and students use a common system, the exchange
of text, assignments, and messages is enhanced.

However, disadvantages to this arrangement are also evident. At
Michigan Tech, for example, each student in a .omputer-intensive
classis required to pay an accompanying lab fee of twenty dollars per
term to offset the cost of expendable supplies. Tcachers of such classes
generally felt obligated to learn to vperate the computers themselves in
order to help their students with the assignmernts when questions
arise. Students in these classes, even if they did have access to another
computer, had tolearn our system and to «_.nplete assignments in the
semi-public setting of our computerlaboratory, unless their ccmputers
were compatible with those in the lab.

Computer-supported clavses have the advantage of allowing for
more choice. In these classes, students have the option of using the
facility to support their out-of-class work on assignments. Students for
whom the lab fee is too much of a financial burden cen €lect not to r'se
the lab iliat term. In such classes at Michigan Tech, only a third tot, .ee
quarters of the students in any given class choose to use the facility. As
a result, teachers do not necessarily fecl obligated to learn the com-
puter system. Without a common system, however, we found that
teachers ard students could noteas." change drafts, finished prod-
ucts, or assignments.

Even among computer-intensive classes, there is room for remaik-
«ble variation in planning writing assignments. Courses that follow a
lecture-and-discussion style do not seem to lend themselves to a
computer classroom/lab setting. Computers in such courses can be
used to support only the written work done during out-of-class hours.
Some classes can meet in the lab during sessions when peer-group
critiques are being conducted. Students can conduct peer-group cri-
tiques more easily with the electronic aid of the computer network. In
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still other classes, every session can be conducted in the computer
classroomv/lab, and students can be required to complete all written
assignments, both in and out of class, on the computers in the lab.

Decisions on this matter are best determined by the course content.
For example, when much of students’ in-class time is spent writing
and rewriting short, stylistic exercises, these short in-class writings can
often be done more quickly with we aid of a word-processing pro-
gram, and the resulting products can be more easily shared and
critiqued using the computer network.

How Will Computers Change Writing Assignments?

In planning for compuier-supported writing classes, it is also neces-
sary to rethink the assignments that were designed for use in a
traditional classroom setting. Adding a component of computer sup
port even to those courses which a teacher has taught many times
requires changes both in the assignments given and in the ways in
which teachers respond to these assignments.

Much of what we, as teachers, take for granted about giving writing
assignments in a traditional classroom changes when we move into a
computer-supported classroom. Assignments, for exampie, no longer
have to be printed out in hard-cepy form—no dittos, no stencils, no
photocopies need to be used. All assignments can be stored and
displayed on the network in a comput r classroom/lab. Students can
then access the assignments and choose whether to read them on the
screen or in hard copy. For other classes, writing assignments can be
available in both hard-copy and electronic form. Exceptionally long
as 3nments or assignments accompanied by model student essays
can be stored on the computer to reduce the cost of reproduction.

Preparing for written assignments that ar: to be delivered to the
teacher in an electronic form also requires some new pla.uung strat-
egies. Writing assignments of this kind need to includ.. instructions
about how to label electronic drafts with names that allow the teacher
to recognize the file easily on the electronic network. For instance,
drafts of exercises handed in to the teacher on the computer network
can be identified with the number of an exercise and the student’s
initials. EX12.LMS. Journal entries can be stored in each student’s file
with a designation indicating the date submitted: Journal.216.

Teachers also need to consider the rhetorical nature of the writing
assignments in connection with appropriate computer support. In
some courses, given the personal and speculative nature of students’
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journal entries, especially if they deal with such issues as ethics and
responsibility, individuals can be required to store written assign-
ments under secret passwords in invisible subdirectories on the com-
puter network so that no unauthorized readers could access them.

Privacy also needs to be planned for in classes which involve stu-
dents in group writing projects. If, for example, student groups com-
pete against each other in producing an effective brochure involvin,
integrated text and graphics, teachers might want to suggest that each
group keep its writing on a “’private” floppy disk that is accessible only
to other students in the same group. In classes where students pro-
duce transactional prose or are encouraged to share their writing in the
draft stage, elaborate precautions might not be necessary, although
students in all supported classes probably should be encouraged to
keep their important or personal files on a “private” floppy disk.

Teachers’ responses to student writing also have to change when
classes become computer-intensive. This is especially true in courses
requiring students to hand in electronic copy. How does one mark an
electrnic essay, for example, when the teacher’s input 1s printed in
the same type as the student’s writing? In clas.es for which teachers
have to mark electronic copies, we need to develop computer-based
strategies for responding to written assignments. Many of these strat-
egie ca...ahe advantage of the computer’s large storage capacity. If a
teacher wants to keep students’ drafts unmarked and intact to encour-
age their sense of ownership of their writing, then the instructor can
electronically make two copies of the file containing each student’s
draft. The basic file name remains, but the teacher adds his or her
initials or another symbol to the version that will contain his or her
remarks.

Other response strategies can use the computer’s ability to display
textin different colors. With some computers and software, it is quite
=asy to access a student’s file on the computer network and to display a
response to this text in a strikingly different color. Teachers can also
respond in all capital letters (by pressing the “caps lock” key), di.play
responses within the lines of a text (by using the “insert” key), and
identify particular text components by making them blink or appear in
a different color on the screen. Students quickly learn these tricks and
invent many of their own, and papers often resemble Fourth of July
fireworks after extended teacher-student exchanges. Thus, even
though we might lose some of the ease assuciated with wnting directly
on a student’s paper in the ink of our choice, we gain, after a bit of
thought, a whole new repertoire of responses.
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Teaching Computer-Supported Writing Courses

Although planning a computer-supported writing curriculum is a
complicated matter involving considerations of teachers, students,
and course materials, teaching within such « curriculum can be equally
as challeng: 1g. Just as the addition of computer support changes the
way in which teachers have * prepare for their courses, 1t also alters
tke way in which these classes are conducted—affecting the location of
classes, the nature of class sessions, and the focus of classes.

The Location of Computer-Supported Classes

An important issue involved with teaching computer-supported
courses is the location. When teachers decidr to use the more intensive
forms of computer support in their classes, they have to think differ-
ently about how those class sessivas would work and where the
dasses would hest be conducted.

Often, the solution is that cornputer-intensive classes need to meet
in more than one location. A class could meet in the computer class-
roomV/lab for ¢ne class session each wed 'k during which students cri-
tique each other’s written assignments. For this class, the teacher
could reserve the classroom/lab and indicate the appropriate class
location on the course syllabus. For other classes, however, students
can work in a traditional classroom for part of the class session,
listening to a shortlecture or holding a discussion about an out-of-class
reading, and then adjourn to the computer classroom/lab to do an in-
dass writing activity, the results of which could be shared on the
electronic network. In such cases, teachers have to schedule courses in
traditional classrooms near the computer classroom/lab.

Location is an issue even for classes conducted entirely in the
computer classroom/lab. If this room is used both for classes and as a
place students can use on a walk-in basis, tcachers will have to post a
sign on the door indicating when students will be able to come in and
use the machines. If scheduling is not made clear, students w he never
meet with their classes in the lab may be unaware that other classes do
hold sessions in the lab.

The Nature of Computer-Supported Writing Courses

Instructors who teach a computer-supported, writing-intensive
course, especially one held in a computer classroomlab, quickly learn
that such classes are different in both nature and focus. The extent of
computer support in a course seems to be directly proportional to
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change in the nature and focus of that class. Increasing the computer
support L1 any particular course involves a concomitant commitment
to increased discussion about the new writing technology. Often
teachers devote five to ten minutes of each class period to a discussion
of computer-related concerns. Students have to be told, for instance,
how to label and date the electronic drafts they hand in so that the
teacher can recognize these files, how to back up drafts so that they
have “insurance” copies in case of an electronic failure; and how to
guard their computer journals against electronic plagiarism and voy-
eurism.

"Paperless’” courses, which involve a high level of computer sup-
port, require teachers to devote even more class time to a discussion of
technology. Students have to be taught, for instance, how to exchange
papers electronically, how to set up mailboxes on the network, how to
use increasingly complicated software packages, and how to respond
effectively to classmates’ electronic drafts.

The time spent on such matters is viewed both negativelv and
positively by teachers. Teachers beginning to teach computer-
supported classes often feel the time they spend discussing writing
technology takes away from the already limited time they have to
discuss course content or writing itself.

As teachers become m. e experienced in teaching such classes,
however, twothings seem to occur. First, they learn how to reduce the
time devoted to the discussion of writing technology by rerining the
strategies of computers within the framework of the class, commu-
nicating such strategies more efficiently to the students, and docu-
menting the techniques for the use of fellow teachers. Second, teachers
of writing are coming to realize that discussing writing technology is
an important part of the writing processes of students who use com-
puters. By showing these students various strategies for manipulating
and changing text files, protecting drafts, and using the computer to
exchange information, we are equipping them with the valuable,
process-based writing skills that they need for success in a world
where writing and information sharing are technologically controlled.

