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ABSTRACT 

 
This dissertation investigates the resources that students use to learn new digital 

technologies to complete course assignments. This work is particularly important in a time when 

teachers are assigning more multimodal projects. If students are using and learning digital 

technologies to complete our assignments, we might argue that we should teach our students how 

to use the specific technologies they would use for the assignment. Yet, teaching students 

specific technologies is complicated for several reasons, including limited time and resources, 

numerous and quickly obsolete software, different levels of expertise for students and teachers, 

and more. Because of these complications, students may benefit from spending less time with 

instruction in specific technologies and more time considering practices for learning new digital 

technologies. This dissertation works to discover practices that teachers can use in the classroom 

to help their students learn how to learn new digital technologies in order to compose multimodal 

texts. To do this, I investigate how students are already learning technologies outside of the 

classroom and use this investigation to identify possible pedagogical directions. 

To gain a broader understanding of the resources students are using, I surveyed five 

sections of an upper-level composition course in which students completed at least one digital 

assignment. Then, to gain a more nuanced and richer description of resource use, I interviewed 

three of these students. To analyze the data, I used a framework adapted from Jeanette R. Hill 

and Michael J. Hannafin’s components for Resource-Based Learning (RBL). RBL is a 

pedagogical approach that aims to teach students how to learn and to produce students who are 

self-directed problem-solvers, able to work both collaboratively and individually. Though RBL 

is a pedagogical approach, I used its values and parameters as a lens for understanding students’ 

use of resources. RBL (as the name suggests) puts emphasis on the resources students use to 

facilitate their learning. Given the wide variety of resources and the ways in which they can be 

used in the classroom, few scholars articulate precisely what RBL may look like more generally. 

Hill and Hannafin (2010), however, list four components among which RBL can vary: resources, 

tools, contexts, and scaffolds.  

In this study, resource is an umbrella term for the tools, contexts, and humans students 

may use to support their learning. Tools are the non-human objects that students use to learn new 

technologies. Humans are the people from whom students seek help. Contexts are the rhetorical 

situations (specifically the audiences and purposes for composing) surrounding the technological 
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learning, the students’ past technological experiences, and the physical locations in which 

students work. An important element of this study is to identify not only what resources students 

use, but also how they use their resources; scaffolds are how the resources are used. The 

scaffolds in this study are as follows: conceptual scaffolds – resources help students decide the 

order in which to complete tasks, understand the affordances and constraints of the technology, 

and learn the genre conventions of a given text; metacognitive scaffolds – resources help 

students tap into their prior knowledge; procedural scaffolds – resources provide students with 

step-by-step instructions for completing tasks or with definitions of vocabulary; and strategic 

scaffolds – resources encourage students to experiment in order to learn and solve problems they 

encounter while learning the technology. In addition to addressing what and how students use 

resources to learn to perform tasks with the technology, I also examined how students used 

resources to learn the specialized vocabulary of the technology and the technology’s affordances 

and constraints. 

The study resulted in eight findings about the ways in which students are using resources. 

These findings were then used to identify three areas for possible strategies teachers might 

consider to help students use resources to learn new technologies: 

1.! Helping students effectively choose technologies, which includes assisting them in (a) 

using resources to identify technology options and learn about the affordances and 

constraints of the options and (b) using the affordances and constraints, their composing 

situations, and the available resources to choose the technology that best meets their 

needs.  

2.! Helping students effectively use templates, which includes aiding them in (a) using 

templates to learn about the genres in which they are composing, (b) selecting effective 

templates, and (c) altering the templates based on their rhetorical situations and 

preferences. 

3.! Helping students learn the technology’s specialized vocabulary, which includes assisting 

them in (a) identifying familiar visual and linguistic vocabulary, (b) making educated 

guesses about unfamiliar vocabulary, and (c) using resources to learn unfamiliar 

vocabulary.
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

1.1!Overview of the Study 

 

The impetus for this dissertation is driven by two related realities: (1) writing instructors 

are now assigning more multimodal projects and (2) these projects frequently involve the use of 

digital technology. We can see these realities in the flood of scholarship about how to create and 

assess these kinds of digital, multimodal assignments (e.g. Arroyo, 2013; Ball, 2012; Bowen & 

Whithaus, 2013; Ceraso & Ahern, 2015; Colby & Colby, 2008; Murray, Sheets, & Williams, 

2014; National Council of Teachers of English, 2005, 2016; Rankins-Robertson, Bourelle, 

Bourelle, & Fisher, 2014; Sorapure, 2014; Wysocki, Johnson-Eilola, Selfe, & Sirc, 2004). Most 

of this scholarship references and/or details assignments that require the use of digital 

technology. For instance, Sarah J. Arroyo (2013) writes about participatory composition, the 

action of combining modes with a focus on production and participation rather than on analysis 

(pp. 10); she asserts, “Participatory composition inherently includes working with the 

technologies that help bring the composition to life, and part of the task for students is always 

finding and locating the best format and platform within which to work” (p. 121). If students are 

using and learning digital technologies to complete our assignments, we might argue that we 

should teach our students how to use the specific technologies they would use for the 

assignment. Yet, teaching students specific technologies is complicated for several reasons, 

including limited time and resources, numerous and quickly obsolete software, different levels of 

expertise for students and teachers, and more. Because of these complications, students may 

benefit from spending less time with instruction in specific technologies and more time 

considering practices for learning new digital technologies1. Cornelius Cosgrove (2010) makes 

this argument in his article, “What our graduates write: Making program assessment both 

authentic and persuasive.” As he interviews and surveys alumni to discover how writing teachers 

                                                
1 I define digital technology as platforms, software, programs, and applications on computers, 

tablets, and cellular phones. I will discuss this more in the key terms section of this chapter. 
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can better prepare students for public and civic discourse, he states that “our graduates have been 

telling us that they would have appreciated more experience with various composing tools as 

they progressed through our programs—tools for desktop publishing, for the integration of visual 

elements into their texts, and for web applications of their writing” (p. 323). At the same time, 

when he considers teaching specific composing tools to students, Cosgrove identifies several of 

the same concerns as those listed above (pp. 323-324). With these concerns in mind, Cosgrove 

argues that what we teach students about technology “should probably be driven more by the 

texts they are likely to produce than by the software applications that are extant at the moment 

when they are producing them. And the characteristics of those texts are determined by the ever-

evolving digital technologies that now serve as the primary media for our writing” (p. 326). As 

students identify and choose technologies based on their individual texts and composing 

situations, they will also need to know how to learn these technologies. Building on Cosgrove, 

then, this study is interested in helping students learn the digital technologies they will use to 

complete class assignments.  

The shift from teaching specific technologies to teaching strategies for learning 

technology mimics the field’s shift from teaching genre as a set of rules and structures to 

teaching genre as a socially constructed response (Devitt, 1993; Miller, 1984; Williams & 

Colomb, 1993). In this understanding of genre, teachers help students recognize not only that 

genres are made up of a set of conventions, but also that these conventions and genres are 

dependent on the composing situation and the audiences’ expectations. Therefore, teachers are 

helping students develop strategies for identifying the purpose of the genres they write and for 

analyzing the conventions that make up the genre (Braziller & Kleinfeld, 2014; Dirk; 2010). In 

the same way, I advocate that instead of teaching students specific technologies, we teach them 

strategies for learning technologies. 

This dissertation works to discover practices that teachers can use in the classroom to 

help their students learn how to learn new digital technologies in order to compose multimodal 

texts. To do this, I investigate how students are already learning technologies outside of the 

classroom and use this investigation to identify pedagogical possibilities. Though this study 

looks at how students are learning technologies outside of the classroom, many of the resources 

they use are school-based, such as technology labs and teachers. This study is not focused on 

studying the resources that exist outside of school. Rather, it is interested in the resources 
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students choose to use as they learn technologies without direct instruction from their instructors 

on specific technologies. To begin this investigation, I will focus on students’ use of resources2 

in digital technology learning, specifically examining (1) what resources they use and (2) how 

they use those resources. The overarching guiding research question for this study is: How do 

students use the resources available to them in order to learn new digital technologies outside of 

the classroom to complete course assignments? To situate my study within current conversations, 

I open this chapter by reviewing a range of scholarship about students learning digital technology 

outside of the classroom. Then, I define several key terms – multimodality, multimedia, digital 

technology, and resource – that help frame my study. I end this chapter with an overview of 

Resource-Based Learning (Hill & Hannafin, 2008) and explicate how I use Resource-Based 

Learning as a framework for my study. 

 

1.2 Students Learning Digital Technology Outside of the Classroom 

 

One of the foundational assumptions of this dissertation is that students are learning 

digital technologies outside of the classroom. By looking at how students learn these 

technologies, we may learn practices and strategies that we can bring into the classroom to teach 

students to teach themselves new technologies; this knowledge practice is extraordinarily useful 

at a time when new composing technologies are introduced constantly. Many rhetoric and 

composition scholars already argue that students learn digital technology outside of the 

classroom. For instance, Gail H. Hawisher, Cynthia L. Selfe, Brittney Moraski, and Melissa 

Pearson (2004) ask instructors to pay attention to students’ out-of-school composing and the 

technologies they use to compose. They use Brittney as example, who learned technology 

outside of school, partially because her teachers lacked her experience with computers (pp. 660). 

Thereby, Brittney learned technologies outside of school, often with the help of her friend, Mitzi 

and Mitzi’s father. She explains: 

I just dove into computers as a young child, and I used it, especially in word processing, 

often before many of my peers. I used Microsoft Works in fourth grade to create my 

graphs and papers for my science fair project. A huge amount of credit goes to the 

                                                
2 I define resources as the tools, places, and people students might use to support their learning. 
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Barra’s (Mitzi and her father) for my technological progression--they taught me 

everything (p. 657).  

Likewise, Kathleen Blake Yancey (2004) points to the fact that faculty and students learn 

Internet genres, such as email, instant messaging, and blogging, “on our own, outside of school” 

(p. 302, emphasis in original). While Yancey writes about genres, her statement can also be 

applied to digital technology in the way I define it: platforms, software, programs, and 

applications on computers, tablets, and cellular phones. (I will discuss technology more 

thoroughly later in the chapter.) In order to compose these Internet genres, users must learn the 

technology that enables them to create the genre; bloggers, for instance, need to learn how to 

utilize a platform like Weebly, Blogger, or Wordpress in order to write blogs. Blog posts are a 

genre that requires the ability to use a technological platform in order to post successfully. In 

other words, if students are learning to write the genres on their own as Yancey suggests, it is 

likely they are learning how to use the technology to write in the genre outside of school as well. 

While it’s not a huge surprise that students are learning digital technologies outside of class, 

what writing teachers do in response is still uncertain. This is partially because “how students 

learn technology” is still uncertain. It is important, then, to examine how scholars discuss 

learning outside the classroom and discover the extent to which we already know what out-of-

class technology learning looks like. Upon reviewing the scholarship, we can see two trends: (1) 

scholars tend to use the language of self-teaching when referring to technological learning 

outside of the classroom and (2) scholars infrequently delve into the specifics of how students 

learn technology outside of the classroom.  

 

1.3 Potential Limitations of Self-Teaching as a Term 

 

When rhetoric and composition scholars discuss student writers learning new 

technologies, they tend use the language of self-teaching, though this language is typically a 

euphemism for out-of-school learning (e.g. Brandt, 1994, 2001; Bump, 2013; Prensky, 2008; 

Yancey, 2004). While this language has been beneficial for drawing attention to composing 

outside of school, it also has the potential to isolate the learner. There are two kinds of references 

to self-teaching in our scholarship. The first does not name self-teaching specifically, but refers 

to a person learning technology “on her own” or uses a phrase like “he taught himself”; in these 
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instances, the implication is that the learner is learning the technology without others. We can 

see this reference made by Patrick W. Berry, Gail E. Hawisher, and Cynthia. L. Selfe (2012), 

who observe, “For the most part, those who participated in this study learned to use technologies 

on their own and with friends” (Conclusion – Observations 5-8, para. 7, emphasis added). Notice 

that learning on their own is different than learning with a friend, suggesting that the person 

learning on their own is learning without the help of others. The second reference to self-

teaching is self-sponsorship. This term draws on Brandt’s (2001) literacy sponsors, who “are any 

agents, local or distant, concrete or abstract, who enable, support, teach, model, as well as 

recruit, regulate, suppress, or withhold literacy – and gain advantage by it in some way3” (p. 19). 

In “Remembering Writing, Remembering Reading,” Brandt (1994) explicitly contrasts self-

sponsored writing – writing learned and performed in isolation – with the more collective 

experiences of learning to read4 (pp. 464-5). Once again, the self, it is suggested, is isolated from 

others. 

While the vocabulary of self-teaching has drawn our attention to composing activities 

that occur outside of school, it can also have some unintended consequences. When scholars 

label the learning that happens outside of the classroom as “self-teaching,” or a variant of that 

idea, our attention may be drawn to the individual learner only without acknowledging the 

various resources – both human and technological – with which the learner interacts and by 

                                                
3 Self-sponsorship as a term was coined by Janet Emig in her book, The Composing Practices of 

Twelfth Graders (Yi & Hirvela, 2010). In this book, Emig (1971) discusses the differences 

between school-sponsored and self-sponsored writing that takes place outside of school. Though 

Emig coined the term, I highlight Brandt in this study because she uses sponsorship to focus on 

how learning occurs (as opposed to where the writing occurs).  

4 Brandt does not explicitly define self-sponsorship in either her book or articles. In fact, she uses 

a completely separate term – self-initiated – to describe “learning propelled mostly by their own 

motivations and occurring largely outside of school” (2001, p. 172). Many scholars, though, 

associate self-sponsorship with motivated individuals learning outside of school, regardless of 

whether the person learns with another person present (e.g. Barton & Lee, 2010; Fishman, Gere, 

1994; Lunsford, McGregor & Otuteye, 2005; Miller, 2011; Moss, 2010; Ruecker, 2012).  
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which the learning is affected. For instance, in Berry et al.’s Translational literate lives in digital 

times (2012), a participant named Gorjana asserts,  

Young people…don’t need any help. They just sit there and figure out everything by 

themselves. … My little cousins – seven and six years old – and the moment they sit in 

front of the computer, they just figured out so many things…and they made a PowerPoint 

presentation and I said “How did you do this?” and they said “Oh you just click around; 

it’s so easy” (Chapter 4, Gorjana Kisa, video 8).  

Gorjana’s cousins, this passage implies, learned without the help of resources like other people 

or tools. Yet, there are several potential resources that could have affected their learning. For 

instance, they may have viewed PowerPoint presentations prior to learning the program; these 

would have been used as models for genre conventions and would likely influence the buttons 

her cousins decided to click. Similarly, they may have seen someone create a PowerPoint and 

used that person’s creation as a model. If nothing else, the design of the interface influenced 

what buttons they clicked. When we emphasize self-teaching, though, we can (and often do) 

miss these human and technological resources for learning. I have the same concern with the 

term “self-sponsorship” because, though sponsorship points to agents outside of the learner, the 

“self” suggests the learner sponsors him/herself; this means the external agent is removed and 

draws our focus to the individual learner only.  

In this study, then, I reach for a more nuanced understanding of the learning that occurs 

outside of the classroom. To do this, I focus on the resources students use to learn digital 

technologies. I have chosen to look at resources specifically because they can enable us to see 

the ways in which students use technological interfaces, humans, past experiences, print and 

digital guides, and physical spaces to learn technology. Also, the lens of resources forces us to 

look outside of the learner, while simultaneously paying attention to the learner. If I studied 

strategies, for instance, I could still focus primarily – or entirely – on the learner only. Resources, 

meanwhile, are external to the learner, so we can look at the interactions between learner and 

resources, studying how learners use particular resources and the ways in which the resources 

they choose shape what they learn (or not) about the technology. 
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1.4 Gaps in Scholarship That References Resource-Use 

 

Outside of the classroom, students have resources available to them, though they may 

experience different levels of success learning the technology based on the resources they use. 

Yet, in exploring the scholarship about the ways in which students learn technologies, I noticed 

that there is a dearth of scholarship that explores how students find and utilize the resources 

available to them. When scholars reference resources, they do not explore the ways in which the 

learners used the resources, how learners chose specific resources, and/or when learners decided 

to switch resources. For example, Raymond Branch, a participant in Deborah Brandt’s well-

known study (2001), learned computer programming languages by “joining user groups, 

swapping pirating information, making contact with founders of some of the first electronic 

bulletin boards in the nation, and…through reading, writing, and other informal means” (p. 173). 

Branch also frequented computer hardware and software stores with his friends and talked with 

the salesmen to learn more (pp. 176). Similarly, Jerome Bump (2013) emphasizes that “the basic 

method of learning in the computer world seems to be trial and error, on your own. If you get 

effective help, it is usually someone showing you, by example, how to do a task” (p. 114-115). 

Even scholars who seem to be specifically interested in the resources students use to learn 

technologies tend to focus on what resources students use and ignore how or why they use those 

resources. For instance, Phillip Davis (1999) describes a study in his article titled “How 

undergraduates learn computer skills: Results of a survey and focus group.” In this study, Davis 

“asked undergraduates to rate the effectiveness of eight methods for learning computer literacy 

skills (credit classes, non-credit workshops, drop-in clinics, faculty support, peer-support, online 

help, printed documentation, and trial and error)” (para. 6). He found that students tend to “learn 

their computer skills primarily on their own and use their peers, online help and manuals for 

support. They occasionally go to a computer lab for help. They sometimes ask their TAs, but 

rarely ask their professors for help” (para. 14). 

These examples take the experiences of experimentation, modeling, and resource use at 

face value. We do not get a sense of the ways in which the learner used the resources. For 

instance, we can see Branch using other people as resources. In the example above, he accesses 

these people through forum boards, user groups, friendships, and computer stores. Yet, there is a 

lot we don’t know. How much of his software learning was gained through the bulletin boards, 
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through discussions with salesmen, and through working with his friends? How did he decide 

when to seek advice from which resources? How did the knowledge he learned from one 

resource contribute to what he asked and learned from other resources? Did he actively seek out 

these resources or did he rely on convenience, asking questions of the people who happened to 

be around him at the time? We can also ask the following questions about Bump’s assertions: 

Where and how do learners locate people to model a task? Do learners find someone who can 

model tasks face to face or are they more likely to look up YouTube videos, and how do they 

make these decisions? When do learners decide to stop using trial and error in order to seek out 

models? The above questions can also be asked of Davis’ study participants.  

In short, the resources for learning digital technology outside the classroom have 

remained invisible for the most part. Because little research exists about the ways in which 

students use resources, teachers may not know the best practices for supporting students’ 

technology learning. While it is helpful to know which resources students use, teachers will need 

more than a list of resources in order to teach their students how to learn new digital 

technologies. Instead, teachers need to know the decisions students make when identifying, 

choosing, and utilizing resources. Once we know more about these decisions, we can help our 

students navigate available resources more effectively. This dissertation begins to fill this gap by 

investigating the ways in which students in an upper-level composition course used resources to 

learn technologies outside of class. This investigation will involve identification of resources as 

well as an exploration of how students choose, use, and move to different resources. Therefore, 

the overarching question for this study is: How do students use available resources to learn new 

technologies outside of the classroom to complete course assignments?  

 

1.5 Key Terms: Multimodality, Multimedia, Digital Technology, and Resource 

 

As in any study, a few key terms guide and frame the research. For this dissertation, 

multimodality, multimedia, digital technology, and resource are among the most important key 

terms. Both multimodality and multimedia are made up of two parts: multi- and modality or 

media. “Multi” is the easier of the two, as it typically points to the combination or simultaneous 

use of modes or media (Ball & Charlton, 2015; Lauer, 2014; New London Group, 1996). The 

more complicated of the two parts is understanding how scholars define and discuss mode and 
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medium. Mode often points to the elements of a composition with which readers make meaning 

(Jewitt, 2006), while medium often refers to the methods of distribution and circulation (Lauer, 

2014). Modes and media are related in consequential ways, as the methods of dissemination may 

affect the modes used by the composer and the reader’s reception of the text, while the 

composer’s desire to convey meaning through particular modes may affect his/her choice of 

medium. Due to advances in technologies, the programs required to manipulate and incorporate 

multiple modes and media are now more accessible. This accessibility has opened avenues for 

nontraditional writing assignments, such as ePortfolios, visual argument essays, and remediation 

projects. As students learn new technologies to compose these nontraditional texts, they choose 

and use resources in particular ways.   