The Focus of Computer-Supported Writing Courses

Teachers, especially those whose classes meet occasionally or entirely
in the computer classroom.lab, are learning interesting lessons about
focus. As teachers in traditional classrooms, many of us are used to a
classroom environment that minimizes distractions and maximizes
focus on the teacher.
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In traditional courses, the teacher stands at or near the frc .t of the
classroom, lectures or gives instructions for small group discussions
and activities, and enjoys a relatively high degree of control over
students’ attention. Little is present in our traditional classroom to
distract students, as teachers, we choose when to write on a chalk-
board, when the students should split up into groups, and when those
groups should rejoin the larger class.

In a computer classroom, such a teacher-centered focus quickly
d'ssipates. The physical layout of the computer cdassrooim/lab and the
lure of the CRT are certainly two of the major factors fur this change in
focus. Many computer-supported writing clazsrooms across the coun-
try are set up with the computers facing each other in clusters so that
students can collabo: ate freely as they work on their electionic writing.
In a room without a real “front,” with no podium or teacher’s table,
teachers often feel lost. Contributing to this feeling is the difficulty,
especially for those of us who are short, of maintaining eye contact
with students who sit behind a CRT.

An additional factor in dissipating focus is the invit., nature of the
blank computer screen. Even students who are most attentive in a
traditional classroom setting cannot withstand the powerfully attrac-
tive draw of the computer. Teachers quickly discover that their intro-
ductory remarks, tailored for the relatively sedate atmosphere and
pace of a traditional classroom, are soon punctuated by keyboard
sounds, first from one corner of the room and then from another as
students are seduced into jotting phosphorescent messages on the
computer monitors.

Making the Switch to Computer-Supported Courses

Our initial attempts to guide an entire class through a computer-
suppuorted exercise were disconcerting. If twenty-five students started
at the same moment, all twenty-five would be at different stages of the
activity at the next moment. Students with extensive umputer experi-
ence would sprint ahead, quickly discovering huw to broadcast
electronic messages to their peers after completing a task. Students
without computer experience needed etensive help from the teacher
in getting the technology to perform. Those students somewhere in
the middle expenmented playfully with the new writing technology
and quickly left their teacher behind. Added to this whirlwind of
writing activity was the clatter of twenty-five keyboards and four
printers, which distracted even the most flexible teachers among us.
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The end result of these factors is that teachers learn slowly how to
modify their teaching styles when conducting classes in the computer
classroom. They may find themselves lecturing less and circulating
more among clusters of students seated at the computers. Those who
use the classroom/lab frequently will certainly discover how to give
concise directions abouta computer-supnorted writing task—covering
aspects of both the writing activity (purpose, audience, length, time
limits, collaborative work) and the necessary componenis of the writ-
ing technology (file names, necessary word-processing strategies,
electronic text exchange)—and then sit back and enjoy the wri*"
energy that consumes the students.

Guidelines for Computers in the Classroom

Some specific suggestions for procedures in a computer-intensive
classroom follow:

1. Have your handouts typed on a disk and put it on reserve in the
computer classroom/lab for your students. They can read the
handouts on the computer screen (a paperless classroom) or print
out hard copies as needed.

2. Put certain writing activities on a disk and use it for those class
meetings held in the lab. In one class period, for example, you
might plan to bave students meet in small groups and rewrite a
memorandum on the computers.

3. Put past quizzes, tests, and student papers on a disk and keep it
on reserve in the lab so students have access to valuable study
and writing guides for your class.

4. Have students write their journals un the computer. Put sample
entries (labeled “successfu’” or “not-so-successful”’) on a disk
and put it on reserve in the iab.

5. Set up a dialogue or letter disk on which students record their
questions about your class or write you letters, and keep it un
reserve in the lab. Once a week, you can -=1d these questions and
letters and respond to them by coinputes. Lome teachers might
want to put their responses on individual student’s disks, others
might want to respond on a public disk s that all the students in
the class can benefit from each other’s questions.

6. Ask your students to keep their disks in the lab so that you can
leave on-ine messages. Be sure to negotiate “privacy ” guidelines
with your class before you do this. Students may not want you to
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have access to disks which contain their rough drafts. They may
want to have separate disks for private and public material.

7. Schedule one class period in the first or second week during
which appropriate staff members can introduce your entire class
to the word-processing software. Schedule other class periods for
introductien to a spelling checker, a graphics package, or the
elecironic mail system.

8. Schedule a half-hour session in which you meet with a computer
expert in your department, school, or university to discuss alter-
native ways of using computers in your class.

Wherz Do We Go from Here?

The lessons to be learned from teaching cumputer-supported writing
classes ere not all pleasant ones. For teachers, the effort of adding a
computer-support component to a course generally requires a great
deal of time and flexibility —sometimes more than overworked faculty
are capable of providing. The choice of making this effort, however, is
no longer ours. Computers have already changed the way in which
humans communicate and exchange information, and our students
will be intellectually crippled unless we provide them with successful
strategies for using computenzed writing technology in their commu-
nication efforts.

As teachers of writing, we do, however, still have the choice about
how to use computer support in the teaching of writing-intensive
classes. To take full advantage of the new writing technology, we have
to take the time to describe vur classroom efforts to each other, share
our pedagogical suceesses and failures, and publicize the results of
systematic observations that grow out of computer-supported classes.




21 Evaluation of Computer-
Writing Curriculum Projects

Raymond J. Redrigues, Colorado State University

Once teachers have developed and implemented computer-writing
programs, they need to prepare for continuing evaluation—both pro-
grammatic evaluation and teacher evaluation. In both public schools
and universities, teachers new to computers need to be sensitized to
the problems that can arise wwhen computer projects and computer
classroom teaching are evaluated. If the complete project is being
evaluated internally, the problems are minimized. But frequently the
evaluators are external consultants, administrators unfamiliar with the
program’s goals, or curriculum-area spec.alists using evaluation in-
struments designed for noncomputer enviconments. Teacher-training
projects should prepare teachers to deal with the less than-ideal cli-
mate in which evaluation is likely to occur in their schools. They
should also help teachers begin to develop their own notions about
how evaluation of computer projects can best be accomplhished. In this
chapter I will review some salient points about curnculum evaluation
in general before suggesting an inquiry model for evaluating
computer-writing curriculum projects.

Background: Curriculum Evaluation

A standard approach to evaluating any curriculum project would be to
establish objectives and to conduct formative and summative evalua-
tions. However, whenever we attempt to evaluate any curriculum
program, we need to consider how puliticiced the process typically is.
Public schools are held accountable to such public agencies as Jdepart-
ments of educ...on and must answer to a myriad of demands for
improvement from pressure groups that include parents, national
professional organizations, business, industry, and legislators. In their
most simplified versions, the demands for accountability rely upon
product measures for their judgments rather than process measures.
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Thus, for example, standardized test measurements, :ather than actu-
al student writing samples, or demonstrations of editing skills, rather
than the development of ideas, may dominate curriculum evaluation
and thereby dictate curriculum.

Even at the university level, standardized measures dictate budget-
ary decisions. Thus, the number of student cred't hours generated,
grant proposals funded, and articles published are easily quantifiable
and therefore often count more in the evaluation of programs and
faculty than do quality measures, such as student satisfaction or ability
to think. Unlike public schoo! teachers, university professors must
deal with a complicated balance of tenure standards, proprietary turf
battles, and hierarchical struggles characterized by university-wide
committees and professorial ranks. Most university instructors, how-
ever, need not deal with the burden of constraints that limit the efforts
of public school teachers, constraints such as textbook adoption pol-
1cies, classroom discipline regulations, and limited time <o reflect and
work on curriculum development.

Public school curriculum development, which inust include evalua-
tion, typically follows a limited number of models. The most common
model is that identified with Ralph Tyler (1949). Lssentially, Tyler's
curriculum development model is characterized by a needs assess-
ment, the development of objectives, an accumulation of activities to
accomplish the objectives, . J evaluation of the curriculum, namely, a
determination of whether the objectives have been achieved. How-
ever, recent curriculum evaluation procedures have moved beyond
such mechanistic approaches.

Most recently, curriculum evaluation has focused upon a “clinical
supervision’ approach, an approach that emphasizes the teacher as
the key to any imp ovement in results. The literature and school
practices have emphasized clinical supervision as the means both to
determining the quality of instruction and to bringing about improve-
ment in instructionand, b,  2nsion, the curriculum itself. The most
common example of the cluiical supervision model employed by ad-
ministrators appears to be the “‘Madeline Hunter/UCLA Model,” a
model that includes observation of the teacher by a supervisor, analy-
sis of a “script’” or record of observations, determination of cause-
effect relationships, and then a conference between the supervisorand
teacher that is designed to reinforce what the supervisor views as
positive behavic. as well as the elimination of behaviors that do not
lead to positive learning. (See Educational Leadership 1987 for a series of
articles explaining the Hur r model and the varieties of coaching
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techniques that are used to develop teachers’ abilities and to recognize
that teachers are professionals and colleagues.)

In the current debate about curriculum development, including
evaluation, both the Tyler curriculum-development model and the
Hunter teacher-evaluation model have engendered criticism. While
criticizing the Tyler model, MacDonald and Purpel (1987) argue, none-
theless, that understanding the Tyler rationale is essentia: to under-
standing today’s curriculum-planning methodology since it 1« mains
the foundational and functional paradigm for the profession. How-
ever, they fault the Tyler rationale for ignoring the human dimensions
of teaching and learning and for being basew. upon classical economic
decision-making theory. Tus, the model carriec in it the ethos of vur
technical and engineering  .ure. The model further complements the
general climate of cost accounting, efficiency, and a.countability, with
its focus upon student and teacher competency, and fite perfectly with
metaphors of school as business or factory, metaphors that stress
quality control of the presumed product of schooling. student achieve-
ment. The model also len 25 itself well to certain political dimensions of
schooling, inasrauch as it clearly communicates a simple and logical
techaique to nonprofessionals, thereby functioning to serve the status
quo by focusing on what, not why. Efficiency becomes key.

Instead of the inaustricl approach of Tyier or the clinical supervision
approach of Hunter, MacDonald and Purpel favor an approach that
involves inquiry Their model is characterized by data gathering,
participant observation, and interpretation. The interpretation in-
volves considerable dialogue among the participants, requiring “intel-
lectual rigor, aesthetic sensibility, and free-flowing imagination. [The
dialogue] will very likely be conducted in a context of inadequate
information, insufficient understanding, differing interpretations,
thatis, with uncertainty.”

Because the Hunter model rests upon the notion of the supervisor as
expertand the teacher as patient, it has been criticized by such clinical
supervision theorists as Noreen Garman (Garman et al. 1982), who
argues for the supervisor to collaburate, to be a colleague, to provide
skilled service, and to act ethically, working with the teacher to con-
structknowledge about what happensin a classroom. We can conside:
this approach-to be-an “inquiry-based-evaluation”” model. With that in
mind, Decker Walker’s cynical view (1986) regarding the context of
computers in the schools is appropriate:

Itis, Tthink, the iniplementatior. problems that will determine the
type and extent of uses to which computers are put in schools, not
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the philosophical or theoretical claims and not the objective bene-
fits tobe gained fromany given use. Put simply, so long as matters
proceed through the existing channels of change in school pro-
grams, only those uses of computers will be implemented that do
not clisturb the older, more accepted, tried-and-true ways of doing
things.

Thus, teacher trainers will probably find themselves working in an
educational environment that emphasizes evaluation by objectives
and improvement of teaching through the expertise of the supervisor.
Yet we may be in the midst of a paradigm shift that suggests that
evaluation by objectives is artificial, that the process of change may be
more important than the change itself, and that the infiuit variety of
contexts within which computers are used to teach composition may
dictate how evaluation should be carried out. Ultimately, teachers
must determine criteria for evaluation at the onset of any computer-
writing project, and evaluators must work hand-in-hand with teachers
to understand the varieties of factors that may influence results in any
given classroom.

-

Inquiry-Based Evaluation of Computer Programs and Teaching

How should we go about evaluating computer-writing programs? To
du -elop evaluation procedures that have the greatest potential to effect
real, meaningful change, those who are responsible for evaluation
need to involve as many representatives as possible of the practitioners
who will use the technology. Curricular change has often been fol-
lowed by frustration when not everyone involved understood the
purposes for the change. “Well-intentioned, hard-working people
appear locked into a school structure that contradicts the expressed
goals of schooling,” Jeannie Oakes (1986) reminds us, she continues.

Unless research knowledge is supported by inquiry within schools,
local school districts, and state education agencies themselves, little
change is likely to occur. . . . Changing . . . will require the care-
ful, open, tolerant, and generous probing of the experiences,
assumptions, values, and knowledge of those whose lives are
most affected by it. students, teachers, administrators, and com-
munities.

Inquiry-based evaluation involves the participants in designing
their own questiuns about their teaching and seeking their own an-
swers. Inquiry-based evaluation needs to begin with .. careful explo:«
tion of the constraints surrounding whatever computer-writing project
is to be evaluated. What do the participants expect? Do teachers expect
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writing to iruprove? Do they expect their teaching to be easier or
harder? Do they understand the teaching conditions that will change
when computers are introduced? Do they know enough about both
writing as proce:s and the technologies to be employed—hardware
and »otiware? Have they had an opportunity to explore specialized
sofiware, such as invention or style-analysis software, and to judge the
value of that software against word-processing software for pedagogical
purposes? Do they know how much access to computers they and their
studerts will have? When teachers have been acquainted with and
helped to design such questions at the outset of the project, then they
can begin to gather the information that will help them answer the
questions and make critical choices when necessary.

What about administrators? What are their reasons for supporting a
comp ater-writing project? Some may be truly committed to improving
studeni writing. Others may recognize the public relations value of
having computers in the schools and may expect everything else to
remain the same. How do they intend to evaluate the teachers who are
lezrning how to employ the technologies within their teaching? Are
the administrator. willing to tolerate initial disruptions, unexpected
costs, and an evolving curriculumn? Most important for the political
future of the teachers, does the evaluation systerm that the adm.in-
istrators use .0 judge teaching ability reflect the conditions under
which teachers will most effectively teach writing with computers? Ifa
s -hool district is locked into an evaluation checklist that is based upon
some conception of the essentials of teaching, does the checklist reflect
conditions that can be expected in a computer-writing environment?
Teacher trainers can serve an important function here. that of educat-
ing administrators about what they can expect while preparing the
teachers to implement the new curriculum.

Both teachers and administrators should know what kinds of stu-
dents they will be trying to help, what their computer abilities are,
what their writin,- abilities are, and how they learn. Indeed, how can
the students help address t..c evaluation questions themselves? As the
project evolves, if teachers can be allowed and encouraged to ask their
own ques jons as informal researchers, then the evaluation itself will
-evolve from-the-results of that informal resea~ch. Teacher trainers can
help teachers and administrators frame the key questions, determine
how to gather appropriate observations, and establish a schedule for
addressing the data, reflecting upon what is discovered, and sum-
marizing the conclusions.

An inquiry-based evaluation system assumes a partnership of all
participants. Teachers, in both public schools and universitie.,, are,
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first and foremost, to be treated as professional colleagues. Dawn
Rodrigues and I saw teachers in the El Paso, Texas, School District
excited by the possibilities that were opened up to them. They beganto
view what they and we were doing as vital, as meaningful, and as
worth doing, not simply a fad that a couple of university types were
promoting and that administrators did not really want to support. The
administrators wisely recognized the enthusiasm of the teachers and
gave them the freedom to act. When encouraged and allowed to ask
their own questions, and when shown how those questions v-ill be
reflected when the computer-writing project is evaluated, teachers can
proceed on their own, weaning themselves from the teacher trainer
and setting a standard for administrators to follow.

Computer-writing projects have evolved at the same time that the
scheol reform movement has generated interest around the country.
The Holntes Group and the Carnegie Report have pi~ced an appropri-
ate emphasis upon the professiv. lization of teachers. Although it was
discussing collaborative mathematics projects, the Ford Foundation’s
- - - And Gladly Teach (1987) captured the essence of what I am arguing
for:

The larger issue is the degree to which teaching has been con-
ceived as a narrowly instrumental activity, improvable by “in-
service” days and other specific “technical fixes” aimed at updat-
ing the skills and knowledge of teachers. Good thinking, learning,
and exploration can only be done under conditions of high expec-
tations, firm support, and adequate time to struggle withideas and
talk about them with others.

In this context, evaluation as inquiry is ideally suited for computer-
writing projects, for evaluation becomes as much a process as is
writing.

To review the process of inquiry-based evaluation, first, botn the
evaluators and the teachers should approach the evaluation process as
ongoing classrouni research, research to construct meaning out of the
events that occur. Second, before any conclusicas may be drawn, the
context in which computer writing has occurred must be fully consid-
cred. And third, ultunately what matters is how and how well stu-
dents are learni1.g to write with computers, not the pros or cons of the
technology.