 

1.5.1 Multimodality 

 

Multimodality is important because composition courses are utilizing more and multiple 

modalities. The emphasis on using multiple modes in the classroom opens the door to (a) 

students using digital technologies to complete assignments, (b) students needing to learn new 

technologies, and (c) teachers needing effective methods for teaching students technology. In the 

past, scholars used “mode” to refer to different genres of writing – called modes of discourse – 

that included description, narration, exposition, and argumentation (O’Rourke, 1996, pp. 446-

447). This understanding of mode, particularly as a pedagogy for teaching composition, has 

“been condemned…as formulaic, abstract, and disconnected from social context” (p. 446). In 

more recent scholarship, then, “mode” is meant to signal “an organized set of resources for 

making meaning with: semiotic resources” (Jewitt, 2006, p. 17) 5. The New London Group 

                                                
5 Possibly to separate the new understanding from the old formulaic understanding, some 

scholars use the word “modality” instead of “mode.” For instance, Cynthia L. Selfe (2009) 

writes, “The term multimodal is used by the New London Group to indicate the range of 

modalities – printed words, still and moving image, sound, speech, and music, color – that 

authors combine as they design texts” (p. 646, emphasis added). Other scholars call these items 

defined by the New London Group (NLG) “modes” (e.g. Ball & Charlton, 2015; Lauer, 2014; 

Rhodes and Alexander, 2014). In fact, the NLG scholars use the term “mode” in their article. 
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(1996), in their seminal work titled “A pedagogy of multiliteracies: Designing social futures,” 

identified five modes: linguistic, visual, audio, gestural, and spatial. They then combined these 

individual modes into multimodal representation (pp. 80). Since the NLG named these modes, 

scholars have expanded the list (e.g. Duncum, 2004; Kress & Bezemer, 2008; Rowell, 2013). For 

instance, Kress (2010) lists “[i]mage, writing, layout, music, gesture, speech, moving image, 

soundtrack and 3D objects” as examples of modes (p. 79).  

New assignments are allowing for new interactions between modes. Since the digital 

revolution, scholars like those who make up the NLG have been making claims about how 

modes function and interact. To be classified as a mode, Carey Jewitt (2006) explains, “there 

needs to be a shared cultural sense of a set of resources and how these can be organized to realise 

meaning” (p. 17). Because modes depend on cultural contexts, people have modal preferences 

and, thereby, may “privilege one mode over another” (p. 93). For instance, a reader may value 

image over words and, therefore, place more value on the knowledge they can gain from the 

image. This is important when composing multimodal texts because composers need to consider 

which modes to use and which modes carry the most weight in a composition. At the same time, 

utilizing multiple modes gives “more ‘potential to mean’” (Jewitt, 2006, p. 58). So, a video of a 

character allows the viewer to hear a voice, see body language, observe clothing, and so on (pp. 

58). These resources shape the viewer’s understanding of and relationship with the character 

differently than the resources available with, for example, only written words. Each mode has its 

own modal affordances, or particular ways of conveying meaning (Kress, 1999). For instance, 

the linguistic mode is effective in explaining “action and event,” while the visual mode can 

effectively show “arrangement” (p. 79). Because modes convey meaning differently, each mode 

can lead “to different cognitive action [and] different representations” (p. 81). Furthermore, 

Jewitt asserts that, in multimodal texts, “[t]he meaning of any message is distributed across all of 

[the] modes, and not necessarily evenly. So the different aspects of meaning are carried in 

different ways by each mode” (p. 12). 

While many scholars and instructors have begun discussing multimodality more often, it 

is important to recognize that multimodality is not new and that it is not always digital. For 

                                                
Because the NLG, who coined multimodality, use the term “mode,” I will use “mode” 

throughout this dissertation. 
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instance, Jason Palmeri (2012) reminds readers that multimodality existed in classrooms before 

the computer (pp. 5). He writes that “composition has always already been a field that has sought 

to help students draw connections between writing, image making, speaking, and listening” (p. 

10). In a similar vein, Jody Shipka (2011) asserts that multimodality and multimodal composing 

are not restricted to the digital realm. Students are “continually positioned in ways that require 

them to read, respond to, align with – in short, to negotiate – a streaming interplay of words, 

images, scents, and movements. Classroom experiences certainly demand this of them, but so 

does driving, crossing the street, or running to the grocery store” (p. 21). So, while digital 

technology plays an important role in the foregrounding of multimodality, the two are not the 

same. Modes include a range of possibilities that might or might not be digital. This is an 

important caveat to my study because it means that students may not have to learn digital 

technologies to complete all of the multimodal assignments they are assigned. At the same time, 

many of the print products students compose are often created with digital technologies now. For 

instance, students might use digital software like Adobe InDesign or Canva to create posters, 

flyers, and magazine articles. Moreover, as Claire Lauer (2014) argues, “the medium of the 

screen is becoming the primary site where multiple modes can be composed to make meaning in 

dynamic ways” (p. 24). So, though multimodality is not exclusively digital, the digital becomes 

important enough in multimodal composing that students can benefit from learning how to learn 

technologies to compose texts in and out of our classes.  

 

1.5.2 Multimedia 

 

Lauer (2014), in “Contending with terms: ‘Multimodal’ and ‘multimedia’ in the academic 

and public spheres,” defines media as “the ‘looks and material resources’ used to produce and 

disseminate texts…Examples of media include books, radio, television, computers, paint brush 

and canvas, and human voices” (p. 23). Jay David Bolter and Richard Grusin (1999) contend that 

a person’s use and understanding of a medium is affected by material, economic, and social 

aspects. The kind of material on which a photograph is printed, for instance, can shape how 

authentic the experience feels to the viewer or the ways in which the person uses the photograph. 

Consider a photograph printed on printer paper as contrasted with a photograph printed on 

photograph paper. If a person expects to see photographs printed on photograph paper, he/she 
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views the photograph paper-printed object as a more real representation of the scene. On the 

other hand, a photograph printed on printer paper may draw more attention to the mediation of 

photographs because the viewer does not expect to encounter this kind material; the focus, then, 

would be on the scene represented in the photograph and the material. This example also shows 

the ways in which media is socially influenced. People are taught ways of interacting with media 

and taught what to expect from a particular medium; when the medium is used in a new way or 

the experience differs from what the person expects, his/her interaction with and understanding 

of the medium is affected. Bolter and Grusin also explain that the technology used to disseminate 

a text does not constitute a medium until it becomes part of “the economic and social fabric” of a 

society (p. 66). So, the computer was not a medium until it became widely available and widely 

used. Finally, though modes and media are different, they exist in relationship to each other 

because “the media we use affect the ways in which we can realize meaning through various 

modes. For instance, the mode of writing is affected differently by the affordances and 

limitations of the medium of the book versus the medium of the screen” (Lauer, 2014, p. 25).  

Like modes and multimodality, media and multimedia are not exclusively digital. 

However, though media can include non-digital methods of production and dissemination, like 

the print book or a canvas, much of our scholarship focuses on digital media (e.g. Anderson, 

2008; Sheppard, 2014; Wysocki, 2001). For example, in their explanation of media, Bolter and 

Grusin (1999) state, “Television, film, computer graphics, digital photography, and virtual 

reality: our culture recognizes and uses all of these technologies as media” (p. 65). Lauer (2014) 

explains that the term, multimedia, was most popular “in the 1990s with the advent of the CD-

ROM. It was a term that described texts composed by using a computer to integrate words and 

visuals as well as sound and video” (p. 26). Though scholars were interested in using the 

computer to produce multimedia texts in the classroom, audio-, video-, and image-editing 

software was not yet widely available or accessible. Now that multimedia and multimodal texts 

can be created with free and user-friendly software, instructors have more opportunity to 

incorporate this technology into the classroom and/or into the projects they assign. 
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1.5.3 Digital Technology 

 

 Given that this dissertation centers on technology use and learning, it is important to 

understand the scholarship on technology. In her CCCC Chair’s Address, Cynthia L. Selfe 

(1998) stated that, as a field, we needed to go beyond just using computers and start “trying to 

understand and make sense of, to pay attention to, how technology is now inextricably linked to 

literacy and literacy education in this country” (p. 414, emphasis in original). Since then, 

scholars in rhetoric and composition have worked to define and analyze technology use and 

learning in composition.   

Many scholars discuss technology in terms of the tool metaphor, viewing technologies as 

objects that the user can manipulate to accomplish his/her goals and to make changes in the 

world (Baron, 1999; Neal, 2010; Porter, 2002; Selber, 2004). These tools can be “material 

objects and…abstract knowledge and procedures” (Neal, 2010, p. 17). Though technologies can 

and do help users accomplish certain ends, it is important to acknowledge that no technology is 

neutral. Rather, technologies “provide structure for human activity…Individual habits, 

perceptions, concepts of self, ideas of space and time, social relationships, and moral and 

political boundaries have all been powerfully restructured in the course of modern technological 

development” (Winner, 2004, p. 105, 107). In this dissertation, I recognize the non-neutrality of 

technology and of the resources used to learn technology. I recognize this, in part, by pointing to 

the affordances and constraints of the technology, emphasizing the fact that technology use is 

affected by social expectations and interface design. It is also important to acknowledge that 

technology is not restricted to the computer or to the digital. Shipka (2011) cautions readers 

against the tendency to equate technology with computer technologies and to ignore technologies 

like “light switches, typewriters, eyeglasses, handwriting, or floor tile” (p. 21). She argues that 

this narrow view of technology discourages a nuanced view of composing because it “ignor[es] 

the wide variety of technologies – both new and not-so-new – informing the production, 

reception, circulation, and valuation of texts” (p. 40). While I acknowledge that technology is not 

solely digital, I am interested in digital technology for this study because it is often digital 

technology that students need to learn in order to complete new multimodal assignments. In this 

study, digital technology is defined as the platforms, software, programs, and applications on 

computers, tablets, and cellular phones that students use to compose. 
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There are a few concepts about technology that are important to this study: low bridge 

technologies, affordances, and vocabulary. Daniel Anderson (2008) defines low bridge 

technologies as free, “entry-level technologies with simplified interfaces, limited feature sets, 

and broad availability” (p. 363). He provides as examples Windows Movie Maker, Audacity, and 

word processors, all of which are either already installed on a computer or available as free 

downloads online. High bridge technologies, on the other hand, are programs like Adobe 

Photoshop and other advanced audio and image editing programs that cost money and have 

steeper learning curves. Low bridge technologies are important to this study because they 

comprise the majority of technologies that students chose to learn in order to complete their 

course assignments.  

Like modes, technologies have affordances, tasks for which they are suited for 

completing. Ian Hutchby (2001) coined the term technological affordance in his article 

“Technologies, texts, and affordances.” Hutchby defines affordances as “functional and 

relational aspects which frame, while not determining, the possibilities for agentic action in 

relation to an object” (p. 444). They are functional in that they support and constrain activity; 

specific technologies support certain activities over others (pp. 448). For instance, a cell phone 

supports conversation more than it supports a game of Frisbee. While it can be used for both 

activities, it is less suited for one than the other. Affordances are relational as the affordances of 

a technology may vary based on the user. So, a business owner may use a website building 

platform to advertise their business, while a student may use it to showcase their learning for a 

class. The platform is suitable for both purposes but provides different affordances to each of the 

users. Hutchby also asserts that the affordances of an object are not dictated only by its material 

features; for instance, he explains, “the fact that a drumstick is made of a hard material, wood, 

plays a part in its affordance as both ‘stick for drumming’ and ‘weapon for poking’” (p. 449). 

This means that affordances can also be written into an artifact. Though Microsoft PowerPoint is 

often used as support for oral presentations, its animation affordances enable a user to make a 

kinetic text video as well. Finally, Hutchby maintains that “objects and their values can also be 

tied in with complex sets of concepts and conventional rules governing their use, so there is an 

important sense in which we can, and indeed must, learn about some of the affordances that 

certain things offer” (p. 448-449, emphasis in original). This means that, to be successful users of 
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a technology, students need to learn both what the technology can accomplish and the social 

rules that govern using the technology as a composing tool.  

In addition to affordances, students need to learn the vocabulary of the technology. 

Therefore, part of my study will investigate the specialized vocabulary that students learned. Key 

terms are one of the methods that scholars use to understand the field. This can be seen in books 

like Naming What We Know: Threshold Concepts of Writing Studies, Keywords in Writing 

Studies, and the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Composition. Key terms are an important way of 

understanding how one comes to know a technology as well. We can see this in beginner’s 

manuals, which often define terms. For example, the support page for iMovie explains, “The 

resolution and frame rate of your movie project are determined by the first clip you add to the 

timeline” (Apple Inc., 2016). Resolution and frame rate are hyperlinked to a window that defines 

each term. Once the user understands these terms, they are more prepared to select and edit their 

video clips. Likewise, if the user knows that the frame rate is “the number of frames played back 

per second” (Apple Inc.), they can more effectively search for resources to help with adjusting 

the frame rate and playing with frame rates in other movie-editing programs.  

In this study, I will be looking at the ways in which students learn digital technologies – 

the platforms, software, programs, and applications on computers, tablets, and cellular phones 

that students use to compose – outside of the classroom. As stated above, though I am interested 

in how students learn to use technologies without instruction from their instructions in specific 

technologies, some of the resources they utilize are school-based; these resources may include 

technology labs and teachers. While I will be looking at the ways in which they locate and use 

resources to learn how to perform particular tasks, I am also interested in how students used their 

resources to identify the affordances and constraints of the technology and to learn the 

specialized vocabulary. I am pulling out affordances, constraints, and vocabulary specifically 

because, as suggested above, learning a technology involves more than just knowing what button 

will complete what task; learning a technology also includes (a) understanding what the 

technology can accomplish, which includes learning about the affordances and constraints of the 

technology and the kinds of texts it can create and (b) adopting the vocabulary specific to the 

technology. Understanding what the technology can accomplish enables the student to identify 

the kinds of tasks they need to learn. For instance, if a student knows that Weebly can be used to 

create a blog or a website, they need to learn tasks such as how to tell Weebly that they want to 
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create the blog (as opposed to a website), how to add posts, and how to make the blog public. 

Moreover, recognizing the affordances and constraints of the technology will help the student 

know when to use the technology. For example, if a student knows that Adobe InDesign is best 

for layout and text manipulation and that Adobe Photoshop is best for image manipulation, they 

can discern which program will most effectively help them accomplish their goals. Additionally, 

the more vocabulary the student learns, the more they will be able to find helpful resources and 

accomplish more tasks by simply looking at or clicking around the interface. Therefore, I am 

studying the resources that students use to learn to perform tasks, to identify the affordances and 

constraints, and to identify and understand specialized vocabulary. 

 

1.5.4 Resources 

 

As students learn new digital technologies to produce multimodal and multimedia 

compositions, they turn to and use resources in particular ways. According to Jeanette R. Hill 

and Michael J. Hannafin (2008), resources are “media, people, places or ideas that have the 

potential to support learning” (p. 38, emphasis in original). Resources can range from static – 

resources with relatively stable content – to dynamic – resources with content that changes 

frequently (Hannafin & Hill, 2001, pp. 42). Stable resources, like print books and newspapers, 

depict information “at a particular moment in time” (p. 42). Dynamic resources, which can 

include media like websites or human beings, “can be tapped on a regular basis for new 

information” (p. 42). Because resources can be “viewed as a collection of knowledge objects 

rather than single entities…[t]he same resource may support vastly different learning 

needs…[and] can be perceived differently by individuals to generate different understandings” 

(p. 40-1). This is important to my study because different students may use similar (or possibly 

the exact same) resources for disparate purposes; they may go to these resources at different 

times, to complete different tasks, and place different amounts of value on the resources.  

In relation to technology, few rhetoric and composition scholars overtly define 

“resource.” However, scholars often use the term to indicate material (hardware and software), 

financial, and human aids that help a person meet their goals and fulfill their needs (e.g. Aakhus, 

1999; Atkins & Reilly, 2009; Dunn, Luke, & Nassar, 2013; Purdy, 2009; Warnock, 2009). For 

instance, Ryan M. Moeller, Cheryl E. Ball, and Kelli Cargile Cook (2009) discuss the kinds of 
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resources they lacked and tried to obtain when Moeller and Ball took positions at Carnegie 

Research University. In terms of physical/material resources, Ball points to “technological 

resources” like “high-end PCs, gaming consoles, wireless PDAs” and “video cameras, scanners, 

and audio recorders” (p. 6). For financial resources, she references the money needed “to 

maintain, staff, and support the equipment” (p. 6). The authors also reference human resources 

who became “mediators and shapers” of the department’s technological infrastructure; these 

human resources included students, department faculty, and “university public relations experts” 

(p. 9). Moeller et al. suggest that all of these resources are necessary in order to create a 

sustainable technological infrastructure (pp. 12). In this study, I use resource as an umbrella term 

for the tools (non-human objects), humans (people), and contexts (audiences and purposes for 

composing, past technological experiences, and physical places) students use. 

 

1.6 Teaching Specific Digital Technologies 

 

While teaching students specific technologies may have certain benefits such as giving 

students a way into using a program, taking class time to teach the technologies comes with a 

number of complications: the potential difficulty of access, the rapid changes in technologies, the 

possible irrelevance of a specific technology to students’ personal and professional goals, the 

impracticality of choosing which technology and technological tasks to teach, and the differing 

technological expertise of students and teachers.  

The first complication is the potential difficulty of access. Access means being able to 

locate and use “hardware, software and…tools used in the course” (Conference on College 

Composition and Communication, 2004, section 3, para. 6). At the same time, access, according 

to Anthony T. Atkins and Colleen A. Reilly (2009), also involves conditions of access, such as 

“timing, motivation, fit, safety, resources, and appropriateness of equipment…Students need 

access not just to the technologies themselves, but also to resources necessary to help them 

complete tasks and projects” (p. 10-11). Moreover, to have true access, a student must be able to 

access the technologies and conditions easily (Anderson, 2003; Ericsson, 2009; Porter, 2008). 

Jeanne Smith and Jay D. Sloan (2009) emphasize this idea: “Technology needs to be simple for 

users and accessible. Without that simplicity, technology – regardless of what it has the potential 

to accomplish – can function as a barrier to rather than a path of access” (p. 13). There are 
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complications when it comes to access, however. For instance, Cosgrove (2010) states that one 

difficulty in teaching students specific composing technologies is  

updating our computer lab and mobile laptop carts to accommodate the latest software 

applications, especially when such applications require a substantial expenditure…This 

difficulty is compounded by the ephemeral nature of some software applications: what 

seems both promising and popular at one moment may be supplanted by an application 

still more promising and popular when another academic term rolls around (p. 323-324).  

In other words, the expense of software and hardware may mean that universities, teachers, 

and/or students cannot purchase necessary items. Even if the expense can be covered, 

technologies change so quickly that those purchased and taught may quickly become obsolete. 

Another complication of teaching specific technologies includes the potential that the 

technologies instructors teach in their classrooms may not be needed in the students’ future 

academic, personal, or professional pursuits. Akins and Reilly argue that technologies taught in a 

classroom should give students experiences that match their future professional work (pp. 17) 

and “reflect current organization and workplace trends” (p. 14). The “CCCC Position Statement 

on Teaching, Learning and Assessing Writing in Digital Environments” (2004) echoes this 

claim, stating that teachers should “provide students with opportunities to apply digital 

technologies to solve substantial problems common to the academic, professional, civic, and/or 

personal realm of their lives” (section 2, para. 1). Given the likely diversity of students’ goals, 

teachers may not be able to teach all of the technologies that students may need to utilize during 

a given semester. Certainly, teachers cannot teach all of the technologies that students may need 

throughout the course of their lives.  

Continuing, teaching specific technologies is complicated because teachers may not be 

able to teach all of the technologies and technological tasks that students need in order to 

complete the course’s assignments. In order to allow students to complete assignments in 

rhetorically and technically effective ways (Atkins and Reilly, 2009, pp. 17), teachers may not 

require students to use particular technology, meaning they would not have a specific technology 

they could teach. Moreover, when teaching a specific technology, teachers may not cover all of 

the tasks students will need to complete with the technology in order to fulfill the assignment and 

meet their goals. 
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Finally, teaching specific technologies is complicated due to the issue of students’ and 

teachers’ differential experiences with technologies. If students vary in their knowledge of a 

technology, teachers may struggle with deciding exactly what to teach about the technology. 

Also, teachers may worry about their lack of expertise with digital technologies (Cervetti, 

Damino, & Pearson, 2006; Cosgrove, 2010; Graban, Charlton, & Charlton, 2013; Sheridan, 

2015). If teachers do not have the experience, they cannot directly teach the technology.  

With the various complications of teaching students specific technologies, it may be more 

beneficial to spend our class time teaching students how to learn new technologies. In fact, 

modeling strategies for learning the technology and “learning along with” students are 

recommended by several scholars (Cervetti, Damino, & Pearson, 2006; Cosgrove, 2010; Graban, 

Charlton, & Charlton, 2013; Sheridan, 2015). But what this might look like and how students are 

already involved in their own technology learning strategies is yet unclear. This brings me back 

to my primary research question: How do students use available resources to learn new 

technologies outside of the classroom to complete course assignments? To answer this question, 

I collect data through surveys and semi-structured interviews of students in an upper-level media 

writing course. I then analyze the data with a Resource-Based Learning (RBL) framework. RBL 

is a pedagogical approach that aims to teach students how to learn (Laverty, 2000) and to 

produce students who are self-directed problem-solvers, able to work both collaboratively and 

individually (Al-Shehri, 2014; Bleakley and Carrigan, 1994; Butler, 2012; Hill & Hannafin, 

2001; Yu, Abizah, and Sani, 2016). It emphasizes information-gathering, critical thinking, and 

metacognition as essential skills in problem-solving. RBL (as the name suggests) puts emphasis 

on the resources students use to facilitate their learning (Laverty, 2000; Hill & Hannafin, 2001). 

Though RBL is a pedagogical approach, I use its values and parameters as a lens for 

understanding students’ use of resources. In other words, I am not advocating RBL as a method 

for teaching students technology; instead, I use RBL as a framework to analyze my data. 