The rapid change in both technolog: and teaching techniques com-
plicates the _cene. Both early programs and machines soon became
technological dinosaurs—slow-moving, inefficient writing tools, For
example, the early Bank Street Writer interfered with writi . Excited
by what computers and early prugrams could do, teache.. , ent more
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time on computer-program evaluation rather than on evaluating
wheher those programs helped or hindered students learning to
write. Schools rushed to develop computer “literacy”” courses rather
thanto find ways that teachers could integrate the computers into their
classrooms. And even when computers were firstintegrated into those
classrooms, early computer enthusiasts hoped for a technological
“fix.” Naively, we assumed that the advent of computers would make
teaching easier, rather than change the ways that we teach (as reported
by Paul LeBlanc and Charles Moran in Chapter 9 and by other contrib-
utors in Part I).

Thus, thebest evaluative procedures that we use will involve careful
inquiry by both teacher and evaluator. Both must work with the
understanding that what they experience may change with the next
semester as a result of what they have learned about both the tech-
nology and the interaction of learners with that technology in a very
specific context. We can develop a set of guiding questions to help our

inquiry:

I. Hesv do the intentions of the computer-w riting program and the
context in which students write with computers complement
each other?

A. What intentions do teachers and administrators have for the
computer-writing program?
1. Teachers
a. Is the teacher’s purpose to teach writing as process or
some other purpose?
b. Does the teacher want to improve student writing or to
hope for a technologicai fix to classroom problems?
¢. Did the teachers initiate the program or did the admin-
istrators?
2. Administrators
a. Is the administrator looking for schoolwide improve-
ment or selected improvement?
b. Is the administrator committed to student writing or
merely fascinated with technology?
B. What is the context for computer writing?
1. Are computers available for all or some students at any
time?
2. Are computers in a common laboratory shared by others?
3. What other associated equipment is available?
a. Printers, modems, video-data projectors?
b. Nelw- cking capabilities?
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4. What is the quality of the software vis-a-vis writing-
process functions?
a. Centrality of word processing?
b. Reliance upon special software to supplement word
processing, such as prewriting programs?
c. Integration of style-analysis programs?
C. How will student writing be measured?
1. Attitudinal changes?
2. Mastery of writing processes?
3. Changes in student products?
4. Emphasis upon surface features or development of ideas?
5. Quality of revision?

Such a checklist can serve as much as an educational tool for faculty
being educated in computer-writing techniques as it can serve as an
evaluation device. Teachers and university instructors are still very
much in a transitional stage. As Dawn Rodrigues notes at the begin-
ning of Chapter 13, many English teachers and administrators have
not yet accepted writing-process theory as something that has to do
with the ways that writing can be taught. For th m, the advent of the
computer ..y be simply an opportunity to produce end results more
quickly and in more readable fcsm. Many administrators may still view
word processing as a device that will give their students more market-
able skills. They may suppoit computer-writing programs because that
seems an appropriate thing to do, rather than out of any belief in or
commitment to the opportunity to improve students” writing skills
while also changing the ways that teachers will teach.

In any training program, the issues raised by evaluation questions
cught to be confronted at the outset. By doing so, the teacher educator,
composition direct .. onsultant, or vitally interested colleag.e can
determine what expectatiuns the teachers and faculty have for com-
puters in the writing classroom. When those expectations are different
fromthose of the instructors in charge of the training, then the training
program will have tv be adjusted to bring the teachers and instructors
to a point where they can understand the opportunities that com.-
puters can facilitate.

Evaluation can bring about positive changes if it is ongoing, or
formative, rather than something applied at the end of a semester or
year—summative evaluation. In the El Paso, Texas, public schools,
Dawn Rodrigues entered the classrooms of teachers involved in the
project as a colleague, not as an external expert expected to make a
judgment about what she observ::d. When a teacher ashed for advice
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about how to involve a student who was not participating, Dawn
demonstrated by involving the student personally. When Dawn saw
somethirg positive occurring that the teacher might not have had time
tu notice, she called it to the attention of the teacher, and together they
tried to determine why it had occurred and how it might be replicated.
By treating the teachers as colleagues, Dawn showed them that she
respected their abilities and the:r knowledge about their own students
and the conditions under which they had to work. It was to the school
district’s credit that they were willing to support such long-range
evaluative efforts, such “coaching” (Educational Leadership 1987), for
too often school districts have invited consultants to present work-
shops without any opportunity to adjust the recommended methods
to actual classroom conditions.

Without evaluation permeating the development of a computer-
writing program, too many variables can interfere with its success.
Administrators or teachers of low-ability writers might assume that the
computer could never help those students see the joy of writing, be
motivated to write more, and improve through writing. At the other
end, writing teachers who work oniy with high-ability writers m’ jht
assume that these students already write well enough, and might not
help their students tap the full potential of the technology. All along
the spectrum of writing classrooms, some administrators and teachers
may look to the computer for automatic improvement of student
writing and -ay ubandon the computer when they realize that little
happens automalically aud that working with computers may actually
be harder than v-orking without them, but for the diligent admin-
istrators and teachers, the results will be better. And always, as edu-
cators of writing teachers, we must argue for their right to teach
differently, often having to give them the ammunition to fight for what
they believe in and to convince administrators, parents, and even
other teachers that our current ways of teaching may actually hinder
student learning once computers become part of the writing program.

MacDonald and Purpel (1987) summarize the good that can result
from collaboration throughout the curriculum process:

The hope is that this curriculum planning process will provide
liberating experiences that w.ll promote the personal and social
development of the curriculum planners. . . . the processis not to
be seen as prescriptive except in the sense that it is designed to be
in harmony with the educational framework. A key clement in this
model is that it provides a diversity, pluralivm, and most impor
tantly is intended to allow for openness. . . . Curriculum planners

. are also mnquirers and critics of educatior responsible for
conceptualizing and posing problems and issucs. . . . this process
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. is characterized by constant reexamination, research, and
reevaluation.

Such was the effort described by Sondra Perl and Nancy Wilson
(1987) as they became participant bservers when they attempted to
determine how effective their writing project had been. How else can
we work with individual teachers who, even in the same school, have
different personalities and different students? Any evaluation effort
must take such normal variations intv account and involve the teachers
as active inquirers, as classroom researchers who are willing to ask
questions and keep working.

In short, how we evaluate computer writing in the curnculum must
be based upon the contexts in which teachers teach. Those who train
teachers—whether through inservice sessions, in university classes, or
as colleagues working side by side—must understand how teachers’
efforts are judged. Just as the microcomputer in the classroom pro-
vides the opportunity for students and teachers to be collaborators in
learning to write and enables them to realize that we can often accom-
plish more in a writing task by sharing our efforts with others, so
computer-writing programs can bring together teacher educators, ad-
ministrators, and teachers. Together, we can collaborate to liberate
ourselves from artificial boundaries just as we liberate our students to
explore language more freely and to experience both a fascination with
the written word and a love for the fluidity of language through the
technological capacity of the computer.
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Appendix A:
Survey of Computer Uses
in English Education Programs

William Wresch, University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point

In November of 1985 NCTE’s Commuttee on Instructional Technology chose to
explore current practices in English teacher training. The committee was
interested in knowing if prospective teachers were recerving any tramng in
computer uses and, if so, what kind of training. As one part of that effort, the
committee mailed a survey to 1800 members of NCTE in the spring of 1987.
There were 176 teacher educators whu returned the survey, and their answers
have been summarized helow. Because the mailing list used included compre-
hensive members of NCTE, some high school English teachers also received
the survey, and many were kind enough to answer it as well. Their answers
were separated from the 176 listed below and were tabulated separately.

The survey was broken into three major parts. The first asked about the
English education methods course itself. The committee wanted to know if
romputers were becoming part of that course. The second part of the survey
sought to discover wuat kind of exposure tv computers Engiish majors were
receiving in their other English courses. The last part of the survey asked about
the school districts where student teackers were placed—were student teach-
ers finding computers there, and if so, how were they being used?

English Education Methods Courses

The following questions and respunses tu the survey pertan to the methods
courses.

1. Does your English Education Methods course contan instruction in
computer use? Yes = 89; No = 87
If so, please check areas of instruction:

Number Percent

word processing 76 85.4
software evaluation 42 47.2
CAI use 35 39.3
databases 9 10.1
spreadsheets 7 7.9
invention programs 30 33.7
spelling checkers 44 49.4
style checkers 25 28.1

other (please sperify) 12 13.5
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How many class hours during the semester are devoted to instruction in
computer applications? Average = 5.7 hours

3. Does your department offer a spe.ific class such as “Computer Applica-
tions in English”’? Yes = 12; No = 164

4. Place a check marl. in front of any maternals available for your majors.
Number
sample computer software 113
sample word processors 121
books on computer use in English classes 90
computers reserved for use by English majors 49
on-line database searches 59
graphics software 60
desktop publishing software 40
other (please specify) 11

5. If your students DO NOT use computers as part of English Education
Methods courses, what are the major reasons?

Number
lack of equipment 36
lack of training by EE faculty 48
lack of interest by area school districts 8
a determination by EE faculty that it is
unnecessary 7
other (please list) 37

60%: ""Covered in another course”
40%: ”No time”

While the number of methods instructors *vho indude instruction in cem-
puter use is only slightly greater than the wuber who do not, question 5
shows that many additional students are getting such instruction in other
classes. In sum, then, it would appear a su.bstantial majonty of English educa-
tion majors are getting training in computer use as part of their teaching

preparation. A .ber of respondents mentioned California’s new require-
ments in con. .teracy for teacher certification or similar requirements by
other states a - to this kind of training.

According . .on number 2, word processing is the major emphasis of
instruction suc. «ents receive. Spelling checkers were mentioned next,

possibly because they pose a special dilemma fur teachers, or pussibly because
they are increasingly built into word processors. The frequency with which
software evaluation was included as a major activity may result from the
normal inclusion of such instruction in computer-literacy classes.

While the average time allotted tu computer instruction was 5.7 hours, the
average masks major vanances from one college to another. The majonty of
instructurs rephed tha. they used two or three hours for cumputer instruction.
Opposing them were a small number of instructors who used eight, or ten, or
even fifteen hours for discussion of computers. As a result, the average is a
little misleading. It may be . ore acit ate v say that most instructors spend
approximately one week on comput ¢ instruction.

Question number 4 seem, to indicate a growing catalog of resources avail-
able to prospective Enghish teachers. Almost tw o thurds of respondents re-
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ported that sample word processors and other suftw are were available to ther
majors, and one half had begun to collect books un computer uses in English
classes. Fully one third of responding professors noted the availability of
graphics programs and on-line database scarches. The fact that such resources
are available, of course, does not mean that all students use them, but it dves
give some sense of the commitment of the institution.

As for the English education faculty who do not include computer instrue.
tion, more than half gave lack of their own training as a reason. Another
problem was lack of equipment. Less than 10 percent felt the traming was
unnecessary. Of those who gave “other’” as their reason for not including
computer uses in the methods course, a .common comment w as that there was
little time for such training in an already crowded course. Theirs was the
familiar question, “If I put computers in, what do I take out?”’ The other most
frequently mentioned “other” reasun for not induding computer uses was the
existence of a separate course where such material was already covered.

Allin all, responses to the survey indicated that computers had already
taken on a much larger role in presenvice teacher tramning than most observers
would have suspected.

English Department Attitudes

The questions pertaining to the attitudes of regular English department faculty
help explain why computer instruction was increasing in English education.
These questions were added to the questivnnaire to see if the experiences
future English teachers had in general English dasses were consistent with the
instruction they were receiving in their methods dass. The twoquestions from
this section demonstrate great consistency between student experiences and
department attitudes.

1. What is your perception of the attitudes of Enghsh faculty on your
campus? How would they feel about the statements below?
1 = strongly agree 2 = mildly agree 3 = neutral

f,

4 = mildly disagree 5 = strongly disagree

Average

a. English teachers should be able to use a word

processor. 1.82
b. English teachers should be able to program a

computer. . 3.95
¢. Computers are a passing fad. 4.37
d. Computers are a useful writing tool. 1.74
e. Computers will improve writing instruction. 2.59
f. Business {cachers, not English teachers,

should tcach word processing,. 3.81
8. There should be a designated computer writing

lab on campus. 1.90
h. Computers can be useful in uterary analysis. 3.18

2. As part of other English courses are your majors encouraged to use




284 Computers in English and the Linguage Aris

Number
word processors 113
on-line database searches 41
persenal databases 12
graphics software 18
other (please specify) 9

Several respundents rematrhed on the survey that iy were uncomfortable
trying to gauge the attitudes of fellow faculty, but the answers were consistent
enough to portray departments as ber ig generally pro-computer. There was
general agreement that Enghsh teachers should be able to wse a word proces-
sor, that computers are useful for writing, and that there skould be a computer-
writing lub on campus. These attitudes were supported by question 2, which
showed that ncarly two thirds of .. ..ponding uni ersities encouraged students
to use word processors as part of general English courses.

While respondents generally felt computers were usceful for writing, they
were much more neuiral on whether computers would help wnting mnstruc-
tion. One or two comments in the margn of the survey noted the lack of
empirical research proving the value of computers in wnting instruction.

Area School Districts

The third scction of the survey was an attempt to determine what kind of
student teaching expenience new Enghish teachers are having, A.c they en-
countering computers w hen they student teach, and of sv, for what purposes
are the cumputers being used? Teachers were asked to respond tu the follow -
ing questions based on the schuol Jistnicts where their students were placed as
student teachers.

1. What percentage of school districts have computers available for use in
English classes? Average = 57.8%

2. For those districts, what is the average number available pu. school?
Number
1-3 1
4-6 17
a computer lab 02

3. For those districts, what pereentage of computer time goes for cach of
these applications (estimate as best you can)?

Average
word processing 58.3%
grammar and spelling drills 20.7%
prewriting software 7.2%
spelling and style checks 6.0%
databases 1.8%
library searches 1.6%
other software (please name) +4.5%

4. What are the two or three computer programs you see fairly often n
English classrooms?
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Bank Street Writer 38
AppleWorks 31
AppleWriter 16
WordStar 11
WordPerfect

Fred Writer
MacWrite

PFS Write
MECCWriter
Writer's Helper
MagicSlate
Sensible Speller
Grammatik
Newsroom

Writer's Workbench

WWwWikkkk k1T 1. O

The number of reported school districts with computers available in English
classes seems incredibly high. The answer may be skewed because only
districts with student teachers were included, or it may be the question was
badly worded. Since the vast majonty of districts mentioned were said to have
a computer lab available for Enghsh classes, 1t may be thie respundents were
including any school in which a computer lab was available to English classe..
on occaston. Since sharing computer labs 1s becoming more common, this
would help boost the numbers reported in the survey.

The use of computer time by English classes seems cunsistent with other
surveys. drills are decreasing in popularty at the secondary level, while word
processing and other “tool” use of computers 1s gaining acceptance. In fact, if
the percentage for prewriting and revising programs 1s added to the word-
processing percentage, we see that over 70 percent of estimated computer time
goes for writing activities. If this figure 1s accurate, the computer 1s definitely
being used as a writing tool rather than for grammar drills.

This use of the computer 15 consistent with the software mentioned. Of the
fifteen programs listed most frequently by respondents, il are programs used
for writing. No drill program was mentioned more than once or twice.

Other Comments

The survey concluded with an opportunity for respondents to make any
comments they wished abou. the use of computers in an Englsh teacher’s
preservice experience. There were a few unusual respunses. One person felt
the survey was printed using an unpleasant type font (12-point Geneva).
Several people pointed vut a spelling error I made 1n the form. More ty pical
comments were these:

It's essential in my opinion,

Essential given WP presence in college and industry. . . .

Should be required. . . .

Many of my students already have computer skills.

oo much CAI software seems modeled after the worst instruc-
tional approaches.

DO
Do)
(V)
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Many preservice and inservice teachers are anxious about com-
puters.

I'wish I had more time for more training and for more inservice (for
myself).

Many demands compete for the swdents’ attention. Sume topics
will need to be dropped if we are to include enough computing
instruction to be useful.

Vital!

Usual complaint—what do we cut out of the curriculum?

Word processing is certainly useful to any wniter, but nght now [
don’t feel it is important enough to devote a substantial past of
an Eng Ed course to it.

Each teacher should be a competent user.

Area high schools surpass the university in this area.

English Educators should not act as if micros are going tu save
English Education. They aren’t.

English Education professors must become more knowledgeable
about computers and their use in English.

It's absolutely vital.

The trend is clear. . . .

Knowledge and evaluation of English software shuuld be part of
any valid methods course.

Besides commenting on the rule of computers in English education, some
professors offered suggestions fur helping preservice teachers gain more com-
puter ability. One instructor described using Enghsh education majors as
tutors in the college writing lab as guud preparativn. Anuther desunbed having
studentsdo all their own work un Lomputers su they would leamn about wnting
software through personal experience.