 

1.7 Resource-Based Learning 

 

Broadly defined, Resource Based Learning (RBL) “actively involves students…in the 

effective use of a wide range of print, non print and human resources” (Prince Edward Island 

Department of Education, 2004, para. 2). Students work with resources to find information, 
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collaborate with other students to build knowledge, and complete assignments that are inquiry-

driven. The essential element in RBL “is the assumption that the student will learn from his own 

direct confrontation, individually or in a group, with a learning resource or set of resources, and 

activities in connection with them” (Beswick, 1977, p. ix; see also Bleakley & Carrigan, 1994). 

Students “learn how to learn by experiencing, explaining, and discussing the process and strategy 

by which information is gathered to answer questions and solve problems” (Laverty, 2000, p. 89-

90). Teachers are responsible for “structuring the learning environment,” coaching students in 

their use of resources, and “assessing student learning” (Haycock, 1991, p. 17; see also Beswick, 

1977). In structuring the environment, teachers design course and assignment objectives, create 

activities that help students learn to use resources to complete tasks, and preview and/or select 

resources that students use (pp. 18). To coach students in how to use resources, teachers can 

model the kinds of questions students might ask, prompt students to verbalize their thought 

processes and decision-making rationales, and offer helps in finding and making use of resources 

(pp. 18-19). Finally, teachers must track the process of their students and alter activities based on 

students’ needs (pp. 19).  

Resources can be a small or large component of a given RBL assignment. Bleakley and 

Carrigan (1994) provide a variety of sample assignments that illustrate this range. For instance, 

students can write passages in the style of Hemingway and Fitzgerald (pp. 37-9). In this 

assignment, the authors’ books become resources for analysis. (Bleakley and Carrigan use The 

Sun Also Rises and The Great Gatsby.) Though these resources are important, the assignment is 

structured more around the students’ passages; the resources simply help students decide how to 

compose their passages. In another assignment, students identify bias in newspapers. “Students 

select an issue or event of current interest and compare newspaper coverage of the issue or event 

in at least two different areas of the country” (p. 31). Resources – the newspapers – are the 

foundation of this assignment as they are used to analyze and identify bias.  

Given the wide variety of resources and the ways in which they can be used in the 

classroom, few scholars articulate precisely what RBL may look like more generally. Hill and 

Hannafin (2010), however, list four components among which RBL can vary: resources, tools, 

contexts, and scaffolds. In this study, resource is an umbrella term for the tools, contexts, and 

humans students may use. Meanwhile, scaffolds are not resources; instead, scaffolds are how the 

resources are used. 
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1.8 Framework: Resources and Scaffolds 

 

1.8.1 Tools as Resources 

  

As stated above, scholars and instructors often default to using the tool metaphor when 

discussing technologies. Stuart Selber (2004) writes that “on some level ‘tool’ has simply 

become equated with technology” (p. 36). The tool metaphor allows users to see “the computer 

[as] a kind of prosthetic device that increases efficiency, enhances cognition, and spans temporal 

and spatial boundaries” (p. 36). When presented with a task, users can identify their tool options 

and chose the tool(s) that most effectively meet the users’ purposes (pp. 38; see also National 

Council of Teachers of English, 2013). As Selber writes, “[N]o tool will be perfect for every 

situation” (p. 38). Viewing a computer as a tool, according to Selber, has both positive and 

negative consequences. On the negative end, viewing technology as a tool can lead users to 

believe that technology is ideologically and politically neutral (pp. 38). Because tools often 

become invisible when one becomes comfortable with their use, users may not realize the ways 

in which technology structures their lives (Selber, 2004, pp. 38-40; see also Gitelman, 2006). On 

the positive end, however, users are given a sense of agency when they view technology as a 

tool. This view suggests that users have control over the technology and in the world: “The 

computer, as a tool, depends upon a user, who if skilled enough can use and manipulate its (non-

neutral) affordances to help reshape the world in positive ways” (Selber, 2004, p. 40). We can 

balance the positive and negative parts of the tool metaphor by recognizing the ways in which 

users and technologies shape each other and the ways in which users can utilize technology to 

complete tasks.  

Tools, for Hill and Hannafin, are “the overt means through which individuals engage and 

manipulate resources as well as their own ideas” (Al-Shehri, 2014, p. 14). They assist an 

individual in “locating resources,” in “evaluating [the resources’] usefulness,” and in 

“organiz[ing] and present[ing] their understanding in concrete ways” (Hannafin & Hill, 2001, p. 

43). In this study, tools are nonhuman resources, such as YouTube videos, search engines, 

support pages, and the program’s interface design. While tools are produced and distributed by 

human agents, tools do not engage the learner in a dialogue. For instance, a student who goes to 

a user support forum and only reads the existing posts is using a tool resource; if, however, the 
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student posts in the forum and engages in some sort of dialogue with the other users, they are 

using a human resource6. Tools have four possible functions: searching, processing, 

manipulating, or communicating (Hill & Hannafin, 2001, pp. 43-45). In learning a new program 

for a writing class, searching tools might include online search engines like Google or more 

specific search engines like the Wix support webpage. Processing tools, which “provide 

cognitive support to aid in collecting, organizing, integrating and generating information,” can 

include resources like copy and paste functions in word processing programs, labels on buttons 

and tabs in the interface, built-in templates, and models (p. 43-4). Manipulating tools enable 

learners “to test beliefs, ideas, and theories” (p. 44). For instance, the “Preview” function on 

website-building platforms allows users to see how changes might affect their sites without 

requiring users to make the changes permanent. Communication tools “support the ability to 

exchange information and ideas” (p. 529). In learning new digital technologies, students might 

use communication tools like user support boards, print manuals, and YouTube videos.  

In this study, the non-human objects that students use to learn new technologies are 

called tools. These objects can increase the user’s sense of agency because they likely have the 

feeling of learning to use a technology “on their own.” Though there are others who design and 

compose the tools that students use, users may not specifically identify these people as helping 

them learn. Instead, users are more likely to identify the tool itself as helping them; because the 

user can control the tool, as Selber suggests, the user will likely view themselves as the teaching 

agent. At the same time, this study explores how students choose and utilize tools, which means I 

will view both the student as agent (because they select the tool and choose whether to use it) 

and the tool as agent (because it guides the student in what they do with the technology); the 

student and resource influence each other. 

 

 

 

                                                
6 I am interested in whether students make use of resources that encourage dialogue or whether 

they tend to seek out non-dialogic resources. I am also interested in when and how they use each 

kind of resource. At the same time, I acknowledge that the line between human and non-human 

resources may blur occasionally. 
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1.8.2 Humans as Resources 

 

When learning new technologies, learners frequently seek out human resources. We saw 

this from Raymond Branch, who interacted with and learned from his friends, forum board users, 

and computer salesmen (Brandt, 2001). We saw this from Bump (2013), as he maintains that 

students will either use experimentation or seek out a person who can model a task for them. We 

also saw this from Davis (1999), whose study participants sought help from peers and teaching 

assistants. Scholars also discuss human resources in relation to technology when writing about 

technological infrastructures on campus and in programs. For instance, Moeller et al. (2009) 

argue, “Throwing money at technology without a necessary infrastructure will always bring 

technology specialists to this uncertain place…Investments…should be in people and in lines of 

communication, not just in equipment” (p. 6). Ericsson (2009) echoes this idea: “for any element 

in an environment to be economically viable, the quantified costs and benefits must result in a 

system that has the capacity to be profitable and survive…To be economically viable, a program 

has to have enough administrative, faculty, and student support to be cost effective for the 

university” (p. 4). In other words, human resources are a necessary addition to technological 

hardware and software. Humans can teach each other technically and rhetorically effective ways 

to use the technologies. Humans can troubleshoot technological impasses. Humans can 

recommend new resources to use in a given situation. This means, then, that humans are an 

important resource.  

Hill and Hannafin subsume people as resources under tools because humans can also aid 

in selecting, processing, manipulating, and communicating. However, because “people” are 

listed in their definition of resource as one of the potential supports for learning, I would like to 

put more focus on human resources by pulling them into their own category. In terms of using 

humans as a resource, learners may actively seek out the advice of others, asking friends or other 

knowledgeable people for help with particular technological tasks. These people can be those 

with whom the learner has a personal relationship – family, friends, significant others, 

roommates, and so on – or people in more institutional situations, such as tutors in a technology-

help lab. Conversation with human resources may occur face-to-face, through an online platform 

like a user forum, or through some other device like a cell phone. Each person from whom the 

learner seeks advice is a resource.  
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1.8.3 Contexts as Resources 

 

 Contexts also play an important role in the RBL framework for determining how students 

learn technologies outside of the classroom. In rhetoric and composition, context is often used to 

discuss rhetorical situations for reading and writing (e.g. Haas & Flower, 1988; Porter, 2002; 

Shipka, 2011). The field’s interest in context particularly flourished during the shift to process 

when scholars began to emphasize the importance of considering the rhetorical context when 

composing (Berlin, 1987; Faigley, 1986). For instance, Richard Fulkerson (1990) asserts, “Good 

writing, the sort of writing that we hope to enable students to produce, is contextually adapted to, 

perhaps even controlled by, its audience” (p. 417, emphasis added). On the other hand, some 

scholars use “context” to mean physical locations and/or spaces. For example, Selfe (2009) 

writes, “Composition classrooms can provide a context not only for talking about different 

literacies, but also for practicing different literacies” (p. 643, emphasis added). In this instance, 

Selfe does not use “context” to refer to rhetorical situations. Instead, the classroom is a context – 

a physical space – in which particular kinds of learning can occur. Likewise, Paul Prior and Jody 

Shipka assert that “when research was conducted in more naturalistic settings the contexts were 

primarily schools and workplaces” (Shipka, 2011, p. 34, emphasis added). Again, the schools 

and workplaces are physical locations in which the research took place. Of course, these spaces 

are part of the rhetorical situations for learning and researching; the point is that the word 

“context” in these instances is synonymous with physical location. 

Hill and Hannafin (2001) define contexts as “the settings, real and virtual, in which 

learners develop understanding” (p. 43). In this study, contexts can come in three forms: 

physical, rhetorical, and instrumental. Physical contexts are the settings for learning technologies 

outside of the class. These can include those specifically intended to help students learn new 

technologies, like a technology-help lab, or places where tool or human resources could be 

available, such as in dorm rooms and libraries; in the latter contexts, students may have access to 

resources, like knowledgeable roommates, that they may not have in other places. In other 

words, I am interested in the places that students choose to work, particularly if they utilize 

certain settings because of the resources available in those spaces and/or if the spaces affect the 

resources they use. Rhetorical contexts are used when students utilize their rhetorical situations 

to make decisions for their learning. For instance, they may choose to learn to a particular 
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technology because their audiences and purposes for composing guide them toward that 

technology. Finally, instrumental contexts are used when students use their past technological 

experiences to make learning decisions. For example, students may choose to click on a 

particular button because it resembles buttons they have used in other programs.  

 

1.8.4 Scaffolds (How Resources are Used) 

 

Scaffolding has become a guiding metaphor for supporting learning in the classroom 

(Verenikina 2004, 2008). David Wood, Jerome S. Bruner, and Gail Ross (1976) first defined 

scaffolding as a “process that enables a child or novice to solve a problem, carry out a task or 

achieve a goal which would be beyond his unassisted efforts” (p. 90). Since then, many theorists 

have connected scaffolding to Les Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development (ZPD) (McNeill, 

Lizotte, Krajcik, & Marx, 2006; Verenikina, 2004, 2008; Woo, Chu, Ho, & Li, 2011). In 1978, 

Vygotsky defined ZPD as “the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by 

independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through 

problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 38). 

While “a child’s actual developmental level defines functions that have already matured,” the 

zone of proximal development “defines those functions that have not yet matured but are in the 

process of maturation” (p. 38). Those who connect scaffolding to ZPD suggest that scaffolding is 

the operational method for helping students move from one level to the next (Verenikina, 2004, 

pp. 7). Scaffolding usually begins with directive teaching and slowly moves to more student-

directed learning (pp. 174). The ultimate goal of scaffolding is to help the student perform tasks 

independently (Verenikina, 2008, pp. 166). Scaffolds can be humans, such as teachers or tutors, 

or they can be “physical objects that are designed by some individuals to support the learning of 

other individuals” (Sherin, Reiser, & Edelson, 2004, p. 387-388). These artifacts can include 

“technological artifacts such as calculators and computer software” (though they may also 

include non-digital objects like “graphs and written texts”) (Sherin et al., 2004, p. 388).  

For Hill and Hannafin, scaffolds are processes “through which individuals are supported 

in identifying, interpreting, or otherwise using resources” (2008, p. 526). Scaffolds can be (a) 

conceptual – providing mechanisms for ranking order of importance and “deciding what to 

consider”; (b) metacognitive – aiding in “establishing what is known and how to think”; (c) 
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procedural – “assist[ing] with how to use a resource”; and (d) strategic – offering “alternative 

ways to do a task” (2001, p. 45). This study goes beyond simply identifying which resources 

students use; I also want to understand how the resources are used.  

To get at the ways in which students use resources, I use scaffolds, which I define as the 

kinds of support offered by resources. “Scaffold” is not synonymous with “resource.” Instead, 

resources offer particular kinds of scaffolds. The scaffolds that resources can offer, at least for 

this study, include the following:  

1.! Conceptual scaffolds help students decide what tasks they should complete first and 

which parts of the technology are most important to learn. One can often find conceptual 

scaffolds in beginner’s guides. For instance, a tool resource like Wix’s support website 

includes a section for “How to Begin,” which suggests that the user should start with a 

template. These scaffolds also help students understand what the technology can 

accomplish, which includes learning about the affordances and constraints of the 

technology and the kinds of texts that can be created with the technology. For example, a 

human resource like a tutor in a technology lab may explain the benefits and limitations 

of using Microsoft Publisher as opposed to Canva for designing research posters.   

2.! Metacognitive scaffolds help students tap into prior learning. Students may, for example, 

look at the buttons and tabs in the program in order to decide what tasks these tools may 

perform. For instance, a student might recognize some buttons in Adobe InDesign, like 

the text tool and the rectangle tool, because they look similar to those in Microsoft Word. 

In this case, tool resources like the buttons in the program are metacognitive scaffolds 

because they help the student draw on his/her past experiences.  

3.! Procedural scaffolds provide students with the step-by-step instructions for completing 

tasks within the program. For instance, a tool resource like YouTube videos may walk a 

user through the steps to add and edit transitions in iMovie. Likewise, a human resource 

like a roommate may explain these same kinds of steps. Procedural scaffolds also help 

students learn the vocabulary specific to the technology. For instance, the editor in Wix 

includes pop-up bubbles that appear when the user hovers over “Save,” “Preview,” and 

“Publish”; these bubbles explain the definitions of and the differences between each of 

the three options.  
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4.! Strategic scaffolds, in teaching students “alternative ways to do a task” (Hannafin & Hill, 

2001, p. 45), encourage experimentation through trial and error. These scaffolds also 

reinforce the idea that failure is an opportunity for further learning and is a natural part of 

the learning process. In this study, then, students can explore their failures and how they 

may have learned from these failures. Failures in learning a new technology may include 

micro failures, such as attempting a solution suggested by a resource and finding that the 

solution doesn’t work, or macro failures, such as being unable to locate any resources to 

accomplish the task at hand. Resources that offer strategic scaffolding may include tools 

within the interface of a program; for instance, the tabs labeled “Insert,” “Design,” and 

“Layout” in Microsoft Word assist students in the trial and error of “clicking around.” 

They help students make educated guesses about what tasks might be completed with the 

tools under each tab. Another resource that offers strategic scaffolding might include a 

human that encourages students to “play around” with different tools in a program to see 

what actions each tool may perform. 

Throughout this study, I will identify the ways in which resources are used by pairing the 

particular resource with the scaffold for which it is used. The following table illustrates a 

simplified example of this pairing process. 

 

 

Table 1.1: Pairing resources and scaffolds 

 

 Scaffolds 

R
es

o
u

rc
es

 

 Conceptual Procedural Metacognitive Strategic 

Tool Used  
   

Human Used 
    

Context Used  
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1.9 Research Questions 

 
Because resources are a way to identify components of the learning experience, I have 

chosen RBL as the framework for my study. I use surveys and interviews to determine how  

students learned a new technology to complete an assignment in a multimedia writing course. 

Using the results of the surveys, I will identify the kinds of assignments students are completing 

that require learning digital technologies, the specific technologies they are learning, and the 

resources they use to learn those technologies. Then, with the results of the semi-structured 

interviews, I will provide rich descriptions of the resources used by a small group of students 

who learned new technologies while completing an assignment. I will describe the resources they 

used and how they used them. While analyzing my data from the surveys and interviews, I use  

tools, contexts, and humans to ascertain the kinds of resources students use to learn digital 

technologies. Then, using scaffolds, I investigate the ways in which students use the resources 

available to them. Therefore, my research question – How do students use the resources available  

to them in order to learn new technologies outside of the classroom to complete course  

assignments? –  has several sub-questions to guide the inquiry:  

•! What resources do students report using to learn a new digital technology or to learn to 

use a familiar technology in a new way outside of class? 

o! What tools do students report using? What scaffolds do the tools offer? 

o! What contexts do students report using? What scaffolds do the contexts offer? 

o! What human resources do students report using? What scaffolds do the human 

resources offer? 

•! How do students report learning the affordances and constraints of the technologies they 

are learning? 

•! What specialized vocabulary do students use, and how do they report learning this 

vocabulary? 

 

1.10 Outcomes and Organization of Dissertation 

 

In order to understand how students learn new composing technologies outside of class, 

this dissertation will study the resources that upper-level students use to learn new technologies  
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to complete course assignments. Using Hill and Hannafin’s components of Resource-Based 

Learning (RBL) to collect and analyze the survey and interview data, the primarily goal in 

describing these students’ uses of resources is to provide possible practices for extra-curricular 

technology learning that can be taught to students rather than instruction in specific technologies. 

The rest of this dissertation will be organized as follows: In chapter 2, I will explain my 

methodologies and the scholarship that guides them. I will also describe my sample population, 

my survey and interview selection principles, and my coding schemes. In chapter 3, I will share 

the results of the surveys and the interviews in which students participated. In chapter 4, I will 

analyze my results, pointing to the most noteworthy findings from the surveys and interviews. 

Finally, in chapter 5, I will discuss the limitations of the study and use these to suggest directions 

for future research. I will also apply my findings to the classroom, offering possibilities for how 

we can might teach practices for learning new technologies effectively.  
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CHAPTER 2 

  

METHODS 

 

2.1 Chapter Overview 

 

In the previous chapter, I provided salience for and framed this study by defining 

multimodality, multimedia, digital technology, resource, and scaffold. I also identified gaps in 

current scholarship about the resources students use to learn new technologies. This study is 

intended to fill some of those gaps. With that in mind, my research questions are as follows: 

•! How do students use the resources available to them in order to learn new technologies 

outside of the classroom to complete course assignments? 

•! What resources do students report using to learn a new digital technology or to learn to 

use a familiar technology in a new way outside of class? 

a.! What tools do students report using? What scaffolds do the tools offer? 

b.! What contexts do students report using? What scaffolds do the contexts offer? 

c.! What human resources do students report using? What scaffolds do the human 

resources offer? 

•! How do students report learning the affordances and constraints of the technologies 

they are learning? 

•! What specialized vocabulary do students use, and how do they report learning this 

vocabulary? 

To answer these questions, I designed a mixed-methods empirical study; in this chapter, I will 

explain the methods I used and the reasons behind my use of these methods. I will also detail 

how I chose my participants for the survey and interviews. Then, I will articulate how I applied 

Hill and Hannafin’s components for Resource-Based Learning as a framework to code and 

analyze my data.  
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2.2 Methodology 

 

This project is a descriptive empirical study that utilizes an ecological methodology to 

study students’ resources and scaffolds while learning new digital technologies outside of class 

to complete assignments. Mary Sue MacNealy (1999) defines empirical research as “research 

that carefully describes and/or measures observable phenomena in a systemic way planned in 

advance of the observation” (p. 6). Additionally, to be considered empirical, data collection 

should “produce…a body of evidence that can be examined by others” (p. 40-41). Janice M. 

Lauer and J. William Asher (1988) assert that empirical research in composition and rhetoric 

“seeks to develop theories that explain writing, its context, acquisition, and facilitation” (p. 9). 

The current study utilized empirical methods – surveys and semi-structured interviews – that 

asked students to retroactively articulate the ways in which they learned new technologies, which 

I will explain in more detail below. This study is a descriptive empirical research study in that it 

“entail[s] observation of phenomena and analysis of data with as little restructuring of the 

situation or environment under scrutiny as possible” (Lauer & Asher, 1988, p. 15); this attempt at 

“as little restructuring…as possible” is why I chose to use retrospective methods. Though using 

retrospective methods means that participants could forget about some of the resources they used 

or the ways in which they used those resources, these methods allowed learning to take place 

more naturally; if I had attempted to observe their learning in action, my results likely would 

have been inaccurate to how/where the student may actually learn. In describing the accounts of 

participants’ technological learning, I also acknowledge that the experiences of the specific 

students may not carry across all students at all times. Rather, I describe the use of resources by a 

specific group of students and use these descriptions to make claims for how we might be able to 

teach students to learn technologies. 