In general, the tone of all the responses was supportive of computers, if
somewhat cautious. Few respondents used the survcy as an vpportunity for a
tirade against technulogy. Many voiced regret that budget hrtations kept
them from doing as much as they wanted with computers. Many described
plans already in place to increase the rule of computers in their classes. All
respondents showed that the. were aware of cumputer uses in Enghsh and
hal given some thought to the appropriate vule of the machine 1n speafic
teacher-traii .ing courses. It is clear the profussi n 15 well aw are of the machine
and is moving to respond to it
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Irene D. Thomas, Fort Bragg, California

Lawrence Frase, AT&T Bell Laboratories

The Issues

Literacy has traditionally been the business of the Enghsh and language arts
curriculum. But literacy in *the information soctety in which we hve requires
more than books, paper, and pencils. Our schools lag far behinu in preparing
pecple to live and work in that society. Students must be introduced to and
must experience the technology they will live with, learn with, and eventually
work with. While the first rush was to computer literacy, mathematics, and
drill applications, prominent educators now realize that teaching “real-life”
application, such as word processing and database management, should oc-
cupy a higher priority. Indeed, our traditional notion of “literacy”” 1s being
redefined. The message changes as the medium does.

A global movement toward computer literacy exists in Italy, France, Japan,
and the Soviet Union. While the value of mandated computer literacy is
questionable to some American educators, the fact remains that students n
these countries will have more exposure to computers *han our students. And
their governments are assisting in ways that ours 1s not. Access to computer
technology represenis a major expense to schooi distncts, which have vanous
sources for basic funding. School budgets differ from state to state und even
from district to district within some states.

We all recognize that computers are a legiimate tool for the English and
language arts classes. However, we English teachers are faced with a two-leve!
problem. In acquiring access to computers for the schoul system and v.1thin the
school, the English teacher has to overcome barriers, not only thuse created by
fiscal restraints but also those caused by musconceptions held by admin-
istrators and other departments.

English ..ndlanguage arts classes need equal access to computers because a
computer is a language machine as well as a number machine. Word prucess-
ing suppports the wnting-prucess model uf instruction. With word processors,
students gain the ability to revise easily and to produce neat, legible copy.
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Additionaly, problem solving and critical thinking are as applicable to verbal
literacy as to computer literacy.

Strategies for Action

Computers are expensive equipment, and many schouls are vperating with
limited budgets because of declining enrollments and taxpayer demands for
lowered expenditures. Since the goal of providing computer access for Enghsh
teachersis such acomplex issue, guidelnes that might be followed by teachers
would be helpful. The following are some approaches that any classroom
teacher ndght find valuable.

Guidelines

First, explore all the possibilities available to you. Use research guides to help
brainstorm resources for classroom computer implementation. For instance,
the American Psychological Association publishes the Guude to Research Support,
which contains a wealth of information on funding from all manner of federal
and nonfederal sources. In addition, it contains advice on how to approach
organizations forsupport. Use the resources of national organizations, such as
NEA, to identify other funding sources. Many education organizations have
collected useful information on funding sources for the schools.

Work through professional computer organizations. The Amencan Federa-
tion of Information Processing Societies (AFIPS) has a projec zalled Tech-
nology in Education, which has run workshops at which computer specialists
helped teachers understand how to use computers in their classrooms and
what to look for when purchasing hardware and software.

Once you have begun to gather information, be sure to consider the pos-
sibility of acquiring computer access through some source outside the local
school system. Working through a large organization 1s helpful since grants
and awards are rarely made to individuals, they usually go to schools or larger
system units.

One idea is to contact businesses or industries with established computer
grants. In1981, corporations such as AT&T, Apple Computer, IBM, and Exxon
gave away $3 billion. Companies give grants for various purposes, and an area
representative from the company can put you in touch with appropriate
personnel. These programs change frequently, hence, current information 1s
essential. Even if an outright grant is not available, large discounts are often
available for innovative computer use in education.

Philanthropic organizations associated with industry could also be helpful.
Many large companies have employee organizations that teach computing,
give demonstrations, or provide other benefits for the general public. For
example, the Pioneers of AT&T are known for their community contributions.
The work of such people provides a community service that can be helpful to
the schools, especially in those areas with minority populations.

In addition to business and industry, charitable foundations are clearly
another potential source of funding. Many of these foundations are regionai.
In 1981, over 22,000 foundations gave $4.1 billion 1n grants. Chantable contri-
butions for computing have come frum the Murdock Chantable Trust (Wash-
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ington), the Pew Memorial Trust (Pennsylvania), the Hillman Foundation
(Permsylvania), the Cleveland Foundation (Ohio), the Gannett Foundation
(New York), and many others.

Another approach would be to explore contacts with researchers at univer-
sities and colleges. Often researchers can obtain funding that includes equip-
ment to be used for experimental purposes in the school. Experimental
research requiring the use of computers may also be carried out by state ur
regional education consortiums.

Find out what technological issues are included 1n the curncular guidelines
published by your state department of education. Investigate the legislation
and funding in other states (for example, California’s AB 803, Technology 1n
the Classroom Program, and Summer Institute). Urge your own legislators to
draftand implement similar programs. Letter-writing campaigns to state legis-
lators can be effective in those areas where most education budgets are denved
from state funds, while a similar campaign on the local level would be more
eppropriate where funds are mainly from local sources. Initiate a letter wnting
campaign to your legislators, citing the importance of computer instruction.

Since another face: of the issue of gaining computer access for English and
language arts teachers is the problem of increasing availability within the
system, take steps to familiarize all departments and the administration with
the necessity of using computers in the English classroom.

romote inservice workshops by local specialists who work with and un-
derstand the value of using computersin the classroom. Collect articles on how
word processing has been used in writing instruction, and arculate them
amongyour colleagues. Help teachers overcome “computesanxiety” by allow-
ing them to borrow a computer and software to take home over a weekenth.
Teacher exposure is the best way for teachers to decide how computers can
best be used in their curricula. Alternatively, purchase several word-
processing programs and encourage teachers to borrow one for personal
writing. Teachers who are comfurtable with word processors tend to see the
enormous impact this tool can have on writing instruction.

Another way to increase teacher knowledge of compute: use 1s to identify
schooldistricts in which a limited number of cumputers havebeen successfully
integrated into the English or language arts curriculum and ask representatives
from those districts to make presentations.

Excellent information can also be gained through having teachers attend
conferences. Insist that at least one representativ e from your school attend the
major computing conferences, such as CUE, and report back on information
learned. Assign a representative to attend computer-application sessions at
the majo. language arts conferences (NCTE, IRA, CCCC). Urge that your local
National Writing Project director devote a summer institute to the topic of
writing with computers.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: [




Editors

William R. Oates, Education Director of the
Amencan Welding Society, continues a unique
career rombining technology with education
writing and media work. After ten years as a
science writer for the ‘General Motors Research
Laboratunes, he taught mass communication at
Indiana University, the University of Alabama,
and the University of Miami. As an educator, he
pioneered apphcations o computer technology
to education in writing and journalism. His pre-
sentation at the 1979 NCTE convention was the
first ever made at an NCTE convention on the
subject of using computers n teaching writing,.
His eclectic career mirrors his four-degree edu-
cation (engineering sciences, journalism, mar-
keting, and mass communication). In addition
to his articles and monographs, from 1983 to 1988 he wroté a regular column
devoted to computer-based education for Journalism Educator. A continuing
member of the NCTE Commuttee vn Instructional Technology sinceits incep-
Li(())nkin 1981, he was chair from 1984 to 1987, during the development of this
ok.

Dawn Rodrigues 1s Associate Professor of En-
glish and Director of the Cemputer-Assisted
Writing Center at Colorado State University.
She has been a language arts consultant for com-
puter projects in El Paso, Texas, and in Denver,
Colorado. In addition to her journal articles, re-
views, and book chapters, she collaborated with
Raymond J. Rodrigues on Teaclung Writing witha
Word Processor and with Richard Gebhardt on
Writing. Processes and Intentions. She makes pre-
sentations regularly at meetings of NCTE and
the Conference on College Composition and
Communication and has twice been a consultant
for the CCCC Winter Workshop.
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Cynthia L. Selfe1s Assuaate Protessor of Com-
positivn and Commurucation at Michigan Tech-
nological University, where she directs the
undergraduate program in Saentific and Tech-
nical Communication. She has chaired both the
NCTE Assembly on Computers in English and
the NCTE Comnuttee on Instructional Tech-
nology and h +s served asa member of the CCCC
Executive Commuttee and the CCCC Commuttee
on Computers. In addition to her journal articles
and book chapters on computers, she s the au-
thor of Compuiter-Assisied Instruchion in Compost-
tion, Create Your Own and, with Gail Hawisher, a
co-editor of Critical Perspectives on Computers m
Zomposthion Instruction. With Kate Kiefer, she
tounded the journal Computers and Composition,

and now, with Gail Hawisher, she continues o serve as editor of that publica-

tion.
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Bruce C. Appleby is Professor of English and Professor of Curnculum and
Instruction at Southern Illinois University-Carbondale. He has taught at all
levels of instruction, from preschool through graduate school, and 1s currently
involved in an extensive inservice training program on literacy through hter-
ature, as well as an NSF-funded program on the use of wnting in teaching
biology. He spent a recent sabbatical in Australia, Thailand, and the People’s
Republic of China, training university and secondary teachers on the use of the
computer in teaching English compuosition. He is a former chair of the Con-
ference on English Education and former member of the NCTE Executive
Committee.