Mary P. Sheridan and Lee Nickoson (2012) explain the differences between methods and 

methodology. Methods are “practices researchers engage in as they identify research topics, 

design strategies collecting, managing, and interpreting the collected data, and determine how 

they represent their findings” (p. 2). While it is important to understand the practices with which 

researchers collect and analyze their data, it is also important to understand “the epistemological 

and theoretical interests” that undergird the methods; these interests are the methodologies (p. 2). 

This study is guided by an ecological methodology as defined by Kristie S. Fleckenstein, Clay 
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Spinuzzi, Rebecca J. Rickly, and Carole Clark Papper. These scholars (2008) argue, “An 

ecological orientation emphasizes the permeability of social and biological worlds as well as the 

inextricable positioning of the researcher within the whorls of those worlds” (p. 394). An 

ecological research methodology has three characteristics: interdependency, feedback loops, and 

diversity. Interdependency points to the fact that “ecological research envision[s] research as a 

web of interlocking social, material, and semiotic practices…. [or] as symbiotic clusters: knots of 

nonhierarchical, locally enacted semiotic-material practices that inform each other in multiple 

ways” (p. 394). A research paradigm, then, is “an ecology of reinforcing activities, artifacts, and 

language” (p. 394). This study considers the interdependency of the students, the technology, and 

the resources students use to learn that technology. For instance, I will take into account the 

physical spaces in which students work, acknowledging that spaces can shape the resources 

available to the learner and the reasons the learner chooses (not) to use a resource. Likewise, the 

student’s audience and purpose will likely affect which resources they use and the tasks they 

want to perform with the technology.  

Ecological methodologies also include feedback loops, which “suggests that scholars 

draw a circle around the pertinent feedback pathways to delineate the span of the research 

ecosystem and that the circle is always mutable and permeable” (p. 396). This circle must also 

fluctuate, so that the researcher zooms in to study specific characteristics and zooms out to see 

those characteristics in the larger picture (p. 398-399). While this study remains fairly focused, 

as it centers on one kind of class at one institution, I zoom in and out slightly within this limited 

population. This study begins zoomed out as I survey many participants in order to gain an 

overview of the technologies students learned to complete assignments, the resources students 

utilized, and the ways in which they troubleshot the problems they encountered while learning 

technologies. Then, I zoom in as I conduct semi-structured interviews with three of the survey 

participants; these interviews give me a more nuanced understanding of the ways in which 

students may use resources. 

In addition to interdependency and feedback loops, Fleckenstein et al. assert that research 

diversity is an important part of an ecological methodology; research diversity means that the 

researcher uses “multiple sites of immersion, multiple perspectives, and multiple methodologies 

within a particular…research project” (p. 401). With this in mind, I use an empirical mixed 

methods study to answer my research questions. I utilize a mixture of surveys and semi-
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structured interviews with students from a course titled Writing and Editing in Print and Online 

(WEPO). In the surveys, students broadly identified the programs they used and learned to 

complete WEPO assignments, their comfort level with particular programs at the beginning and 

end of the semester, and the resources they used to learn these programs. Students also wrote 

short responses about the problems they encountered while learning technologies and how they 

attempted to work through these problems. Meanwhile, in the interviews, students gave insight 

into their learning processes and the ways in which they (did not) use resources to learn 

technologies. The perspectives gained from the surveys and interviews provide different but 

equally important information to help answer my research questions. 

 

2.3 Description of Study Site and Participants 

 

2.3.1 Description of Survey Participants 

 

All study participants are students at Florida State University. Because they are students 

at this university, they have access to free wireless Internet while on campus. At the same time, 

students must provide their own technology or use computers available in limited locations like 

the libraries or technology labs. This is important to my study because this may affect the 

contexts in which students choose to compose and find resources. One of the available 

technology labs is a free Digital Studio in which consultants can help students learn to use a wide 

variety of computer software, platforms, and programs. The Digital Studio is a space to help 

students and faculty with all manner of multimodal and digital projects. Consultants who work in 

the Digital Studio can help clients identify appropriate media, genres, and/or programs to use for 

their projects, teach clients the technical and rhetorical uses of specific programs, model for 

clients techniques for learning new programs, and offer clients feedback on the design of their 

projects. The Digital Studio is important for this study because it is one of the resources that the 

sample population could make use of.  

My study participants are students who had just completed a course called Writing and 

Editing in Print and Online (WEPO) in Spring 2016. WEPO is one of the required courses for a 

major called Writing, Editing, and Media (EWM). The English department website (n.d.) 

explains, 
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The EWM major is aimed at students with career interested in writing, publishing, and 

electronic media but who want more than just a job editing a corporate newsletter or 

composing jacket copy for cookbooks. The EWM track aims to prepare students for 

leadership roles in 21st century culture, whether as intellectuals pursuing advanced 

degrees in book history, rhetoric, and critical theory or as tech-savvy professionals 

equipped with editorial expertise and writing skill. 

In addition to WEPO, EWM majors are required to take two other courses – Rhetoric and 

History of Text Technologies – and complete an internship in editing or publishing. In WEPO, 

students learn to compose for the print page, the screen, and the network. Students consider the 

conventions, purposes, and audiences for writing in different media as well as how content may 

or may not change as it moves across media. Students also consider copyright and fair use as 

they complete assignments. In many sections of WEPO, instructors assign four projects: (1) a 

print project, in which students create a print-based product; (2) a remediation/remix project, in 

which students move content across media and/or combine existing texts into a single, original 

text; (3) a viral campaign project, in which students create a network of texts; and (4) a 

professional ePortfolio. However, because there is not a standardized syllabus, some instructors 

may assign other projects, have different requirements for projects, and/or spend different 

amounts of time with these projects. For instance, one of the instructors in this study, Sean, 

required students to complete an assemblage project, in which students created a review 

constructed entirely from sentences borrowed from published reviews. Thus, while many of the 

assignments students completed overlap, they may not be the same and the class preparation for 

the projects may differ. At the same time, all sections in this study required students to construct 

an ePortfolio and create at least one digital text in addition to the portfolio7. Because students 

created at least one digital text, it was likely that at least some students learned to use new digital 

technologies; moreover, in the interviews, I chose to focus on students who had completed the 

ePortfolio project because it was a common assignment among all five sections. 

I have chosen this population because WEPO students complete at least one digital text 

for the course and because, as experienced writing majors, they are likely fairly articulate about 

the choices they’ve made while composing and the reasons behind those choices. Also, most 

                                                
7 Refer to Appendices A-E for the syllabi from the five surveyed sections. 
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WEPO instructors offer open-ended assignments, encouraging their students to choose the 

genres, media, and technologies for projects. This means that my study participants are likely to 

make these choices on their own. Therefore, they ought to be able to articulate the reasons for the 

choices they make concerning the technologies they choose to use. For this study, I chose to 

survey participants from five of the six sections of WEPO offered in the Spring 2016 semester. I 

taught the sixth section and chose not to include my own students in this study because I required 

my students to go to the Digital Studio when they were in the beginning stages of drafting their 

first projects. During these visits, most of my students learned to use InDesign for the first time. 

This meant that the results from my section would have been skewed toward students using the 

Digital Studio to learn new technologies8. Moreover, because I collected survey responses before 

the semester ended, my students may have felt obligated to participate in the survey and 

volunteer for the interview. To provide as much opportunity as possible for students to 

participant on a volunteer basis, I chose to exclude my students from the study9. 

 

2.3.2 Description of Interview Participants 

 

After collecting surveys, I interviewed four students to use as cases. For reasons I will 

explain below, I chose to utilize the interview data from three of these students, all of whom 

learned to use Wix for the first time in order to complete the professional ePortfolio project. Wix 

is a cloud-based platform for designing websites and blogs. Users can create accounts and design 

and publish websites and blogs for free. However, in the free version, Wix will insert its name 

                                                
8 One instructor in this study, Nicole, also required her students to attend the Digital Studio. 

When I discuss my survey results, I will offer the data that both include and exclude her 

students’ responses in terms of using the Studio as a resource. I have chosen to keep the 

instructor’s student as part of the sample population because the responses that are not about the 

Digital Studio offer interesting insights into students’ resource use. Additionally, none of her 

students are used as one of the three cases. 

9 In fact, this would have been an ethical violation according to the Institutional Review Board at 

Florida State University. Therefore, I would not have been able to use my class in this study 

during the semester. 
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into the URL and onto the website that users design. Users can start with one of “100s of 

designer made templates” or begin with a blank site (Wix.com, 2016). The editor in Wix is a 

WYSIWYG (What You See Is What You Get); Wix users can drag, drop, and manipulate 

elements in the editor without having to code the website. The image below shows the editor in 

Wix: 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1: Screenshot of the Wix editor interface 

 

 

On the left side, the user can access the main menu. From the top down, the first button 

allows the user to change the background and color scheme for the website. The second button 

allows the user to add elements, such as text, documents, shapes, social media feeds, and more. 

The third button is the Wix application market, in which users can add a variety of applications 

like chat features, windows to sell tickets to events, and options to schedule appointments. The 

fourth button allows users to upload documents and other content and to access already uploaded 

content. The fifth button allows users to create and manage a blog. At the top of the editor, the 

user can navigate to different pages on their site using the “Pages” drop down menu and save, 

preview, or publish their site. Users are also given the option of creating and editing a mobile 

version of their website, which they can access through the button that looks like an iPhone. In 

the composition classroom, Wix can be used for any number of projects that combine writing, 

images, audio, and/or video. For instance, students can design a website to showcase their 

classwork, feature a gallery of images and videos for a class project, or create a blog to use for 
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informal writing responses. The three cases in this study learned to use Wix for the first time in 

order to design their professional ePortfolios.  

Gabriela. Gabriela10 is an Editing, Writing, and Media major in her second year of study. 

While she talked confidently about her ability to learn and navigate new technologies, she stated 

that she did not see herself as “super tech[nology] savvy.” Gabriela is a student in Tyler’s section 

of WEPO. In this section, students completed a trace of a key term in rhetoric and composition, a 

viral marketing campaign, a remix or remediation project, and a professional ePortfolio. Tyler’s 

assignment description for the ePortfolio stated,  

Your portfolio, which will be your own professional website, should include materials 

that would appeal to future employers (e.g., resume/CV, future goals, specific skill sets, 

etc.) as well as materials that reflect the strengths and skills you’ve developed as a 

writer/composer at FSU (e.g., examples of work produced across different or within 

specific genres)11. 

While Tyler offered Wix and Weebly as options for this portfolio and gave a brief lesson on 

Wix, the students in his class could chose whatever platform they wanted to use. He also offered 

Squarespace as an option but discouraged his students from using it because it locks users into a 

template. As part of the introduction to the portfolio project, Tyler gave a short how-to lesson on 

using Wix. In this introduction, he described the differences between “Save,” “Preview,” and 

“Publish,” how to navigate pages in editor, and what tasks each of the main menu buttons 

performs. Gabriela did not mention in her survey or her interview that her instructor gave this 

how-to lesson. In fact, she explained that she learned the editor by exploring it on her own. This 

may mean that she was not present on the day Tyler introduced Wix.  

Alyssa. Alyssa, another student in Tyler’s section, is a Communications major in her 

second year of study. She is incredibly confident in using digital technologies to capture and edit 

video. However, she is unconfident in composing effective designs for a website. Once she 

found a template in Wix that met her purposes, she changed the template very little and often 

described working outside of the template as “overwhelming” or “complicated.” Alyssa did 

mention Tyler’s how-to lesson during her interview, explaining that she understood how to 

                                                
10 All participants’ and instructors’ names are pseudonyms. 

11 Refer to Appendix F for Tyler’s ePortfolio assignment description. 
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navigate the pages in the editor only because of his lesson. At the same time, she did not seem to 

remember his discussion of the “Save,” “Preview,” and “Publish” functions (she stated that she 

learned the differences from the explanations that pop up in the Wix editor) or the functions of 

the main menu button (she did not play with “Add” options to add video, lines, or shapes until 

she talked with her friend and a Digital Studio consultant). 

Kate. Kate is an Editing, Writing, and Media major in her third year of study. She has 

experience with several other website-building platforms, but demonstrates less confidence than 

Gabriela in navigating new technologies. She repeated twice in the interview that she is “not a 

technology savvy person” and was often worried she would “mess up” her composition if she 

changed the template too much. Kate is a student in Sean’s section, in which she completed a 

number of projects: a review of a creative work or location, such as a restaurant, a review 

assembled only from other published reviews; an analytical profile of a creative worker; a 

creative work such as a poster, album cover, or book cover; a remediation of a written work into 

a new medium; and a professional ePortfolio. In the portfolio, students were required to include 

all of the course projects, an about page, reflective texts on each of the projects, and one artifact 

from outside of the class12. Though the portfolio assignment description sounds much like 

portfolios meant to serve as “a vehicle for classroom learning and assessment” (Yancey, 2001, p. 

16), Kate discussed her portfolio in terms of showcasing her work to prove herself as a 

professional. She even included a resume on her portfolio for her potential employers to read. 

Like Tyler, Sean allowed students to choose the platform they wanted to use for their portfolios. 

Unlike Tyler, Sean did not give a how-to lesson on the platforms. 

 

2.4 Methods of Data Collection 

 

The methods used to gather data from the participants above include surveys distributed 

to multiple classes and interviews with individual students about the resources and strategies 

they used to learn a new technology outside of class to complete an assignment. 

 

 

                                                
12 Refer to Appendix G for Sean’s ePortfolio assignment description. 
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2.4.1 Survey 

 

Daniel Anderson et al. (2006) note the popularity of survey methods in rhetoric and 

composition: “Composition researchers have used survey methodologies to answer a range of 

questions, gathering information about a large population by questioning a smaller sample” (60). 

Lauer and Asher (1988) explain the benefits of surveys, stating that they “provide a valuable 

means of obtaining representative descriptive information about the writing of very large 

populations because sampling procedures reduce them to manageable size” (p. 78). In this study, 

I used the survey responses from students in five WEPO courses in an attempt to discover (a) the 

extent to which students are learning computer technologies outside of the classroom and (b) the 

resources students report using when learning new technologies or learning to use familiar 

technologies in new ways. As stated above, these surveys also allowed me to identify interview 

participants. After receiving IRB approval13 for my data collection methods, I went into each 

WEPO instructor’s classroom during the last week of the Spring 2016 semester, explained my 

study, and asked students to participate in the survey. I created and distributed the survey with an 

online survey tool called Qualtrics. Students could access the survey on their smart phones, 

tablets, or computers. I also brought paper copies for students who preferred hardcopy and/or did 

not have access to the necessary electronic devices. The first page of the survey included the 

consent information; the consent form detailed the study, explained the participant’s rights, and 

stated that, by proceeding with the survey, the participant was giving consent. 

This survey asked for the following information14: (1) the participant’s major field(s) and 

year of study; (2) the technologies the participant used to complete major assignments in WEPO; 

(3) the new technologies (if any) the participant learned in order to complete assignments; (4) the 

familiar technologies (if any) the participant learned to use in new ways in order to complete 

assignments; (5) the participant’s comfort level with a variety of technologies before and after 

WEPO; (6) the resources the participant used to learn new (ways of using) technologies; and (7) 

a description of a problem that the participant encountered while learning a (new way of using a) 

technology and the ways in which they attempted to overcome the problem. Most of the survey 

                                                
13 Refer to Appendix H for the IRB approval letter. 

14 Refer to Appendix I for the survey consent form and a complete list of the survey questions. 
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consisted of quantitative questions. The technologies the participant used and/or learned and the 

resources they used to learn technologies were reported with multiple choice lists. Participants 

identified their comfort levels on a Likert scale consisting of: not comfortable at all, slightly 

comfortable, somewhat comfortable, and extremely comfortable. The participant’s major field(s) 

of study, the ways in which the participant learned new (ways of using) technologies, and the 

ways in which the participant attempted to overcome a problem were write-in responses. All 

multiple choice (except for the resources used) and Likert scale questions included technologies 

that are most frequently used and learned for WEPO15: Wix, Weebly, Wordpress, Adobe 

InDesign, Adobe Illustrator, Adobe Photoshop, Windows Movie Maker, iMovie, Audacity, 

Microsoft PowerPoint, Prezi, Microsoft Word, and Keynote. Students were also provided with an 

“Other” option so they could write in any technologies not included on the list. For resources, 

students were given the following selections: went to the Digital Studio, asked a friend or family 

member, used Google or another search engine, looked up YouTube videos, went to a user 

support forum, used the help feature in the program, and used trial and error to figure it out. 

Again, students were given an “Other” option to write in any resources not included in the list. 

The final question on the survey asked students to write in their email addresses and/or phone 

numbers if they were willing to volunteer for a 30-minute interview.  

The survey provided me with broader responses about the extent to which students are 

learning technologies outside of the classroom. Also, because survey participants discussed their 

resources and troubleshooting for a variety of technologies, I gained a sense of the resources 

students use to learn technologies and for what scaffolds they used those resources. As can be 

seen in the table below, each portion of the survey – excluding the demographic information – 

enabled me to (a) identify and select interview participants, (b) learn to what extent students are 

learning new (ways of using) technologies, or (c) answer the following research question: What 

resources do students report using to learn a new digital technology or to learn to use a familiar 

technology in a new way outside of class? 

                                                
15 I was able to identify the technologies “most frequently” learned and used for WEPO because 

I had taught three sections of the course and worked as a consultant in the Digital Studio for two 

years; as a consultant, I worked with many WEPO students to help them learn and use 

technologies. 
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Table 2.1: Purposes served by survey 

 

Survey Portion Purpose Served by Survey Portion 

Participant identifies the technologies the 

participant used to complete major 

assignments in WEPO. 

Provided information to help me identify and 

select interview participants. 

Participant identifies the new technologies (if 

any) the participant learned in order to 

complete assignments. 

Provided information to help me identify and 

select interview participants. 

Participant identifies the familiar technologies 

(if any) the participant learned to use in new 

ways in order to complete assignments. 

Provided information to help me identify and 

select interview participants. 

Participant identifies the participant’s comfort 

level with a variety of technologies before and 

after WEPO. 

Showed the extent to which students are 

learning new (ways of using) technologies. 

Participant identifies the resources the 

participant used to learn new (ways of using) 

technologies. 

Answered the following research question: 

What resources do students report using to 

learn a new digital technology or to learn to 

use a familiar technology in a new way 

outside of class? (Question 2) 

Participant identifies a description of a 

problem that the participant encountered 

while learning a (new way of using a) 

technology and the ways in which they 

attempted to overcome the problem. 

Answered the following research question: 

What resources do students report using to 

learn a new digital technology or to learn to 

use a familiar technology in a new way 

outside of class? (Question 2) 

 

 

In total, 98 students completed the surveys: 21 students from Tyler’s section, 21 from Sean’s 

section, 18 from Nicole’s section, 23 from Jackie’s section, and 15 from David’s section. 

 

2.4.2 Interview 

 

After collecting the surveys, I used the interviews to gain a more nuanced understanding 

of each participant’s resource use. The interviews allowed me to clarify the participant’s survey 

responses and learn about experiences not referenced on the survey. Also, during the interview, I 

was able to ask for more detail about particular parts of the participant’s learning process, 

particularly the moments in which they sought out resources. MacNealy (1999) states that this is 
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an advantage of using interview methods: “Advantages of an interview include helping a 

researcher gather facts, opinions, goals, plans, and insights that may not be available from any 

other source…Interviews can also help develop a respondent’s answers more fully” (p. 204-205). 

When discussing interview methods, Cynthia L. Selfe and Gail E. Hawisher (2012) argue that 

“the perspective of individuals in their own experiences and lives…emerges most productively 

from interviews, especially when such exchanges are structured or semi-structured…as 

conversations” (p. 36). They suggest that researchers should move away from thinking of 

“interviews as carefully planned and controlled sessions” that draw a boundary between 

researcher and subject (p. 38). Instead, researchers would benefit from seeing those we interview 

as collaborators in our research (pp. 38). Part of this shift involves actively seeking out 

participants’ autobiographical narratives about their writing experiences (pp. 38). This study 

utilizes this idea as I wrote questions that were meant to engage the participant in story-telling. 

Most of the interview was structured around the participant describing the process of how she 

learned to navigate the technology.  

Selecting interview participants. On the survey, 29 students indicated that they would be 

willing to participate in the interview. I contacted 20 students in total, splitting them into two 

groups of 10. I chose the first 10 students because they provided the most detail in the write-in 

questions. I chose these students because they were likely to have given more thought and/or 

have more to say in terms of learning to use new (ways of using) technologies. I chose five 

students that had learned new technologies and five that had learned to use familiar technologies 

in new ways. Because many of these students had learned to use multiple technologies (in new 

ways), I specified in the email which technology I wanted to discuss during the interview. Three 

students from this first group of 10 participated in the interviews: Hope16 (who explained the 

ways in which she learned to use Canva for the first time), Gabriela, and Kate. Because these 

three students all learned new technologies, I chose to email only students who had learned new 

technologies for the second group of ten; I chose to do this in order to maintain some consistency 

across the interview data. One student from this second round, Alyssa, participated in the 

interview. I chose not to contact the other nine students who volunteered for the interview 

                                                
16 I chose to exclude Hope from the interview results for this study. I will explain my reasoning 

for this below. 
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because they did not respond to any of the qualitative write-in responses; therefore, I was 

worried that these students would be less analytical or less articulate about their technology 

learning experiences. 

Preparing for the interview. Prior to the interview, I asked each interview participant to 

send me the composition that she created for WEPO with the technology specified in the email. 

For example, I asked Gabriela, Kate, and Alyssa to email me the links to their professional 

ePortfolios. Along with their compositions, I asked participants to send me any reflections they 

wrote during and/or after completing the composition. These reflective texts helped me get a 

better sense of the decisions students may have made while completing the composition, how 

technology may have affected the composition, and the resources they may have used. These 

texts also helped the participants remember resources they used in particular moments of 

composing. Before each interview, I perused the interviewee’s composition and any 

accompanying reflective texts to identify subject-specific questions to ask in addition to the 

questions common to all participants. 

Conducting the interview. I conducted the interviews either through Skype or face-to-

face. I offered students this option because I conducted interviews during the summer. Skype 

enabled students to participate in the interview even if they were not on campus. I audio recorded 

all interviews with Audacity, QuickTime, and/or a digital audio recorder. I also screen recorded 

my computer during each interview. For Skype interviews, this allowed me to look back at the 

video while transcribing; this allowed me an additional level of accuracy because I could read 

the participant’s lips when the audio recording was unclear. During face-to-face interviews, I 

recorded the screen so I could look back at what we clicked in the composition and/or in the 

interface of the technology. I added these moments into the transcripts. For face-to-face 

interviews, participants signed consent forms prior to any audio recording. For Skype interviews, 

I emailed participants the consent form and received verbal consent to audio and screen record 

the interviews17. I interviewed Hope over Skype, while Gabriela, Kate, and Alyssa took part in 

face-to-face interviews. 

I created a set of common questions for all interview participants. We used these 

questions and the participant’s composition as a guide for the interview. During the interview, 

                                                
17 Refer to Appendix J for the interview consent form. 
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each participant explained (a) the assignment for which for the composition was created as well 

as the audience and purpose of the assignment; (b) her motivation for learning the technology; 

(c) the resources she used to learn the technology; (d) the ways in which she attempted to 

overcome problems with the technology; (e) the ways in which the technology is (not) intuitive, 

and what makes the technology (un)intuitive; and (f) the specialized vocabulary she needed to 

use to operate and navigate the technology18. I also asked each interviewee why she concentrated 

on what she did in her reflective text(s).  

Additionally, I asked questions specific to the particular participant’s composition and 

reflective text. For instance, Alyssa indicated on her survey that she used the Digital Studio as a 

resource; therefore, I asked questions like: Why did you chose to go to the Digital Studio?; What 

did the consultant teach you while you were at the Studio?; and What did you learn about the 

technology that the consultant didn’t teach you, and how did you learn this? I also pointed to the 

participant’s reflections to ask more specific questions. For example, Alyssa stated in her 

reflection that she learned more about design while completing her professional ePortfolio; 

therefore, I asked: How much did Wix as a platform help you (or not) with design? In what ways 

did Wix help you with design? Throughout the interview, the participant and I looked through 

the composition and the interface of the technology in order to help the interviewee remember 

the steps she took to learn the technology and the ways in which technological impasses may 

have affected the composition. As can be seen in Table 2.2 below, each portion of the interview 

allowed me to answer different research questions. Some portions were geared toward specific 

research questions while others were purposely left broad so the interviewees could fully explain 

their resource use and so I could adapt the questions as necessarily during the interview. 

After collecting my interview data, I chose not to focus on Hope as one of my cases in 

this dissertation because (a) she learned Canva as opposed to Wix; (b) she had been required by 

her instructor to attend the Digital Studio, where she first learned about Canva; and (c) her 

interview took place over Skype, meaning that, unlike the other interviews, we could not look at 

Canva together as she explained the process she used to learn and utilize the program. In other 

words, to better read across my cases, I chose to focus on the three cases that were more similar. 

 

                                                
18 Refer to Appendix K for a complete list of the questions common to all interview participants. 
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Table 2.2: Research questions answered by interview 

 

Interview Portions Research Question Answered 

Questions Common to All Interview Participants 

Participant explains the assignment for which 

the composition was created as well as the 

audience and purpose of the assignment. 

What contexts do students report using? What 

scaffolds do the contexts offer? (Question 2B) 

 

Participant explains her motivation for 

learning the technology. 

What contexts do students report using? What 

scaffolds do the contexts offer? (Question 2B) 

Participant explains the resources she used to 

learn the technology. 

What resources do students report using to 

learn a new digital technology or to learn to 

use a familiar technology in a new way 

outside of class? (Question 2) 

Participant explains the ways in which she 

attempted to overcome problems with the 

technology. 

What resources do students report using to 

learn a new digital technology or to learn to 

use a familiar technology in a new way 

outside of class? (Question 2) 

Participant explains the ways in which the 

technology is (not) intuitive, and what makes 

the technology (un)intuitive. 

How do students report learning the 

affordances and constraints of the 

technologies they are learning? (Question 3) 

Participant explains the specialized 

vocabulary she needed to use to operate and 

navigate the technology. 

What specialized vocabulary do students use, 

and how do they report learning this 

vocabulary? (Question 4) 

Example Questions Specific to Interview Participant Who Attend the Digital Studio 

Participant explains why she chose to go to 

the Digital Studio. 

What human resources do students report 

using? What scaffolds do the human 

resources offer? (Question 2C) 

Participant explains what the consultant 

taught her while she was at the Studio. 

What human resources do students report 

using? What scaffolds do the human 

resources offer? (Question 2C) 

Example Questions Specific to Interview Participant Who Leaned about Design 

Participant explains in which way Wix as a 

platform helped (or not) with design. 

What tools do students report using? What 

scaffolds do the tools offer? (Question 2A) 
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2.5 Survey and Interview Data Analysis 

 

After collecting the survey and interview data, I utilize my adapted framework from Hill 

and Hannafin’s categories for Resource-Based Learning to code and analyze the data. To analyze 

my surveys, I first input my quantitative data into bar graphs to identify trends. Then, I coded the 

survey write-in responses and the interviews with a combination of deductive schemes. For the 

first deductive scheme, I coded the write-in survey responses and interviews to identify what 

resources students used, a scheme I called the resources coding scheme. Then, I used another 

deductive scheme to identify how the students used their resources to learn new technologies, a 

scheme I called the scaffolds coding scheme. I then put these two codes together to analyze 

which resources were used in what ways. 

 

2.5.1 Resources Deductive Coding Scheme 

 

As I explained in the previous chapter, I am using a framework adapted from Hill and 

Hannafin’s categories for Resource-Based Learning. My adaption includes the use of the 

following resources: 

•! Tools: The nonhuman resources – print or digital – that students use to learn 

technologies. Examples of tools may include YouTube videos, support forums, 

manuals, buttons and tabs in a technology, or examples used as models. 

•! Humans: The people from whom students seek help. This resource involves two-way 

communication, a dialogue in which the student participates. These conversations 

may occur, for instance, face-to-face, through text messages, or through user forums. 

•! Contexts: The rhetorical situations surrounding the technology learning and the 

physical locations in which students work. Examples of rhetorical situations may 

include the assignment and the student’s technological experiences, which influence 

the student’s decision to use particular technologies or learn particular technological 

tasks. Examples of physical locations can include classroom spaces, technology labs, 

libraries, and dorm rooms. 

As I applied my framework as a coding scheme, I realized that I needed to breakdown the 

resources further so my results could be more accurate. I created the breakdown of these 
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categories by reading through the interviews and finding patterns for the kinds of tools, humans, 

and contexts that participants discussed. The breakdown is as follows: 

 

 

Table 2.3: Examples of resources coding scheme 

 

Code Definition Examples from Surveys/Interviews 

Tool Resources 

Written/verbal 

instructions 

provided inside 

the technology 

Videos and written explanation 

provided either within the 

interface, on the technology’s 

support website, or in a manual 

written by the company that 

created the technology. 

“I think when I actually clicked on 

one they have a, there’s like a little 

when you save or something there’s 

like a pop up that says ‘Great. Now 

publish’ or something or it’ll say um 

‘Make sure you save. Make sure you 

save before you publish.’” 

Written/verbal 

instructions 

provided outside 

the technology 

Videos and written explanation 

that was not written inside the 

technology’s interface or 

provided in the technology’s 

support website. 

“I ran into a problem with symmetry 

[in Adobe InDesign] and 

through…many google searches I 

was able to finally fix it.” 

 

Interface design Buttons or tabs labeled with 

singular words or very short 

phrases that do not provide full 

explanation. The organization of 

the technology’s interface. 

“I kind of like went through all of the 

little tabs within the Add tab and was 

like ‘Oh I can do all this different 

kind of stuff.’” 

Models Any model the participant used, 

including templates and/or 

observations of others’ use of the 

technology. 

“Her website was really cute. She 

like incorporated um shapes and stuff 

to add like her own little touch to it. 

So I think she’s actually the one who 

showed me um who showed me all 

that stuff that I can add.” 

Human Resources 

Technology lab People who work in institutional 

spaces, like consultants at the 

Digital Studio and librarians at 

the library. 

“I went to the Digital Studio. Um and 

I was like ‘Ah, I don’t know what to 

do’ ((laughs)) so I asked the um I 

asked the girl there and she kinda 

helped me a little bit.” 
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Table 2.3 - continued 
 

Code Definition Examples from Surveys/Interviews 

Personal 

relationship 

Family, friends, or classmates that 

help the participant with the 

technology.  

“I even like asked my boyfriend 

because he’s like a computer science 

major. I was just like ‘how do I do 

this?’ and he tried to like show me 

how to like go into the HTML and 

like code it differently.” 19 

Context Resources 

Rhetorical – 

Purpose and 

audience for 

composing 

The participant’s intentions for 

purpose and audience that 

influences the participant’s 

learning process and resource use. 

“Tumblr I just didn’t think was like 

professional enough for this and 

Wordpress is kind of, honestly 

Wordpress is a lot more difficult to 

navigate than Wix, I felt like so.” 

Instrumental – 

Participant’s 

technological 

experiences 

The participant’s experiences 

with technology that influences 

the participant’s learning process 

and resource use. 

“I figured that cuz I’m not technology 

savvy I saw that [Wix] had a lot of 

templates and I was just ((laughs)) 

about using one of those templates.” 

Physical - 

Classroom 

Classroom spaces in which the 

participant utilizes resources 

specific to the classroom. 

“At one point we were working on it 

in class. And just a girl sitting next to 

me was helping me out… That was 

kind of just the atmosphere of the 

classroom.” 

Physical - 

Personal 

Any physical space outside of the 

technology lab or classroom that 

the participant chose. 

“Like the week before finals week so 

[my friend and I] went to the 

library…I helped her with the video 

project. She helped me with this.” 

 

 

 

 

                                                
19 I could have also added the code, Human – Online, to signal a participant’s dialogue with an 

online source, such as users in a user support forum. However, neither the participants in the 

surveys nor interviews specified this resource so I have not included those in this particular 

coding scheme. 
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2.5.2 Scaffolds Coding Scheme 

 

My framework also includes the ways in which resources help students, or the scaffolds 

offered by the resources. These scaffolds formed my second deductive coding scheme. Based on 

Hill and Hannafin’s categories, I coded for the following scaffolds: 

•! Conceptual scaffolds, which help students decide the order in which to complete tasks, 

understand the affordances and constraints of the technology, and learn the conventions 

of a genre. 

•! Metacognitive scaffolds, which help students tap into their prior knowledge. 

•! Procedural scaffolds, which provide students with step-by-step instructions for 

completing tasks or with definitions of vocabulary. 

•! Strategic scaffolds, which encourage students to experiment in order to learn and solve 

problems they encounter while learning the technology. 

Like the resources coding scheme, I needed to further break down each scaffold; this breakdown 

is as follows:  

 

 

Table 2.4: Examples of scaffolds coding scheme 

 

Code Examples from Surveys/ Interviews 

Conceptual Scaffolds 

Helps participant decide which 

technology to use 

“I’ve used like Wordpress and Tumblr. Um I mean 

Tumblr I just didn’t think was like professional enough 

for this and Wordpress is kind of, honestly Wordpress is a 

lot more difficult to navigate than Wix, I felt like so.” 

Teaches participant the kinds of 

tasks they can complete with the 

technology and the order in which 

to complete tasks 

“I just decided to go wix.com and then start ma—start my 

website. Um so that’s initially what I did by myself I was 

just like ‘Ok’ and I picked a template.” 

Teaches participant constraint of 

the technology 

“But that kind of made it annoying because then I had to 

post my videos on YouTube. So I ended up posting all my 

videos on YouTube um in order to do that.” 
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Table 2.4 – continued 

 

Code Examples from Surveys/ Interviews 

Teaches participant affordance of 

the technology 

“I had never used Wix before to create a website, but 

decided to use it to produce by portfolio. I had heard it 

gave more design options and was easy to learn, to which 

I agree.” 

Teaches participant the genre 

conventions of the intended text 

“Um but I didn’t really have like too much of a vision 

before I saw like a template…Before I saw that, I didn’t 

really, I didn’t, like had no idea what I wanted to do.” 

Procedural Scaffolds 

Teaches participant a task that 

they wanted the technology to 

perform 

“So then I started with the, I think I started with this - the 

paragraph that says ‘I’m just a paragraph’ and then I 

deleted it {{the text, not the box}} and I added in like 

what I felt should be there.” 

Teaches participant vocabulary of 

the technology 

“Like for ‘Upload’ it wasn’t, I’m not gonna upload a text. 

It’s like I’m gonna add a text box.” 

Metacognitive Scaffolds 

Helps participant recognize 

affordance of the technology due 

to their prior experience 

“I thought it was pretty simple to do everything. And I 

think it looks nice like. I feel like some, I think Wordpress 

does look a little more clunky I feel like. And Wix it’s like 

easy to make it look very clean.” 

 

Helps participant recognize 

constraint of the technology due 

to their prior experience 

“Like I wanted the ability to pick and choose different, 

kind of flip flop back and forth between different um 

templates [like in Weebly], but I didn’t have that ability.” 

Helps participant recognize 

vocabulary of the technology due 

to their prior experience 

“Like I mean I guess some things are pretty common like 

the settings is always like the same little symbol {{the 

pinwheel}} I feel like it’s the same on a Mac as it is on 

like Wix.” 

Helps participant recognize how 

to complete tasks due to their 

prior experience 

“I’ve done something similar with a similar setup for 

save, preview, and publish thing before, either Tumblr or 

with Blogger I can’t remember. So I knew if I saved it, it 

wouldn’t be published but once I published it, it was 

actually out there.” 

Helps participant make rhetorical 

decisions due to their prior 

experience 

“I’ve used like Wordpress and Tumblr. Um I am mean 

Tumblr I just didn’t think was like professional enough 

for this.” 
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Table 2.4 – continued 

 

Code Examples from Surveys/ Interviews 

Strategic 

Teaches participant a new way to 

complete a task 

“I even like asked my boyfriend…and he tried to like 

show me how to like go into the HTML and like code it 

differently.” 

Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

“I think she initially tried doing exactly what I was doing 

to see if there was something that I was missing. Um so 

she tried doing the upload thing, realized she couldn’t, so 

then she started playing around with this with like ‘Add.’” 

 

 

2.5.3 Overlapping Resources and Scaffolds Coding Schemes 

 

After coding the interview transcripts with both schemes, I looked for the moments that 

were coded for both resources and for scaffolds. These moments told me which resources were 

used in what ways. For instance, I coded the following excerpt with the resource coding scheme: 

 

 

 
Figure 2.2: Example of transcript excerpt coded with resources coding scheme 
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Then, I coded the excerpt with the scaffold coding scheme: 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2.3: Example of transcript excerpt coded with scaffolds coding scheme 

 

 

The above transcript excerpt shows Gabriela attempting to complete a task in Wix – underlining 

her hyperlinks in a chosen color. She tried different resources as she attempted to learn and 

accomplish this task. Each resource was used for particular scaffolds. For instance, Gabriela first 

used the interface design (a tool) as a resource, specifically looking at the buttons that signal the 

ability to change font colors. She wanted this resource to provide a procedural scaffold – to teach 

her how to perform a task in the technology. While she was not able to perform this task, the 

icons on the button cued into her prior experience with changing text colors in Wix; so, the 

interface design provided a metacognitive scaffold. Next, Gabriela’s boyfriend, a human 

resource, attempted to show her an alternative way of changing the hyperlink color, meaning he 

provided a strategic scaffold. Finally, Gabriela used the tool resource of Wix’s support page. 
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Though this resource, like the others, could not provide a procedural scaffold, it provided to 

conceptual scaffold: it taught her a constraint of the technology.  

In this way, I was able to match up my two schemes so I could learn which scaffolds 

were provided by which resources. Overlapping the deductive schemes also allowed me to weed 

out moments in which the participant accomplishes a task (a procedural scaffold) but does not 

identify the resources she used to learn to complete the task. For instance, Gabriela explained, 

For the homepage I was just trying to think of something that kind of represented me and 

I was like “I should do like a book or a notebook or something that shows that I like to 

read and write” and so I literally search “books” in the like image section of Wix so it 

was already like a pre-uploaded thing on the website. 

Within the scaffolding coding scheme, I coded the fact that she searched for an image as 

“procedural: tasks that the participants wanted the technology to perform.” However, she did not 

actually explain what resources she used to learned to perform this task so I could not code it 

within the resources coding scheme. Weeding out these moments was particularly important for 

me because I have a lot of experience using Wix and was concerned that I would make 

assumptions about the resources participants used. For instance, images in Wix can be uploaded 

two ways: (1) the users can click on an existing image in the template and click “Change Image” 

or (2) the user can use the uploads option in the main menu. During the interviews, only one 

student stated that she discovered how to upload a new image by clicking on an existing image. 

However, because I learned to upload an image this way, I tend to assume that most users learn 

to upload images like this participant. Overlapping the schemes allowed me to ensure that the 

participant actually identified the resources she used to learned to perform a task. As I 

overlapped those schemes, I could more clearly identify which resources the interviewee actually 

described and what she learned about the technology from those resources. 

 

2.6 Conclusion 

 

Together, my survey and interview methods allow me to identify what kinds of resources 

students might utilize when they are learning technologies outside of the classroom. Perhaps 

more importantly, these methods help me discover how students use resources to accomplish 

learning tasks. In addition to how students use resources to learn new tasks in the technology, 
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these methods point to the ways in which students use resources to learn the specialized 

vocabulary and the affordances and constraints of the technology, all of which are important for 

understanding a technology. In the following chapters, I will share the results of my data, discuss 

the findings we can identify from my results, and offer possibilities for how we might take this 

information into this classroom to help students learn how to find and make use of resources to 

learn new technologies.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

RESULTS 

 

3.1 Chapter Review and Overview 

 

Thus far, I have discussed the salience and framework for my research questions and 

explained my research site and participants, methodologies, and coding schemes. In this study, I 

am interested in what resources students are using to learn new (ways of using) digital 

technologies and how they are using those resources. In addition to the resources used to learn 

how to complete tasks in a given technology, I am also looking at the ways in which students use 

resources to learn the specialized vocabulary and affordances and constraints of the technology. 

After surveying five sections of Writing and Editing in Print and Online (WEPO), I interviewed 

three students who articulated the ways in which they learned how to use Wix to complete the 

professional ePortfolio assignment. Adapting Hill and Hannafin’s components for Resource-

Based Learning, I coded the data with the following resources:  

•! Tools: The nonhuman resources – print or digital – that students use to learn 

technologies. 

•! Humans: The people from whom students seek help.  

•! Contexts: The rhetorical situations (specifically the audiences and purposes for 

composing) surrounding the technological learning, the students’ past technological 

experiences, and the physical locations in which students work.  

I also coded for scaffolds, which are the ways in which resources can be used. I identified the 

following scaffolds: 

•! Conceptual scaffolds: Resources help students decide the order in which to complete 

tasks, understand the affordances and constraints of the technology, and learn the genre 

conventions of a given text. 

•! Metacognitive scaffolds: Resources help students tap into their prior knowledge. 

•! Procedural scaffolds: Resources provide students with step-by-step instructions for 

completing tasks or with definitions of vocabulary. 
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•! Strategic scaffolds: Resources encourage students to experiment in order to learn and 

solve problems they encounter while learning the technology. 

In this chapter, I will relay the results of my surveys and interviews, particularly focusing on the 

data that begin to answer my research questions. 

 

3.2 Survey Results 

 

As I discussed in chapter 2, the surveys served three purposes: (1) to help me identify and 

select interview participants, (2) to discover the extent to which students are learning new (ways 

of using) technologies, and (3) to answer my guiding research question: What resources do 

students report using to learn a new digital technology or to learn to use a familiar technology in 

a new way outside of class? Below, I will discuss the results of the surveys that point to the 

extent to which students are learning new (ways of using) technologies and the kinds of 

technologies they are using and learning. The data show some of the salience of this study: that 

students are, in fact, learning digital technologies to complete course assignments. The data can 

also give us a clue about varieties of technologies our students may be learning. Additionally, I 

will report the resources and their scaffolds that students reported using. 