Trent Batson was an average, desperate teacher of writing as late as 1982,
when he disco "ered how his vwn personal computer changed s approach to
writing. Coming off a sabbatical year with greater than usual energy, he started
the ENFI Project (English Natural Form Instruction), using local-area networks
as a vehicle for rich collaborative work in college writing courses. The Project
soon had won a major grant from the Annenberg/CPB Project, an equipment
grant from IBM, and funding from the ADAPSO Foundation to help it spread
nationally. He continues to direct the ENFI Project from Gallaudet University.
He was a visiting professor at Carnegie-Mellon University in 1987-1988, and in
1989 he cochaired the Fifth Computers and Writing Conference.

Stephen A. Bernhardt is Associate Professor of English at New Mexico State
University, where he works with the graduate progranis in rhetoric and
professional communication. He has taught secondary English, worked with
school reform efforts in Illinois, and worked with a number of schools and
teachers on elementary and secondary curriculum dev elopment. He has pub-
lished articles on scientific and technical writing, computers and composition,
and teacher training in College Compositon and Communration, the Journal of
Technical Writing and Commaunicalion, Written Communication, and Research in the
Teaching of English. His current research interests mvolve hypermedia docu-
mentation and workplace literacy. He makes frequent presentations at NCTE
conventions and meetings of its affiliates and is active in the Society for
Technical Communication and the Association of Teachers of Techmical Writ-

ing.
Eleanor Berry works as an independent scholar in rural Wisconsin. Besides
computers and writing, her primary research interest 15 language and form in

twentieth-century poetry. She is writing a book tentatively titled Language i
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Modern American Poctry and serves as book review editor for the William Carlos
Williams Review. As a lecturer at the University of Wisconsin-Milwauhee, she
coordinated the English department microcomputer dassroom from 1983 to
1986 and trained teachers to use the classroom for a wide range of wnting
courses. Since receiving her Ph.D. from the University of Toronto in 1981, she
has published papers on prosody and poetic language in anthologies and
several journals, including Language and Style and Contemporary Literature, and
has made presentations on the topic of computers and composition and on
language and form in poetry at many conferences and conyventions, induding
ICCH, CCCC, MLA, and MMLA.

W. Edward Bureau is Supervisor of Language Arts in the Spningfield School
District (Delaw are County), Pennsylvania. He has taught ugh schoul Enghish,
graduate cuurses at Widener University, and numerous workshops 1n the
areas of writing teaching for thir.king, and computers. As a fellow of the
Pennsy vania Writing Project, he teaches school admunistrators how to imple-
ment successful writing and language arts programs. The fucus of lus doctoral
work in progress at the University of Pennsylvania 1s on elements of change
which influence successful implementation of language arts programs.

Barbara L. Cambridge is Associate Professor of English and Assodiate Depart-
ment Chairperson at Indiana University Purdue University at Irdianapolis.
She serves as Exccutive Director of the Indiana Teachers of Wnting, consul-
tant'evaluator for the National Council of Wnting Program Admunistrators,
and member of the NCTE Commission on Inservice Education. She 1s editor of
the Journal of Teaching Writing and has published on gender 1ssues in writing,
collaborative learning, and assessment in the undergraduate curnculum,

James L. Collins is Associate Professor of English Education at the State
University of New York at Buffalo. He has taught high schoul Enghsh and has
served as munographs editor for the New York State Enghish Counal. He has
been a member of the NCTE Standing Committee on Research and the NCTE
Task Force on Class Size and Workload 1n Secondary Enghsh Instruction,
Currently, he is a contributing editor for Compusition Chronlde and directs his
university’s Software Evaluation Project. In addition tu his articles, research
reports, and book chapters, he co-edited Wrihig On-Tme Uiy Computers n

the Teaching of Writing with Elizabeth A. Sommers.

Ulla Connor is Associate Professor of English and Cuordinator of English as a
Second Language at Indiana University -Purdue University at Indianapolis.
She has taught English, K-12, in two large school systems. She was co-
principal investigator in a recent research grant from the Exxon Edudation
Foundation to study cross-natonal trends in putsuasive hugh school wnting.
Her research findings have been published in such journals as Language
Learning, Text, and the TESOL Quarterly. She 1s co-editor of Writing across
Languages. Analysis of L2 Text and Coherence. Researchiand Pedaguy wal Perspectives.

Joan Dunfey is Instructor at Lesley College in Cambridge, Massachusetts. She
has taught English at the junior lugh, lugh schoul, and college levels and
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English education courses at the graduate schivol ley el. She 1s an actis e consul-
tant for many school systems m the area of effective computer uses n the
language arts, particularly m reading and wnting. Her publications indlude
review., of software for Electroni Learming and artides on currieulum for
Teachin - and Compuders and The Cemputing Teacier. She makes presentations at
NCTL conveniwrn., conferences of its affihates, and computer wonyventions.

Jane Zeni Flinn is Asos i Unole on of Lt ghish and Tducation Studies at the
University of Missourt-5i. ot aied e i the Gateway Wiiting Projed,
She has edited two books of artich v in Loows s s avive s Kofhu iwns o Wriling
and, with Archibald, Spina, and Kiater, Mew Kowdew to Widing, ier own
articles have appeared in Computers amd Composition, English Educatoon, L
tional Leadership, and the National Writing Projedt Quarterly. As a wonsultant,
she has been working with suburban teacher-researchers to improve therr
black students’ performance n wnting. She is currently dumng research on
successful writing envirunments using cumputers. She now publishes under
the name of Janie Zeni,

Elizabeth Foster is a teacher at Chelmsford High Schoolin Chelmsford, Massa-
chusetts, She has taught in both senior and junivr high schouls and worked as
aconsultant for the QUILL I'lot Pruject. In collaboration with Rebecea Burnett
Carosso, she has written Shakespreare Persona and American Persona. In addition,
she has been project editor for Intermediab Persona Iand Intermediate Persona
II. She has made presentations at NCTE and affibate conferences and wur-
rently serves on NCTE and NEATE committees.

Lawrence T. Frase is a Distinguished Member of Technical Staff at AT&T Bell
Laboratories. He has published vver seventy papers on human learning,
reasoning, instruction, writing, text design, and software design and applica-
tions. While on leave from AT&T Bell Labs, he was Cluef of the Learning
Division at the National Institute of Edutation. He serves on tie editonal
boards of several journals, induding Contemporary Ediational Psycholugy, Jowr

nal of Educational Psycholugy, Rnuwiadge Bused Systums, and Wratten Communna

tion, and he reviews papers for Rescarch in the Tawlung of English, He 1s a fellow
of APA and amember of ACM, AERA, IEEE, and NCTE, serv ing on the NCTE
Committee on Instructional Technology. His current work mvolves eapert
system development,

Oscar M. Haugh is Professor Ementus of Curriculum and Instruction at the
University of Kansas in Lawrence. He has taught 1 junior and semor high
schools in Minnesota and in uni ersities in Wisconsin, India, Costa Rica, and
Kansas, As president of the Kansas State Planning Comnussion and the
Kansas Association of Teachers of English, he served as a wonsultant and
workshop leader in many schools and colleges in the Midwest, He was the
originator and first editur of English Ed «wation, as will as a consulting editor for
Research in the Teaching of English. The author of five bouks, four wurkbouks,
numMerous mounographs and teachers” manuals, and vver vac hundred journal
and magazine articles, he 1s currently active e evaluation and research i the
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language arts as the author of tw elve standardized tests and the coauthor of
fourteen others.

Amy L. Heebner is Instructor in Educational Technology and Media at Teach-
ers College, Columbia University. As a rescarch fellow at the Center for
Intelligent Tools in Education, an IBM funded research and development
project at Teachers Cullege, she conducted dassroum rescarch and served as a
liaisen between CITE ard the Teachers College Witing Project. Her disserta

tion concerns the effects of word processing on the wnting of young Juldren.

Neborah H. Holdstein is Director of Wnting Programs at Governors State
University in University Park, llinois. She has wntten eatensisely on the use
of computers in compuosition instruction and vn vther 1ssues in composttion. In
addition to journal articles, book chapters, and textbookh matenals, she is
author of On Composition and Computers and Provess Wrater Guade to Wnting
(forthcoming) and is cu editing a collect:on of essays called Issues i Computers
and Writing. She is a member of the CCCC Exccutive Commuitee, serves on
several editorial boards and as consultant reader for Cullege Composttion and
Commmnication and College English, and presents papers regularly at profes-
sional meetings that include MLA and CCCC.