 

3.2.1 Demographic Information 

 

To get a better sense of who completed the survey, I asked respondents to identify their 

years of study and their majors. Among the five sections of WEPO, 98 students participated in 

the survey. As stated above, the survey was completed by 21 students from Tyler’s section, 21 

from Sean’s section, 18 from Nicole’s section, 23 from Jackie’s section, and 15 from David’s 

section. Of these 98 students, 2 students reported that they were freshmen, 35 were sophomores, 

50 were juniors, and 11 were seniors. A large majority of survey participants (71.4%) identified 

themselves as Editing, Writing, and Media (EWM) majors, while 11.2% identified as 

Media/Communication Studies majors and 10.2% identified generically as English majors. Other 

majors were identified by only 1-3 students, including Creative Writing, Humanities, 

Advertising, English Literature, Studio Art, International Affairs, Political Science, Digital 

Media Production, Psychology, Hospitality, History, Marketing, Theater, Public Relations, and 



57 

Art History. 14 students identified as having more than one major. 11 EWM students were 

double majors in areas such as Advertising, History, and Communications. The other three 

students double majored in English and Advertising, English Literature and History, and English 

and Communications. All students who completed the survey identified themselves as having at 

least one major in the Humanities. These data point to the range of students who completed the 

survey and articulated the ways in which they use resources to learn technology. 

 

3.2.2 Technologies Used to Complete WEPO Assignments 

 

Students also explained which technologies they used to complete WEPO assignments. 

They were given a list of 13 technologies – e.g. Microsoft Word, Adobe InDesign, and Wix – 

and offered a spot in which they could write-in technologies not included in the list. Collectively, 

students reported using 30 different technologies to complete their WEPO assignments.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.1: Technologies used by survey respondents 
 

 

The highest reported technology was Microsoft Word, as 83 students reported using the program. 

Adding in the 3 students who used Apple Pages and the 1 who used Google Docs, 87 (88.8%) 
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students reported using word-processing software. 96 of the 98 respondents20 indicated using a 

website-building platform in WEPO: 67 used Wix, 52 used Weebly, 7 used Wordpress, 2 used 

Squarespace, and 1 used Blogspot. Altogether, website-building platforms were identified 129 

times as technologies used to complete WEPO assignments. 47 students (48%) used movie-

editing software: 31 used iMovie, 10 used Windows Movie Maker, 2 used Power Director 14, 2 

used Adobe Premiere, 1 used QuickTime Player, and 1 used the YouTube Video Editor. 55 

students (56.1%) used Adobe Photoshop (34), InDesign (14), or Illustrator (7). Finally, 47 

students (48%) used presentation software, with 16 using Microsoft PowerPoint, 9 using Prezi, 

and 4 using Keynote. Other composing programs identified included: Microsoft Publisher (2 

students, 2%), Canva (2, 2%), Audacity (2, 2%), Bitstrips (1, 1%), Pixlr (1, 1%), Piktochart (1, 

1%), Microsoft Paint (1, 1%), Instagram (1, 1%), Apple Photos (1, 1%), and Mac Preview (1, 

1%). 

The high number of website-building platforms identified is likely the results of students 

trying different platforms for their ePortfolios. In the qualitative portions of the survey, students 

explained that they used website-building platforms for the portfolio project, for the digital 

remediation and/or remix project, and for the viral campaign project. Respondents reported that 

they used Microsoft Publisher, Photoshop, and/or InDesign to create a print text for their print-

based projects. They also indicated that they used Preview, Photoshop, Illustrator, movie-editing 

software, and presentation software for their digital remediation and/or remix projects. Finally, 

respondents stated that they used presentation software and Piktochart for the viral campaign 

project. The data show the wide variety of technologies that students may be learning to 

complete course assignments. This variety exists even within a single kind of assignment, which 

suggests that, unless an instructor standardized the programs that students could use, it would be 

difficult to teach student to use all of the technologies they may need. This shows, then, that it 

would likely be more beneficial to teach students how to learn new technologies than to teach 

specific technologies. 

                                                
20 Because of the nature of and assignments required in WEPO, it is likely that every student 

used a word processor and a website building platform even if they did not indicate this on the 

survey.  
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Moreover, the survey results make clear that students are, in fact, learning to use new 

technologies (or familiar technologies in new ways) to complete these assignments rather than 

only using technologies they already know how to use. 51 students (52%) reported learning to 

use both a new technology and a familiar technology in a new way. 26 students (26.5%) reported 

learning new technologies, but not using a familiar technology in a new way. 11 students 

(11.2%) reported using familiar technologies in new ways, but not learning a completely new 

technology. Finally, 10 students (10.2%) reported that they did not learn any new technologies or 

learn to use familiar technologies in new ways to complete their WEPO assignments. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.2: Survey respondents who learned new technologies or used familiar technologies in 
new ways 

 

 

The high volume of technologies used and the fact that many students learned new technologies 

to complete WEPO assignments show the appropriateness of this site and sample population for 

this study. 
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3.2.3 Resources Used to Learn Technology Outside of the Classroom  

 

Resources reported in the quantitative data. After articulating the kinds of technologies 

they used and learned to complete WEPO assignments, survey respondents were given a list of 

resources and asked to identify which resources they used while learning technologies for 

WEPO. They were also given the option to write in resources not included in the list. 90 students 

identified resources outside of their instructors that they used to learn new technologies and/or to 

learn to utilize familiar technologies in new ways.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.3: Resources identified in quantitative questions 

 

 

The resources identified included utilizing a search engine like Google (67; 74.4%), using trial 

and error (64; 71.1%), watching YouTube videos (51; 56.7%), attending the Digital Studio (43; 

47.8%), asking a friend or family member for help (34; 37.8%), consulting the help feature in the 

program (20; 22.2%), going to a user support forum (9; 10%), and viewing others’ use of 

technology21 (1; 1.1%). (One instructor in this study, Nicole, required her students to visit the 

                                                
21 “Viewing other’s use of technology” was provided in the write-in field by one respondent. 
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Digital Studio. 16 of 20 students who filled out the survey in her section reported that they used 

the Digital Studio as a resource to learn technology. If we remove this number of students from 

the survey responses, 27 (27.6%) students reported that they used the Studio without being 

required by their instructors.) 

Putting the data into the resource types that I have adapted from Hill and Hannafin, tool 

resources were identified 148 times and human resources were identified 77 times. This tells us 

that students are less likely to use the program’s help feature or to go to a user forum than to use 

tool resources like a search engine and YouTube or ask for help from a human resource. Also, 

according to the quantitative data, students are about as likely to use a search engine as they are 

to use trial and error. 

Resources reported in the qualitative data. In the survey, students were asked to describe 

how they learned new technologies or how they learned to use familiar technologies in new ways 

to complete their WEPO assignments. They were also asked to describe a problem they 

encountered and the ways in which they attempted to solve the problem. Of the 35 resources 

identified to learn new (ways of using familiar) technologies, 24 (68.6%) were tool resources. 8 

(22.9%) of the 35 resources identified were written or verbal instructions inside the technology 

and 12 (34.3%) were written or verbal instructions outside the technology22. 5 students (14.3%) 

used the interface design23 and 2 (5.7%) used the templates as models to learn the technology. 15 

of the 35 (42.9%) reported resources were human resources. 4 students (11.4%) reported using a 

Digital Studio consultant as a human resource and 6 (17.1%) identified using a personal 

relationship as a human resource - a brother, a roommate, a partner, and 3 sets of friends.  

 

                                                
22 7 used Google, 4 used YouTube, and 1 used both Google and YouTube 

23 This excludes the 12 survey respondents who stated that they used “trial and error.” Though it 

is likely that these students used the buttons and tabs in the interface to facilitate this trial and 

error process, I have not included this in the reported numbers because the students did not 

specify what resources they used to conduct trial and error. 
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Figure 3.4: Resources identified to learn new as compared to familiar technologies 

 

 

The figure above displays the resources used by students learning new technologies as 

compared to resources used by students learning to use familiar technologies in new ways. 

According to the write-in responses, students tend to use written and verbal instructions inside 

(26%) and outside (29.6%) of the program more frequently than other resources whether or not 

the technology is new to the user. Students learning to use familiar technologies tend to use 

written and verbal instruction outside of the technology (50%) more frequently than those inside 

of the technology. These data also seem to contrast with the resources reported in the quantitative 

data. While the quantitative data suggest that students are equally likely to use a search engine as 

they are to use trial and error, the qualitative data suggest that students are much more likely to 

use trial and error (14 students reported a version of trial and error, while 8 students reported 

using a search engine). 

Resources reported to learn website-building platforms as compared to other 

technologies. From the write-in responses, we can also identify the resources that students use to 

learn certain kinds of technologies. As my cases were focused on learning Wix, the resources 

used by students to learn website-building platforms is of particular interest to this study. Of the 

resources identified in the write-in, 13 of 35 (37%) students reported the resources they used to 
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learn website-building platforms. The breakdown of the resources students reported for these 

platforms as compared to other technologies is shown in this figure: 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.5: Resources used to learn website-building platforms as compared to other 
technologies 

 

 

These survey results indicate that students learning to use website-building platforms use written 

and verbal instructions inside the technology more frequently than other resources. Meanwhile, 

students learning other technologies use written and verbal instructions outside of the technology 

and human resources most frequently. 

Multiple resources used. In the qualitative responses, 5 students indicated that they used 

two resources to learn the technology. 4 of the 5 reported using Google as one of their resources, 

while the other reported using YouTube. This means that all 5 students used the tool resource of 

written/verbal instruction provided outside of the technology as one of their resources. 4 of these 

students reported using a human resource – 1 technology lab consultant24 and 3 personal 

relationships – in addition to the tool resource. The other student reported using the 

                                                
24 This student was not in the section required to attend the Digital Studio. 
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written/verbal instructions provided inside of the technology. This survey data suggest that 

students are likely to use tool resources and personal human resources in conjunction. 

 

3.2.4 Scaffolds Provided by the Resources Indicated on Survey 

 

In the write-in responses, 13 students indicated which scaffolds the resources offered, or 

how the students used the resources.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.6: Scaffolds identified by survey respondents 
 

 

Most respondents (69.2%) indicated that their resources provided a procedural scaffold – to learn 

to complete particular tasks within the technology. 9 of these procedural scaffolds were provided 

by tool resources (1 written/verbal instruction provided inside the technology, 1 interface design, 

and 7 written/verbal instruction provided outside the technology). The other two procedural 

scaffolds were provided by human resources who had personal relationships with the learner. 

Additionally, 3 students indicated that they used resources to help with conceptual scaffolds. One 

used a human resource to decide which technology to use, one used written/verbal instructions 

provided inside the technology to learn the order in which to complete tasks, and one used a 

combination of a human and written/verbal instructions provided outside the technology to learn 

the order in which to complete tasks. This suggests that conceptual scaffolds are often provided 
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by human resources, while procedural scaffolds are most often provided by written/verbal 

instructions provided outside of the technology. 

 

3.3 Interview Results 

  

In addition to the surveys distributed across multiple WEPO sections, I completed follow 

up interviews with three students: Gabriela, Kate, and Alyssa. My goal in doing this was to 

provide some fuller explanations and cases that could help illuminate the findings in the surveys. 

As described in chapter 2, I selected these three students because they all learned to use Wix for 

the first time to complete their portfolio assignments in this course. This allowed me to compare 

and contrast the ways in which students may use resources to learn the same platform. 

 

3.3.1 Gabriela  

 

In her survey, Gabriela identified as an Editing, Writing, and Media major in her second 

year of study. To complete the major assignments in WEPO, she utilized Wix and Microsoft 

Word. She began the semester already feeling “extremely comfortable” with Word, but learned 

how to make a brochure in Word for one of her projects; she “learned to use this through trial 

and error.” She learned Wix for the first time to create her professional portfolio. She indicated 

that she began the semester “not comfortable at all” with Wix; by the end of the semester, she 

felt “extremely comfortable.” In the survey, she stated that she used the following resources to 

learn Wix and/or learn to use Word in new ways: asked a friend or family member, used Google 

or another search engine, used the help feature in the program, and used trial and error to figure it 

out. She wrote, “Before this class, I had never used Wix before, but I had to learn for the 

portfolio project. I figured it out primarily through trial and error and also used the help feature 

and asked a friend for help.” She also explained, “Initially, I was unsure of how to add 

documents to Wix, but it was easy to figure out once I explored the platform a bit.”  

Description of the project. In her reflection, Gabriela identified her audience and the 

composition’s purpose: “This text serves to display examples of my work, as well as give 

employers an idea of who I am and what I can bring to their company. My audience is primarily 

employers looking to hire writers, either for an internship or a full-time job.” Her portfolio opens 
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to a landing page with a large image of a book in the background, her name in the upper left 

corner, and a navigation bar beside her name. Readers can then go to the following pages: About, 

Resume (which holds a screenshot of her resume as well as a link for the downloadable 

document), Writing Samples (which displays her creative work), Projects (which displays her 

academic work), and Contact.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.7: Screenshot of Gabriela’s homepage 

 

 

In her reflection, she states that, with the design of the portfolio, she “hope[d] that the ethos I 

constructed for myself portrays me as professional and intelligent, but also as someone with an 

eye for style and who is in-tune with trends, like the marble background I use for most of my 

portfolio and the somewhat minimalist approach I took.”  

While learning Wix, Gabriela used all three kinds of resources and used her resources for 

each kind of scaffold25. The table below shows the scaffolds she used for each resource category. 

Following the table, I will describe in greater detail the ways in which she used her resources. 

 

 

                                                
25 Refer to Appendix L to see the Gabriela’s interview transcripts broken into resources and 

scaffolds. 
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Table 3.1: Resources and scaffolds used by Gabriela 

 

   Scaffolds 

R
es

o
u

rc
es

 

 Conceptual Procedural Metacognitive Strategic 

T
o
o
ls

 

Instructions inside the 

technology 
X    

Instructions outside the 

technology 
    

Interface design X X X X 

Models     

H
u
m

an
s Technology lab     

Personal relationship  X  X 

Instructor X    

C
o
n
te

x
ts

 

Rhetorical - Purpose 

and audience for 

composing 

X    

Instrumental - 

Participant’s 

technological 

experiences 

X    

Physical - Classroom  X   

Physical - Personal     

 

 

Choosing a technology. When choosing which platform to use, Gabriela used context 

resources – the purposes and audience for composing and her past technological experiences – 

and a human resource. Gabriela had previous experience with Tumblr and Wordpress, but no 

previous experience with Wix. Gabriela believed that Tumblr was “not professional enough” for 

a professional portfolio and believed that Wordpress has “too many steps to get to…anything.” 

She used her previous technological experience and her current rhetorical situation to decide that 

she needed to learn a new technology. She also explained that her instructor had discussed with 

the class Wix and Weebly as options for website-building platforms. She decided to use Wix 

because her instructor had “said that Wix could do more” than Weebly. To choose the 

technology she would learn, then, she used a human resource – her instructor. 
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Learning to complete tasks. When first learning to use Wix, Gabriela decided to click 

through different elements of the interface in order to learn what the platform could do. For 

instance, she explains that she “went through all of the little tabs within the Add tab and was like, 

‘Oh I can do all this different kind of stuff’...and then I remembered that when I needed to add 

stuff.” By exploring the interface first, then, she discovered her options and could proceed with 

that knowledge. She used her exploration of the interface to decide on the order in which she 

wanted to complete tasks (a conceptual scaffold). For instance, she wanted to start with a color 

template so she clicked into the color palette option and selected a palette from sample options. 

At the same time, she did not click on everything when she was first exploring the site. For 

instance, she chose to skip the menu option that displays the Wix App Market because she 

“didn’t even know what that was.” She also states that she did not explore the blogging option 

because she was not intending to make a blog; she explains that “I might have clicked on it to see 

what it was, but I didn’t really to pay attention to it.” This means that Gabriela used a context 

resource – her purposes and audience for composing – to decide what to explore in the interface. 

Furthermore, while Gabriela clicked through main menu, she did not actually explore the whole 

editor. For instance, she did not look at the options on the top of the editor, which holds the page 

menu. As I will explain below, this caused her to need a workaround to edit different pages. 

After exploring the interface, Gabriela began to complete tasks. Some of these tasks she 

could complete because she had already identified how to complete them while she was 

exploring the interface. In other moments, Gabriela used the interface design to learn to complete 

the tasks. She gave a glimpse into this process as she tried to remember how to change the color 

of her navigation bar: 

Megan: You said you started with the navigation bar. So how did you figure out how to 

change things in it? 

Gabriela: I think I kinda just messed with it. I would hit like “Change header design” and 

I went through and looked through them. I know I changed the color of them than what 

automatically came up. I might have gone to “Settings” because [the options under 

“Change header design”] doesn’t really look familiar. Or [I might have clicked] the little 

paintbrush. 

In this excerpt, we can see Gabriela clicking on different options based on the interface design. 

She already knew that if she clicked an element, she would be given options to manipulate the 
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element. So, she began by clicking on the navigation bar element and clicked on different 

options based on her intentions. If she wanted to change the color, she might click on the words 

“Change header design,” but when that did not give her the desired options, she thought about 

different places under which she might find them. A paintbrush, for example, may allow her to 

manipulate color. In this instance, then, the interface design allowed her to make educated 

guesses about how to accomplish the task.  

Using resources to solve problems. Gabriela referred to three problems in her survey, 

reflection, and interview: (1) uploading documents, (2) changing the color of hyperlinked text, 

and (3) navigating to different pages inside the editor. In her survey, she pointed to the first 

problem, indicating that she “was unsure of how to add documents to Wix.” During the 

interview, she explained that she asked her classmate for help: “At one point we were working 

on it in class, and a girl sitting next to me was helping me out. I think with…putting my resume 

on so you could see it and also click on it to download it. Cuz I wasn’t sure how to do that and 

she showed me that you can upload a document.” In this instance, she used two resources: the 

classroom location (a context resource) and her classmate (a human resource). She asked her 

classmate for help because the class happened to be working on the portfolio and she was 

working by her classmate. In this moment, along with a human resource, the physical context 

resource of the classroom provided her an opportunity to ask for help from a classmate. If she 

had not been in the classroom, she likely would have learned to perform this task from a different 

resource.  

The second issue – changing the color of the hyperlinked text – was Gabriela’s biggest 

struggle, one that was left without a solution. She first attempted to solve the problem on her 

own: “I tried doing the same things that you would do to change the color of the font. I tried 

clicking on it, but it was just not really working.” Next, she went to her boyfriend, who is a 

computer science major; “he tried to show me how to go into the HTML and code it differently, 

and it just wouldn’t save. It lets you go in and try and change it, but it doesn’t save.” Finally, she 

went to Wix’s support page: “And once I looked in the help section, it was like, if you upgrade 

you might be able to, but I think that they have a policy where you can’t change the HTML or 

something.” As she explains in her reflection of the portfolio, she did not solve the problem and 

chose not to underline her links. 
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Gabriela’s third struggle was attempting to go to a different page of her portfolio while 

inside the editor. In Wix’s editor, the user must change pages using a drop down menu at the top 

of the page rather than using the navigation bar. However, if the user selects to preview the 

website, the navigation bar is live. Gabriela used this as a workaround when she could not figure 

out how to switch pages in the editor: “I would actually go to ‘Preview’ so I could change pages 

and then go back to ‘Edit.’ Then it was once I was almost done with it, I was like, ‘Oh there’s 

like a tab up here and I can probably just go through there instead of taking all these extra 

steps.’” This suggests that Gabriela used the interface design as a strategic scaffold – she used 

the button labeled “Preview” to find another way of completing the task of navigating to 

different pages. 

Learning the affordances and constraints of the technology. Gabriela learned about the 

affordances and constraints of the program from human resources and from the tool resource of 

written/verbal instructions provided by the interface. She learned from her instructor that “Wix 

could do more” than Weebly – an affordance – and learned from the Wix support page that she 

could not control the color of her URL’s underline in the free version – a constraint. 

Learning the vocabulary needed to understand the technology. Gabriela learned the 

vocabulary of Wix through the interface design; the interface design enabled her to tap into prior 

experience and to make educated guesses about what the vocabulary may mean. Gabriela 

explained the linguistic vocabulary of Wix was fairly straightforward and was not something she 

needed to learn. At the same time, she pointed to icons in Wix that act as visual vocabulary that 

one may need to learn. In some cases, she drew on past experiences to figure out what the icon 

may mean. For instance, she discussed the pinwheel used to indicate “Settings”: “Some 

[symbols] are pretty common, like the settings is always the same little symbol…It’s the same on 

a Mac as it is on Wix.” On the other hand, some visual vocabulary is less straightforward and 

requires the user to make educated guesses about what tasks the button may perform. For 

example, she showed how she may work through identifying the meaning of the paintbrush: 

“There’s like the paintbrush and I think that this is like font and stuff, but I don’t know if you’d 

necessarily know that this is gonna edit font. You might just think it’s like colors or something.” 

When the interface design – the icons that label the buttons – does not trigger her past 

experience, then, the interface design provides her the opportunity to make educated guesses 

about what task the button may perform.  
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Gabriela’s resources and scaffolds. Gabriela explained that she has a hierarchy of 

resources she uses: interface design to facilitate trial and error, human resources, and then the 

technology’s help feature. She explained, 

If there’s people here who can just show me how to do it, that’s a lot easier than going 

through and finding the right question [on the support page] and reading through and 

figuring it out myself. Cuz even though it tells you how to do it, you still have to find 

where it is and everything. So I think it was just easier and quicker to ask someone and 

then I only used Help after I had asked people and they didn’t know. 

Throughout her learning process, Gabriela used the tool resource of the interface design most 

frequently. She used the interface design to decide the order in which she wanted to complete 

tasks (conceptual scaffold), to learn to complete tasks (procedural scaffold), to learn vocabulary 

(procedural scaffold), to tap into prior experience in order to complete tasks and identify 

vocabulary (metacognitive scaffolds), to experiment with parts of the technology (strategic 

scaffold), and to discover alterative ways to complete a task (strategic scaffold). She used the 

tool resource of written/verbal instruction provided inside the technology to learn about a 

constraint of the free version of Wix (conceptual scaffold). She used human resources to learn 

the affordances of Wix (conceptual scaffold), to learn to perform tasks (procedural scaffolds), 

and to discover alternative ways to complete a task (strategic scaffold). She used the context 

resources of her purposes and audience for composing and her past technologies experiences to 

choose a technology (conceptual scaffold). Finally, she used the context resource of the 

classroom as a place to learn to perform a task from her classmate (procedural scaffold).  

 

3.3.2 Kate 

 

In her survey, Kate identified herself as an Editing, Writing, and Media major in her third 

year of study. She reported that she used Wix, Adobe Illustrator, and Windows Movie Maker to 

complete her projects in WEPO. Of these, Wix and Illustrator were new technologies to her, and 

Movie Maker was a familiar technology she learned to use in new ways. She began the semester 

feeling “not at all comfortable” using Wix or Illustrator and “slightly comfortable” using Movie 

Maker. By the end of the semester, she reported feeling “somewhat comfortable” using Wix, 

“slightly comfortable” using Illustrator, and “extremely comfortable” using Movie Maker. She 
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reported using the following resources to learn these technologies: went to the Digital Studio; 

used Google or another search engine; used the help feature in the program; and used trial and 

error. In her write-in survey responses, she explained that “I used Wix for my ePortfolio and I 

learned it by going on the website and using trial and error” and that “I used Windows 

Moviemaker for the Remediation and I felt more comfortable with this technology and use of it.” 

When identifying a problem that she encountered while learning technologies for WEPO, she 

wrote, “I had some issues with Adobe Illustrator because I did not give myself enough time with 

it before completing my project with it.” 

Description of the project. Kate used Wix to create a professional portfolio meant for an 

audience of potential employers and/or internship coordinators. She wanted to create a portfolio 

that looked “cutesy,” modern, colorful, and feminine. Her portfolio includes a landing page with 

her name to the right of the navigation bar, an image, an introductory paragraph, and links to her 

“Resume” and “Projects” pages. She also included a contact page, through which the viewer can 

send Kate an email. As required by her instructor, she included all of her class projects on her 

“Projects” page. Though she was required to write reflections about the other class projects, she 

was not required to write a reflection about the portfolio.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.8: Screenshot of Kate’s homepage 
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While learning Wix, Kate used the interface design as her primary resource, utilizing it 

for conceptual, procedural, and metacognitive scaffolds. She used a number of resources, 

however, for conceptual scaffolds. The table below shows the scaffolds she used for each 

resource category26. Following the table, I will describe in greater detail the ways in which she 

used her resources. 

 

 

Table 3.2: Resources and scaffolds used by Kate 

 

  Scaffolds 

R
es
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 Conceptual Procedural Metacognitive Strategic 

T
o
o
ls

 

Instructions inside 

the technology 
X   

 

Instructions outside 

the technology 
   

 

Interface design X X X  

Models X    

H
u
m

an
s 

Technology lab     

Personal 

relationship 
    

Instructor X    

C
o
n
te

x
ts

 

Rhetorical - Purpose 

and audience for 

composing 

X   

 

Instrumental - 

Participant’s 

technological 

experiences 

X X  

 

Physical - 

Classroom 

 
 

  

Physical - Personal     

 

 

                                                
26 Refer to Appendix M to see the Kate’s interview transcripts broken into resources and 

scaffolds. 
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Choosing a technology. When choosing a technology, Kate drew on context resources 

(her purposes and audience for composing and her past technological experiences) and on a tool 

resource (the written/verbal instructions inside the technology). Like Gabriela, Kate had previous 

experience with Wordpress and Tumblr. During her interview, she stated that she had made a 

blog with Wordpress when she had first come to college, but had only blogged a few times. She 

suggested that she associates Wordpress with blogs rather than with websites (though it can be 

used for both). This may be one of the reasons she chose not to use Wordpress for this project. 

Her instructor had also mentioned Wix and Weebly as options for the portfolio. She chose to use 

Wix because she “liked the way Wix looked better” and because it had more templates than 

Weebly. She explained, “I’m not technology savvy. I saw that they had a lot of templates and I 

was just about using one of those templates.” Templates were important for her because 

If I had to pick all my own color schemes, everything, I would have been so 

overwhelmed. And if I had to pick my own formatting for this kind of page – the contact 

page – or anything else, I would have been extremely overwhelmed. I probably wouldn’t 

have been able to finish the project because I would not have known how to format all of 

that stuff and make it look like a decent website. 

In other words, not only did the template help Kate learn to use Wix, but it also helped her learn 

about the genre conventions of an ePortfolio. Additionally, she chose Wix because it “had…that 

it was free all over it.” Kate chose to learn Wix, then, because of her previous experience with 

Wordpress (as she did not associate Wordpress with the kinds of texts she needed to create), a 

human (her instructor offered her Wix as a potential option), and the written/verbal instructions 

inside the technology (which explained that she could choose from many templates for free).  

Learning to complete tasks. Kate used the interface design to learn how to view and 

select a template. For instance, when searching the templates, she selected “Portfolio/CV” within 

the template search options. After making an account, Kate spent a while looking through the 

template options; when she found an interesting template, she used the “View” option to look 

through the portfolio to ensure that she was starting with an effective template. She selected a 

template that she believed matched the aesthetic she was looking for and contained the pages and 

content she needed. This allowed her, for the most part, to simply exchange the template’s 

content for her own. For instance, she could click on a box on the homepage that read “I’m a 

paragraph” and edit the text into her portfolio’s introduction. Once inside the editor, Kate did not 
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start learning Wix by exploring the interface like Gabriela. She also chose not to use the 

written/verbal instructions provided inside the technology to get started. When a template in Wix 

is selected, an introductory video tutorial appears. Kate chose to ignore this video, stating that “I 

just figured I’d just go ahead and jump right in and start and see what I could use.” She relied on 

the template to get her started and only learned to complete new tasks as needed. For instance, 

when asked whether she played around with the navigation bar options, Kate explained that she 

did not touch the navigation bar because she did not need to change the options offered in the 

template and “didn’t want to mess anything up.” She was able to complete two pages of her 

portfolio without learning how to add new elements or adapt the design of existing elements.  

Kate used the interface design to tap into her past experiences with (1) manipulating a 

template, (2) understanding the differences between “Save,” “Publish,” and “Preview,” and (3) 

hyperlinking. First, she explained that her experience using blogging sites helped her when 

learning to use and manipulate the template in Wix: “If I hadn’t had a Tumblr or hadn’t had a 

Blogger account, I probably wouldn’t have been as comfortable changing things on the template 

and adjusting things.” She suggests that, because there are similarities in Tumblr’s, Blogger’s, 

and Wix’s interfaces when working in templates, she could draw on her past blogging experience 

to edit her portfolio template more easily. For instance, Tumblr’s interface positions most of the 

options for manipulating the page on the left side of the screen; Kate explained that this helped 

her find the “Pages” dropdown menu in Wix, which is set on the left side of the editor.  

I tried clicking on [the navigation bar] at first cuz I just assumed that’s how you could get 

there. But then I was like, “It doesn’t work.” Then when I looked back at [the editor], I 

saw that it says “Pages” so I was like, “Well, let me try that.” So I clicked on the upper 

left hand side and I saw…that your pages are there…This is probably where that Tumblr 

experience comes in. When you edit a Tumblr account…all of their editing is on the left 

side now. And so it’s pretty similar to this. Like you click on something up at the top and 

then it brings a drop down box where you edit all your stuff from there. 

She also discovered the differences between the “Save,” “Publish,” and “Preview” options in the 

editor because one of the blogging sites she’d used gave the user the same options. Lastly, she 

used the interface design to trigger her past experience with hyperlinking. She already knew how 

to hyperlink in Microsoft Word and on Blogger, so she looked for similar methods and buttons 

for hyperlinking in Wix.  
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Using resources to solve problems. Kate began to learn how to add elements outside of 

those offered by the template when she wanted to change the titles on her Projects page. She 

wanted to create a title for each project and hyperlink that title to a downloadable document. The 

titles in the template were written in teal circles with white text (pictured below on the left). 

When she could not hyperlink the titles or the circles that were in the template, she went into the 

“Add” menu to add a button. In the button menu, there were no options for circles that were teal. 

The only button that was teal was oblong. Because it was the correct color, she settled for this 

shape (pictured below on the right). She did not add or click into any of the circles to see if she 

could change the color. Locating and adding buttons was one example of Kate using the design 

of the interface to learn Wix. When navigating the “Add” option in the menu, she “saw the word 

‘Button’ so I was like, ‘Well maybe that’ll be something I can use.’ And so I just clicked on it 

and I was like, ‘Oh okay this, this works.’ So it just kind of fell into place.” 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure 3.9: Screenshots of titles in the template and in Kate’s portfolio 

 

 

Though she found a workable option, she did not actually accomplish the task precisely as she 

wanted. She wanted a button that was the same shape and color as the circle, but she selected an 

oval in the right color and moved on. Though she had seen that she could click on elements in 

the template and be given more options, she did not think to do the same to the button she added. 

Had she clicked on the button she inserted, she could have selected a different shape. 
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Learning the affordances and constraints of the technology. As described above, Kate 

sees as an affordance of Wix the fact that Wix has a large number of templates and that it is free. 

She learned about these affordances from the written/verbal instructions inside the technology, a 

tool resource. 

Learning the vocabulary needed to understand the technology. Kate relied on the 

interface design – specifically the words that pop up when the user hovers over an icon – to learn 

Wix’s linguistic vocabulary. She explains, “If the word didn’t come up when you hovered over 

[an icon in the menu], then I would have a problem because I would not know what it meant…If 

it was just images, I would have been really confused the entire time.” She used the words in the 

interface design to make educated guesses about what the linguistic vocabulary may mean. For 

instance, when attempting to remember how she changed the circle in the template, Kate clicked 

on the element and said she may have clicked on “Design.” While this was not actually what she 

did when she was first learning Wix, we can see Kate using the word “design” to guess how she 

might edit a shape. In this way, she is trying to learn what “design” means in the Wix interface. 

Kate’s resources and scaffolds. Kate primarily used the contextual resource of her past 

technological experiences combined with the tool resource of a template model. She used her 

past technological experience to choose Wix (conceptual scaffold) and to complete tasks, 

primarily the task of manipulating the template (procedural scaffold). The template model helped 

her learn the genre conventions of an ePortfolio (conceptual); feeling like she understood the 

genre conventions gave her more confidence to create a portfolio and use Wix as a technology. 

The interface design helped her learn the vocabulary of the technology (procedural scaffold), 

choose the technology (conceptual scaffold), and tap into her previous experience of how to 

change elements in the template (metacognitive scaffold). She used the context of the audience 

and purposes for composing to choose the technology (conceptual scaffold). She also used a 

human resource to choose the technology (conceptual scaffold). Finally, she used the 

written/verbal instructions inside to learn an affordance of the technology (conceptual scaffold).  

 

3.3.3 Alyssa 

 

In her survey, Alyssa identified herself as a Communications major in her second year of 

study. To complete the course projects, she utilized Wix and Adobe Premier. Wix was a new 
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technology; she began the semester feeling “not at all comfortable” using Wix and ended the 

semester feeling “somewhat comfortable” using Wix. While she used Adobe Premier to 

complete assignments, she did not learn to use it in new ways; she began and ended the semester 

feeling “extremely comfortable” using Premier. In terms of learning to use Wix, Alyssa 

identified only one resource in the checklist on her survey: went to the Digital Studio. However, 

in the write-in responses, she wrote, “I just played around with it and I also asked questions in 

the Digital Studio.” 

Description of the project. Alyssa used Wix to create a professional portfolio designed 

“to showcase and highlight the work I have done,” particularly her hosting and video-editing 

experience. It serves, as she puts it, as “an actor’s resume/portfolio.” Her intended audience is 

employers at NBC, specifically. Her portfolio opens on a landing page with her name and 

location to the left of the navigation bar, a headshot, brief descriptions of her experience and 

skills, and a button that reads “Contact me.”  

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.10: Screenshot of Alyssa’s homepage 
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She also included a resume page and three other pages to showcase videos. The first of the video 

pages is labeled “Commercial/Host,” which is intended to highlight her acting and hosting 

experience. The second page, labeled “Video/Editing,” showcases videos she has shot and 

editing for professional purposes. The third page appears as a subpage under “Video/Editing” 

and is labeled “Other.” This page includes videos she has completed for school assignments and 

videos she completed outside the context of work.  

Like Gabriela, Alyssa used all three resources and used her resources for all four 

scaffolds. The table below shows the scaffolds she used for each resource category27.  

 

 

Table 3.3: Resources and scaffolds used by Alyssa 

 

  Scaffolds 
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 Conceptual Procedural Metacognitive Strategic 
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Instructions inside the 

technology 
 X   

Instructions outside the 

technology 
    

Interface design  X X  

Models X    
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s Technology lab X X  X 

Personal relationship  X  X 

Instructor     
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Rhetorical - Purpose 

and audience for 

composing 

    

Instrumental - 

Participant’s 

technological 

experiences 

X X   

Physical - Classroom     

Physical - Personal  X   

                                                
27 Refer to Appendix N to see the Alyssa’s interview transcripts broken into resources and 

scaffolds. 
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Choosing a technology. Like the others, Alyssa had experience with Tumblr and her 

instructor had mentioned both Wix and Weebly as options. Unlike the others, she had created a 

website with Weebly in a previous class; however, she chose to use a technology she had not 

used before – Wix – because her instructor gave a short lesson on the basics of Wix. Models 

were also very important to Alyssa; her instructor had used Wix for the course’s website. This 

gave her a feeling of familiarity with the technology: “I kinda got familiar with the course 

website. [Wix] seemed to be the one I was most familiar with it, even though I had no idea how 

to use it.” 

Learning to complete tasks. Alyssa’s primary concern for the portfolio was design. This 

was her first experience designing a professional website, so as she was learning the technology, 

she was also trying to learn how to build and design an effective site. As she wrote in her 

reflection of the portfolio, “Of course I also learned about design in making my portfolio, which 

I think was the hardest part for me considering it was way out of my comfort zone. While I have 

some sort of common sense as to what looks good visually, I had just never done any work in 

design so it took some getting used to.” This concern meant that she relied heavily on the 

template to help with design. She explained, “I didn’t really have too much of a vision before I 

saw a template…Before I saw that, I had no idea what I wanted to do.” Like Kate, Alyssa 

primarily learned how to use Wix through utilizing and attempting to manipulate the template. 

Unlike Kate, Alyssa’s previous technological experiences did not help her effectively choose a 

Wix template. She did not know how to choose a template that would aid her in designing a 

portfolio. She originally selected a photographer’s portfolio as her template (pictured below). 

However, because the template featured a vertical column of several photographs on the 

homepage, Alyssa believed she needed to add her videos in place of the photographs. Doing this, 

though, worked against what she had wanted to do, which was to put her videos on another page 

of the website. She struggled with designing her portfolio and working with the technology until 

she changed templates. 

Alyssa successfully used the interface design to tap into prior experience with Microsoft 

Word as she manipulated the elements in the editor. For instance, she pointed to the visual cues 

that signal that a box can be scaled, namely the dots on the corners of the box. Using these visual 

cues and drawing on her previous experience, she recognized that she could scale and move 

elements in similar ways to Word. Alyssa only used written/verbal instructions provided inside 
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the technology to learn the differences between “Save,” “Preview,” and “Publish.” She ignored 

other instructions provided by Wix; for instance, like Kate, she ignored the introductory video. 

She explained, “I don’t want to waste my time with a video right now. I can figure it out.” 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.11 Screenshot of Alyssa’s original homepage template 

 

 

Using resources to solve problems. Throughout her interview, Alyssa identified several 

resources she used while learning Wix: the interface design, a friend, the models of the templates 

and of her friend’s portfolio, and a Digital Studio consultant. Alyssa’s first problem was that she 

could not figure out how to upload videos. When she attempted to insert a video, she went to the 

“Upload” option: “I could not figure out how to add my videos…I uploaded a video and I just 

thought that I could drag and drop or import like normal…I tried so many times, like ‘Why 

won’t it let me [insert the video]?’” She used the interface design to tap into her previous 

experience with uploading content; this resource, however, did not help her solve her problem. 

Her next resource was a human resource, a Digital Studio consultant. The consultant showed 
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Alyssa that she could upload videos through the “Add” option on the main menu and post a 

YouTube link. The consultant told her that she could avoid going through YouTube by using an 

application. Though she was annoyed that she had to upload her videos to YouTube, Alyssa 

chose not to learn how to download and use the application. After she learned that she could go 

through YouTube, she no longer used the consultant as a resource.  

The next problem she encountered also occurred because of the template’s homepage 

design, as referenced above. In this case, the resource – the particular model she chose – did not 

help her with the conceptual scaffold of learning the conventions of a videographer’s ePortfolio. 

Because the template was meant for a photographer’s portfolio, the homepage was primarily 

composed of images, and Alyssa struggled with deciding what this meant for her own portfolio:  

I had to take out a lot of stuff from this [first template] and I was just thinking “How am I 

gonna put all my videos on the first page but then also have multiple pages?” I was like, 

“This is just weird. This is overwhelming.” It was just because, this [first template] was 

just not what I needed. So, the template that I picked I think was just making it overall 

harder for me.  

At this point, she decided she needed a new template, which is where she encountered her third 

problem.  

Alyssa had expected that she could change templates within the Wix editor. She “wanted 

the ability to pick and choose different, kind of flip flop back and forth between different 

templates.” However, Wix does not allow this option. To select a new template, the user must 

create a whole new site. Weebly, on the other hand, allows the user to flip between different 

templates, so the user can see what their content would look like in different template designs. 

Because Alyssa had previous experience with Weebly, she likely believed that other website-

building platforms offer the same template manipulation as Weebly does. To try to switch 

templates, she looked in the editor around the “Save,” “Preview,” and “Publish” options “to see 

if there was a delete or change template option.” On seeing that this option did not exist, she 

decided to create a new site. In other words, she did not seek out other resources for this issue 

when the interface design proved an unhelpful resource. Fortunately, Alyssa found navigating 

Wix’s interface and designing her portfolio much easier when she changed templates: “When I 

changed the template, it was like ‘Oh I just cranked it out’ and just tweaked it.”  
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She learned other procedural tasks from her friend. Specifically, she learned how to add 

lines and shapes to her portfolio because she was working at the library with her friend. They 

met so Alyssa could help her friend learn to use a movie-editing program with which Alyssa was 

familiar. While at the library, Alyssa saw her friend’s portfolio and thought that “her website was 

really cute. She incorporated shapes and stuff to add her own little touch to it. So I think she’s 

actually the one…who showed me all that stuff that I can add.” She used her friend’s website as 

a model for the genre conventions of the portfolio and used her friend as a human resource to 

learn how to add lines and shapes. Furthermore, Alyssa credits her friend with encouraging her 

to explore and utilize elements within the “Add” menu. (Though the Digital Studio consultant 

had gone through the menu while looking for ways to add videos, Alyssa seems to have 

concentrated only on the task of uploading a video while at the Studio.) In this way, her friend 

became a strategic scaffold as she helped encourage Alyssa to explore and experiment with the 

options in Wix. Finally, the library acted as a physical context resource because Alyssa may not 

have looked at her friend’s portfolio or asked how to add lines and shapes if they had not been 

working at the library together already. 

Learning the affordances and constraints of the technology. Alyssa identified two 

constraints of Wix. First, Wix does not allow the user to change templates once they have 

selected one. As discussed above, it is likely Alyssa’s previous experience with Weebly that gave 

her the expectation to switch between templates and enabled her to identify this as a constraint of 

Wix. The second constraint was that her videos need to be posted on YouTube unless she 

downloaded an application. She learned about this constraint from the Digital Studio consultant. 

Learning the vocabulary needed to understand the technology. Alyssa stated that she did 

not believe that she needed to learn any vocabulary to operate Wix. However, she implied that 

she may have needed to learn some vocabulary to make her website “more intricate.” When 

discussing what she believed is (un)intuitive about Wix, she pointed to a menu that appears when 

an image is clicked. This menu is comprised of seven circles. The first circle reads “Change 

Image,” and the other seven display one icon each. As the user hovers over each icon, a dialogue 

bubble appears over the icon with a one-word description of the tool. The dialogue bubble of the 

icons include: settings, layout, design, animate, stretch, and help. About this menu, Alyssa stated, 

“The fact that it has the words up there makes it a lot easier. But even with this [menu]…I didn’t 

use any of that. It got too complicated for me. I was like, ‘Oh I don’t need that. I can just make 
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this a lot simpler.’” Had she had a better understanding of what each of these icons and/or their 

one-word descriptions meant, she may have felt less overwhelmed. In this moment, Alyssa used 

the interface design to identify the vocabulary she would need to learn, but she chose not click on 

these options to learn what they mean. 