Sandra Heoven is a teacher of secondary Enghish at Clendora High School in
Glendora, California. She has taught junior lugh and lugh school language arts
for many years and still relishes her expenences with Amencan youth, The
latest exciting addition to her teaching repertuire was a summer spent as a
{ellow at the Technology Institute of the Univ ersity of California at Irvine. The
institule delved into the strange and sophusticated world of computer as word
processor and telecommunications device. She has not previously published
any of her many wnitigs, but with her trusty Apple sidehick 15 hopeful that
she might publish cther teacher-oriented materials.

David Humphreys is Professor of English at Cuyahoga Community College
and a computer-writing consultant to lowal schools. He hus twenty years of
experience teaching both secundary and postseeondary Enghish, Since 1954 he
has taught arca teachers te use the computer in teadung wnting, He has
attended NCTE conv entions regularly and 1s past chair of the NCTE Assembly
on Cemputers in English. He recened the 1986 Innovator of the Year Award
from the League for Innovation i the Community College and currently
serves on several editorial boards.

Kate Kiefer is Professor of Enghsh at Colorado State University. She has
written and presented papers un the applications of computers to cumposition
instruction, In addition tu teaching undergraduate and graduate courses in
composition and cumposition theory, she supersises the basic wnting pro-
gram. She is author of two basic w nting texts and woauthor of Wratang, Bruf, 3e.

Paul LeBlanc is Assistant Professor and Chaur of the Department of English at
Springfield College. He 15 continuing his rescarch in computer based wnting
soft-vare and has published in Computers and Composition and Thalia.
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Frank Madden is Associate Professor of English at Westchester Community
College and chair of the NCTE Assembly on Computers in English. He makes
presentations regularly at NCTE national and regional conferences ond teach

es graduate courses in English ed-ication, computers, and telecommuniations
at the City College of New York. He has received granits {rom the SUNY
Research Council and IBM and has written a computer program called Liter

ature Journal, which helps students analyze hiterature. His articles have ap-
peared in English Journal, College Literature, Campudters and Composibion, the New
York Times, and Insight.

Chris Madigan taught the summer institute and inservice programs for the
Gateway Writing Project aud codirected the Univ ersity of New Meawo Wating,
Institute, for which the New Mexico Counal of Teachers of English honored
him with their Excellence in English Education Award. He has published on
computers and writing in Eaglish Education, the Computer Assisted Composition
Journal, and Computers and Composition, and he consults with schools and
businesses about cumputers and wnting from his home in Albuguerque, New
Mexico.

Stephen Marcus is Asscciate Director of SCWnP, a National Writing Project
site in the Graduate School of Education, University of California at Santa
Barbara. He has spoken and published extenswvely in the United States and
abroad in the area of computer assisted English and language art., his pub-
lished work includes ten suftware pachages rangeng from firs' grade applica
tions to advanced college composition matenals for business and professional
writing. In Great Britain, he helped develop gurdelines for computer use n
British language arts classiooms. In the United States, he has senved on the
advisory board of the Apple Education Foundation and is currently on the
NCTE Commission on Media and the Natonal Software Advisony Board for
Scholastic, Inc. His current work indudes directing a Hy perCard. multimedia
project for writing teachers.

Charles Moran is Professor of English at the University of Massachusetts at
Ambherst, where he directs the Universaty Wrting Program. He is past irector
of the Massachusetts Writing, Project. He has published artides in leading
journalsandis onthe edstunael buards of the Mazsadies s Rec e and the Juirnal
of Basic Writing.

Stephen Reid is Assuciate Professur of English at Colurado State University.
He has served as Director of Cumposition and currently runs the placement
program at CSU. He has published artides in NCTE journals and presented
numerous papers at NCTE conventions, He s the recent author of a willege
composition textbook, The Prentice-Hall Guide for College Writers.

Raymond J. Rodrigues 15 Assuaiate Vice Prestdent for Academuc Affairs at
Colorado State University. He has taught lugh schoul Enghsh in Las Vegas,
Nevada, and Las Vegas, New Mexico, and has been the president of the
Southern Nevada Teachers of English and the Ctah Counal of Teachers of
English. He currently 15 on the NCTE Editunal Board. His NCTE publications
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include Teaching Writing with a Word Processor, Grades 7-13, coauthored with
Dawn Rodrigues, and Mamstreanung the Non-English Speaking Student,
coauthored with Robert White. In addition, he has published several high
school and junior high school textbooks and written numerous articles on
English methods and multicultural concerns in English.

Heler J. Schwartz, Professor of English at Indiana University at Indianapohs,
is author of Interactive Wr.t.ng, articles on computers n writing, and the
computer prograins ORGANIZE and SEEN. Along with chairing the CCCC
and MLA committees on computer use, she has headed a national panel of
EDUCOM to assess the use of computers in composition and to recommend a
blueprint for future use. She has lectured and consulted with teachers across
the United States, in China, in Sweden, and, as a Fulbright Senior Scholar, in
the Netherlands. As a Dana Fellow at Carnegie-Mellon University, she has
begun research on how people read to write about literature.

Elizabeth A. Sommers is Assistant Professor of Rhetoric at Boston University,
where she has constructed a computer-assisted writing program for the Col-
lege of Basic Studies. She completed her Ph.D. at SUNY at Buffalo in 1986,
investigating collcge writers receiving process-oriented mstruction while
using word prucessing as a writing tool. With James L. Collins, she co-edited
Writing On-Line. Using Computers in the Teadnng of Writing, a book for teachers
interesied in integrating computers into their Engush curnicula. Her current
research interests aad publications continue to focus on computers, revision,
and process-oriented instruction.

Charles R. Smith is Professor o: Enclish at Colorado State University, where
he teaches medieval literature, conipusition, and humanities. In 1981 he began
the Department of English project for computer-assisted composition and
served in the early years as its codirector. He has spoken and published on
Writer's Workbench and text analysis and is joint editor of WUG, a newsletter for
users of Writer's Workbench. A developer and producer of the collegiate edition
of Writer’s Workbench, he has continued work in text analysts, including work
on CRITIQUE, IBM’s package for nawral language processing and text
analysis.

Michael Spitzer is Dean of the School of Humanities at New York Institute of
Technology, where he formerly chaired the Department of English. He regu-
larly makes presentations or. computers and wnting at NCTE, CCCC, and
other conferences and is a niember of the NCTE Commuttee on Instructional
Technology and chair of the NCTE Assembly on Computers in Enghsh. His
recent publications have dealt with computer conferencing and using com-
puter networks in the writing classroom.

Irene D). Thomas, a charter member of the NCTE Commuttee on Instructional
Technology, is a writer and software designer.

Neil A. Trilling is Director of the Computing Services Division at the Universi-
ty of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. As a computing professional and university ad-
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ministrator, he has been interested in the apphcation of computers in educa-
tion for over twenty-five years. Of paracular interest are applications in the
humanities and the education of faculty. In designing faculty computer-
literacy programs, he has specialized in teaching computer-phobic or
computer-anxious faculty. He has presented papers in this afea and consulted
on several such programs.

William Van Pelt is Assistant Professor of English at the University of Wis-
consin-Milwaukee, where he teaches compusition, techmical wnting, writing
for computer technology, and Romantiaism. He helped establish the universi-
ty’s microcomputer writing lab and has coordinated the lab since 1984. His
research includes several articles on technical wnting, the impact of computers
on the writing process, and collaborati e learning in the computer Jassroum.
He is also working on a book entitled Using Computers for Applied Writing.
Process, Products, and Applications.

Billie J. Wahlistrom works in the field of communication. She has written
extensively for numerous publications, including the Journal of Popular Culture,
the Writing Instructor, Collegiate Microcomputers, Computers and Compusition, and
Computers in the Humambies, and 1s the author of a forthcoming book, Perspe.-
tives on Huoman Comntu.i.ation. She has served as a communication consultant
to state agencies, educational institutions, government, and business, mdiud-
ing Paramount Pictures. She makes presentations regularly at CCCC and is
active in the Council for Programs in Technical and Saentific Communucation.

William Wresch is Associate Professor and Chair of the Department of Mathe-
matics and Computing, University of Wisconsin-Stevens Puint. He taught
college composition for ten years and has published three books. The Computer
in Composition Instruction, A Practical Guude to Computer Uses m the English,
Language Arts Classroom, and Writing for the 21st Century. tle s also the devel-
oper of Writer's Helper Stuge 11, a computer-writing tool named Best Writing
Software by EDUCOM.
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