Alyssa’s resources and scaffolds. Alyssa used models as a resource more than the other 

two cases. The tool resource of models both helped and hindered Alyssa’s learning process. 

When working with an ineffective template, she struggled to learn the technology. With a better 

template, though, she began to learn how to navigate Wix. The templates taught her the genre 

conventions of a videographer’s ePortfolio (conceptual scaffold). She also learned the genre 

conventions – particularly in terms of design – as she used her friend’s portfolio as a model 

(conceptual scaffold). She also used the course website as a model to choose which technology 

to learn (conceptual scaffold). Like Kate, when she understood the genre conventions, she felt 

slightly more comfortable working with the technology. She also made use of other tool 

resources, including interface design and written/verbal instructions provided inside the 

technology. She used the interface design to perform tasks (procedural scaffold), to discover 

which vocabulary she may need to learn (procedural scaffold), and to tap into her prior 

experience in manipulating elements in Microsoft Word (metacognitive scaffold). Then, she used 

the written/verbal instructions to learn the vocabulary of “Save,” “Preview,” and “Publish” 

(procedural scaffold). Alyssa also made use of human resources; these resources taught her how 

to perform tasks in the technology (procedural scaffold), showed her alternative ways to perform 

a task (strategic scaffold), encouraged her to experiment with the technology (strategic scaffold), 

and taught her a constraint of the technology (conceptual scaffold). The context resource of her 

past technological experience revealed a constraint of Wix (conceptual scaffold) and helped her 

recall how to scale and move elements (procedural scaffold). Finally, she used the context 

resource of the physical library space as she learned to perform a task (procedural scaffold).  

 

3.4 Conclusion 

 

In summary, the surveys told us that students are, in fact, using and learning technologies 

outside of the classroom to complete course assignments. Additionally, they showed that 

students are learning a wide variety of technologies, even to complete the same assignment. The 
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surveys also showed students use four resources most often: written/verbal instructions provided 

inside the technology, written/verbal instructions provided outside the technology, interface 

design, and humans in the form of personal relationships. Also, those learning to use website-

building platforms are more likely to use the written/verbal instructions provided inside the 

technology than those provided outside of the technology. Finally, the surveys showed that 

students are using their resources most frequently for the procedural scaffold of learning to 

complete tasks. 

The interviews showed that students relied heavily on the interface design, particularly 

for conceptual, procedural, and metacognitive scaffolds. All three cases also used their previous 

technological experiences to choose which technology to learn (conceptual scaffold). Both Kate 

and Alyssa used templates to learn the genre conventions of the professional portfolio and only 

began learning how to complete new tasks in Wix when they needed to add an element to the 

template. While Kate and Alyssa only explored the interface when they needed to adjust the 

template, Gabriela began learning Wix by exploring most of the interface design before 

beginning to build her website. Kate was the only interview participant who did not use multiple 

resources for procedural and metacognitive scaffolds (she only used the interface design). The 

others used instructions provided inside the technology, humans, and physical context resources 

– in addition to the interface design – for procedural and metacognitive scaffolds. Kate was also 

the only person who did not indicate that she used her resources for any strategic scaffolds.  

As shown by the table below, we can overlay the results from the surveys and interviews to 

identify which resources students tend to use more frequently and the ways in which they tend to 

be used. It is clear that the interface design is used often for procedural scaffold, particularly as 

this resource and scaffold were identified by survey respondents and all three interviewees. 

Many students also seem to use those with whom they have personal relationships as procedural 

scaffolds. Moreover, students seem to use the instructions provided inside the technology for 

conceptual scaffolds. Finally, the survey respondents indicated using the written/verbal 

instructions provided outside of the technology for both conceptual and procedural scaffolds, 

while none of the interview participants suggested that they use this resource. 
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Table 3.4: Resources and scaffolds used by survey and interview participants together 

 

 Scaffolds 

R
es

o
u

rc
es

 

 
Conceptual Procedural Metacognitive Strategic 

T
o
o
ls

 

Instructions inside the 

technology 
S G K S A 

  

Instructions outside the 

technology 
S S 

  

Interface design G K S G K A G K A G 

Models K A    

H
u
m

an
s Technology lab A A  A 

Personal relationship S S G A  G A 

Instructor G K    

C
o
n
te

x
ts

 

Rhetorical - Purpose 

and audience for 

composing 

G K 

   

Instrumental - 

Participant’s 

technological 

experiences 

G K A G A 

  

Physical - Classroom  G   

Physical - Personal  A   

S – Survey Respondents         G – Gabriela         K – Kate        A – Alyssa 
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CHAPTER 4 

  

DISCUSSION 

 

4.1 Chapter Review and Overview 

 

In chapter 1, I reviewed the scholarship on self-teaching and defined multimodality, 

multimedia, digital technology, resource, and resource-based learning; these framed my 

overarching research question: How do students use the resources available to them in order to 

learn new technologies outside of the classroom to complete course assignments? In chapter 2, I 

established my methodologies and coding schemes. In order to examine how students learn new 

technologies, I adapted Jeanette R. Hill and Michael J. Hannafin’s framework to define the 

following resources: (1) tools – the nonhuman resources like interface design and written/verbal 

instructions; (2) humans – the people from whom students seek help; and (3) contexts – the 

rhetorical situations (specifically the audiences and purposes for composing) surrounding the 

technological learning, the students’ past technological experiences, and the physical locations in 

which students work. Since these resources are used at a number of stages in the process and in 

various ways, I also identified the following ways in which students use their resources: (a) 

conceptual scaffolds – help students decide the order in which to complete tasks, understand the 

affordances and constraints of the technology, and learn the conventions of a genre; (b) 

metacognitive scaffolds – help students tap into their prior knowledge; (c) procedural scaffolds – 

provide students with step-by-step instructions for completing tasks or with definitions of 

vocabulary; and (d) strategic scaffolds – encourage students to experiment with the technology to 

learn and solve problems they encounter. By looking at resources in relationship to these 

scaffolds, I hoped to identify not only what resources students are using, but also how they are 

using these resources. In order to discover what resources and scaffold students used, I 

conducted surveys of five sections of a course in which new technology is often used to complete 

assignments. These surveys provided me with a larger sense of the technologies that students 

learned, the scope of resources they used to learn these technologies, and some of the scaffolds 

for which they used the resources. In addition to the surveys, I conducted interviews with a small 

number of students in order to describe how these resources and scaffolds functioned at a more 
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intimate, detailed level than the surveys allowed. In chapter 3, I discussed the results of the data 

collected through these surveys and interviews, using a coding scheme based on the categories 

above to report the data. In this chapter, I will highlight the eight most noteworthy findings from 

the data and articulate what those findings tell us. 

 

4.2 Significant Findings 

 

1.! Students used templates (tool resource) to learn (a) the genre conventions of a text and the 

subgenres of that text (conceptual scaffold) and (b) the kinds of elements that can be added to 

and manipulated in the interface (conceptual scaffold). When they felt more comfortable with 

the genres, students felt more able to explore the interface and learn the technology. 

 

The data in this study showed some of the benefits of beginning with a template. Kristin 

L. Arola (2010) expresses concerns about using templates, namely that templates remove the 

opportunity for students to make decisions about design, or “the purposeful choice and 

arrangement of page elements” (p. 6). This, she argues, means that students compose in ways 

that separate form and content (pp. 6) and have less control over and consideration of the ways in 

which design constructs selves (p. 7). At the same time, Arola discusses templates available 

through spaces like blogging platforms and social media sites, on which the templates are rigid 

and users have little control over the design. In my study, however, students could control, alter, 

and delete any element of the templates, meaning students could still engage in discussions of 

and make decisions about design. In fact, Alyssa spent much of her ePortfolio composing time 

thinking about design.  

Templates, in this study, were used most frequently as resources for learning the genre 

conventions of a particular kind of text and identifying the subgenres of that text. For instance, 

when the survey and interview participants were learning Wix, they could find several template 

options under “Portfolio/CV,” such as a fashion portfolio, an architect portfolio, and an art 

director portfolio. Both Kate and Alyssa searched under the “Portfolio/CV” category for their 

templates. Kate searched through many templates, giving her the opportunity to identify (a) the 

subgenres available and (b) the material that tended to be included in each subgenre. When she 

found a subgenre that offered her the material and aesthetic she wanted for her portfolio, she 
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began working in that template. As she stated in her interview, “I’d never made a portfolio 

before either and even though we looked at examples [in class], I wouldn’t have known how I 

wanted mine to look [until] I looked through different templates.” This suggests that, even 

though her instructor had discussed the genre conventions of ePortfolios and showed example 

portfolios, Kate would not have felt comfortable with the ePortfolio genre unless she began with 

a template. Alyssa also learned about the subgenres of an ePortfolio, though she discovered this 

the hard way. She first selected an art director’s portfolio, but she quickly learned that the 

conventions of this subgenre were not what she expected. Instead of having long rows of images 

(which was a feature of the template she selected), she wanted multiple pages with only a few 

videos on each page. Therefore, she needed to go back and look for a subgenre that was more 

appropriate to her intentions for her ePortfolio. As she stated in her interview, “For this [first] 

template, none of that worked for what I was going for. So when I found like an actual actor’s 

portfolio, that helped me a lot because it was exactly the format that I needed. Before I saw that, 

I had no idea what I wanted to do.” The second template showed her the conventions of an 

ePortfolio that was similar to the kind she wanted to create. Without the template, she would not 

have had a starting place for how to compose an ePortfolio. 

Beyond teaching students the conventions of the genres, templates helped students feel 

more comfortable exploring the interface and learning the technology. Continuing her 

explanation of how the template helped her, Kate articulated, 

If I had to pick all my own color schemes, everything, I would have been so 

overwhelmed and if I had to pick my own formatting for like this kind of page – the 

contact page – or anything else, I would have been extremely overwhelmed. I probably 

wouldn’t have been able to finish the project because I would not have known how to 

format all of that stuff and make it look like a decent website. 

She specifically stated that, without the template as a starting place, she would likely have been 

unable to complete her portfolio. Starting with a template, then, helped her feel more 

comfortable making a portfolio and learning the technology as she manipulated the template. 

Alyssa and Gabriela also offered examples of varying comfort levels. Alyssa felt insecure about 

how to design an ePortfolio; she repeated this multiple times in her interview and wrote about it 

in her ePortfolio reflection. This insecurity meant that Alyssa was less able to navigate and play 

with the interface. Alyssa shared her thought process as she tried to work in the first template: “I 
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had to take out a lot of stuff from [the first template] and I was just thinking ‘What am I gonna, 

how am I gonna put all my videos on the first page but then also have multiple pages? This is 

just weird. I just don’t, this is overwhelming. I can’t, I don’t know how to do this.’” As this 

moment demonstrates, using an ineffective template made Alyssa feel so overwhelmed that she 

struggled with even starting her portfolio. Without working on the portfolio, she would not learn 

the interface. When she changed templates, though, she “just cranked it out.” She felt more 

comfortable working on her portfolio in the second template and could begin learning the 

technology. On the other hand, Gabriela felt comfortable exploring a new interface and creating 

a portfolio, so she chose not to begin from a template and felt able to learn the technology 

without this resource.  

Finally, the templates showed students what elements could be added and manipulated in 

the editor. For example, if a template featured a scrolling gallery of images, the user could 

identify this as an element that could be added to and manipulated in their own website. Again, 

Alyssa and Kate provided examples of this. Alyssa’s second template included a video reel page, 

so she saw that video could, indeed, be added to her own portfolio. Likewise, the template Kate 

chose included circles on the homepage – labeled “My Resume,” “My Work,” and “My Skills” – 

that were hyperlinked to other pages. These circles, when they were clicked, took the viewer to 

the resume and work pages. Seeing these circles likely cued Kate into the fact that she could add 

her own hyperlinked circles, a feature she used when she got to her Projects page. 

This finding shows students using a tool resource – templates – for conceptual scaffolds. 

Without this resource, it is unclear that the students would have understood conceptually how to 

move forward with their projects, particularly when they were uncomfortable with the 

conventions and aesthetics of their intended genres. Using templates as a resource for conceptual 

scaffolds – learning the genre – enabled them to proceed with learning how to complete tasks 

with the technology. Similarly, identifying the elements in the templates enabled students to 

learn about the elements that could be manipulated in the interface, which is another conceptual 

scaffold; once they recognized what elements were available, they could learn how to add and 

manipulate those elements. 
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2.! Students occasionally chose to manipulate the template (tool resource) infrequently and/or 

were overwhelmed because of the templates they selected; thus, they learned less about the 

technology.  

 

Though using templates can be beneficial in learning a new technology, templates can 

sometimes become more of a hindrance than a resource. For instance, if the student chose an 

ineffective template, they often felt more overwhelmed and struggled to begin learning the 

technology. Alyssa’s struggle with her first template is a clear example of this. Additionally, if 

the student was too reliant on the template, they explored less of the technology. For example, 

Kate repeated many times that she did not explore parts of the technology because she was afraid 

to “mess up” her portfolio. I asked her, for instance, whether she played around with changing 

the navigation bar. Talking about the navigation bar provided in the template, she responded, “I 

just figured that that was what I needed so I didn’t wanna mess anything else up.” Similarly, 

because she was afraid to mess up the text, she did not play with features she was actually 

interested in exploring. We discussed, for instance, whether she played around with Wix’s 

mobile feature. (Wix allows the user to create a mobile version of the site.) She stated, “I actually 

wanted to, but then I was like I didn’t want to mess up the template at all.” Kate also pointed to 

the fact that she did not explore much of the interface because she stayed within the confines of 

the template. When talking about the main menu, she stated that she didn’t explore any of the 

options except the “Add” option. 

Kate: I don’t think I clicked anything else [in the main menu] cuz I didn’t need them for 

the purpose of this project so I just didn’t end up doing that because I don’t know. I just 

didn’t even think to ya know?  

Megan: Mhmm. So you didn’t have to go to any of these because you basically worked 

within the template which would let you upload things, right? 

K: Yeah. 

As these examples show, Kate was so reliant on the template that she did not explore features in 

the interface and, consequently, did not learn as much about the platform.  

 With this finding, we see the ways in which resource use can hinder learning. In these 

cases, Kate and Alyssa spent most of their composing time simply replacing the template’s 

elements with their own rather than changing the template to suit their desires; as Alyssa stated, 
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the template “was exactly the format that I needed. So I didn’t really have to change anything 

about the design. I just added my own little touches to it to showcase my personality…and that 

was it; I just replaced things.” The template, then, became like the template of a five-paragraph 

essay, in which students simply put their information in the boxes. Consequently, this tool 

resource stopped the students from using their resources for procedural scaffolds like learning to 

complete tasks in the technology and strategic scaffolds like learning how to experiment with the 

technology.  

 

3.! Students chose people to help them learn the technology (human resources) based on (a) 

convenience or (b) the resource’s specific knowledge. 

!

According to the surveys and interviews, humans are a highly utilized resource. In the 

survey, for instance, 61 students indicated that they used a human resource – either a Digital 

Studio consultant or friend or family member28. This means 65.4% of the survey respondents 

used a human resource as at least one of their resources. Similarly, of the 35 students who wrote 

in the open-ended questions, 15 (42.9%) reported using human resources as at least one of their 

resources. This resource was found slightly more often through personal connections and 

relationships than through the Digital Studio. In the open-ended survey responses, 6 students 

reported using a personal relationship as a human resource, while 4 reported using the Digital 

Studio consultant. Similarly, in the close-ended responses, personal connection human resources 

were identified 34 times as opposed to the 27 times the Digital Studio consultant was reported. 

This means that, while students did choose to go to the Digital Studio, they were slightly more 

likely to ask for help from friends, roommates, or other people who happened to be around them, 

such as in the classroom. 

The more frequent use of personal relationship resources may occur because these people 

are more convenient or in closer proximity to the learner. Gabriela and Alyssa’s use of human 

resources provides an example of this. Gabriela stated that she asked her classmate for help with 

embedding her resume because “that was kind of just the atmosphere of the classroom. Everyone 

was asking each other like, ‘Oh does this look good? How should I do this?’” It was in this 

                                                
28 This does not include students from the section that was required to attend the Studio. 
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environment that Gabriela asked a classmate (who was sitting next to her) for help. Likewise, 

Alyssa was meeting with her friend – who was in the same WEPO section as she – in the library 

to help her friend with a movie-editing project. During this time, Alyssa saw her friend’s 

portfolio and asked for help adding shapes and lines to her portfolio. As Gabriela and Alyssa 

were learning tasks, they likely asked for help from these people – a classmate and a friend, 

respectively – because they happened to be around them. Otherwise, they may have chosen 

another resource (human or otherwise). This means that students likely chose resources because 

of their locations rather than choosing specific locations because of the resources available in 

them.  

If the human resource was not chosen primarily from convenience, they were chosen 

because of the resource’s knowledge. For instance, some students asked for help from others 

who knew the technology they were learning. A survey participant indicated that they asked a 

friend for help with Photoshop because the friend “understood it and gave me step by step 

instructions.” This is also likely the reason students went to the Digital Studio; they likely 

believed that the consultant would have expertise with a specific program. Other students sought 

help from those whose majors or interests were similar to the kinds of technology the students 

were learning. Gabriela, for instance, asked for help from her boyfriend because he was a 

computer science major; because of his major, she believed that he had the knowledge to help 

solve her problem. As she said, “I even asked my boyfriend because he’s a computer science 

major. I was just like ‘How do I do this?” and he tried to like show me how to go into the HTML 

and code it differently.” She sought him as a resource, then, not because he knew the specific 

technology, but because he understood coding and could likely help with designing a website. 

Similarly, a survey participant explains, “I used iMovie to create a montage/collage effect for my 

remix/remediation project. For that, I sought help from my little brother, who is a 

cinematographer.” Again, the emphasis is on his position as a cinematographer rather than about 

his knowledge of the program itself.  

Knowledgeable human resources are more likely to offer helpful advice because they are 

sought out because the student knows the resource can help with the problem. However, the data 

show that students tended to default to finding human resources based on convenience and 

proximity. This suggests that students’ current human resource use actually gives them less 

control over the resources they use and over what they learn about the technology. Relying on 



94 

convenience and proximity is only helpful if there happens to be a knowledgeable human close 

by. Otherwise, the student may not solve their problems or learn what they need to learn about 

the technology. This suggests that students may need to learn more about how to use human 

resources effectively. On the other hand, this also suggests that technology labs may need to 

make themselves as “convenient” to students as possible to encourage them to get help there. 

 

4.! Students utilized people (human resources) more often than other resources to learn about 

(a) potential technologies to use and (b) the affordances and constraints of these 

technologies (conceptual scaffold). Then, they considered their composing situations 

(rhetorical context resource) to choose a specific technology (conceptual scaffold). 

!

According to the interview cases, students utilized human resources more often than 

other resources to learn about the technologies they could potentially use to complete their 

assignments. Human resources either offered a variety of options for technologies or offered a 

single option of a technology with which they were already familiar. Often, human resources 

who offered many options came in the form of an instructor. For instance, Gabriela, Alyssa, and 

Kate all explained that their instructors had suggested Wix and Weebly as options for building 

their ePortfolios. In other instances, a human resource suggested a single technology based on 

their experience. For instance, Alyssa explained that her friend had been trying to make a video 

for the remediation/remix project. This friend had been using iMovie (a suggestion given by her 

instructor), but had been struggling with it. When the friend asked Alyssa – who has a wealth of 

video editing experiences – for help with iMovie, Alyssa said, “‘I have no idea’ cuz I haven’t 

used iMovie since middle school, and I barely used it. So I taught her how to use Premier.” In 

this case, Alyssa’s friend was not given multiple options for a movie editor; instead, Alyssa 

guided her friend to a specific technology because she was familiar with it. 

As they learned about options for technologies, students also gained knowledge about 

some of the affordances and constraints of the programs. They learned these primarily from a 

knowledgeable human resource or the written/verbal instructions provided inside the technology. 

In addition to offering options for technologies to use, some human resources shared affordances 

and constraints of the options. For instance, Tyler (Alyssa and Gabriela’s instructor) listed Wix, 

Weebly, and Squarespace as potential options. He then discussed the affordances and constraints 
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primarily in terms of user control; he explained that Weebly constrains the layout, while Wix 

provides more user control over the layout. He also offered Squarespace as an option, but 

discouraged his students from using it because it would lock them into a particular template. His 

students, then, learned both (a) options for technologies and (b) some of the affordances and 

constraints of the technologies. Similarly, a few students on the survey wrote that they had been 

told that Wix was easy to use and offered “more design options”; these students learned about 

the affordances of Wix from human resources, though they did not indicate which human 

resources told them this information. On the other hand, some students used the written/verbal 

instructions provided inside the technology to learn about the affordances of technologies. For 

example, Kate’s instructor offered options – including Wix, Weebly, Wordpress, and Blogger – 

but did not identify their affordances like Tyler did. To learn about the affordances and 

constraints, Kate chose to visit Wix and Weebly’s websites. She explained, “I was taking notes 

in class I just wrote ‘Wix and Weebly’ and so I just typed in Wix. I typed in Weebly too, but it 

didn’t seem like they had as many templates. It seemed like it was a little bit harder to use for 

me. I just liked the way Wix looked better and it had that it was like that it was free all over it.” It 

is clear that Kate was drawn to the fact that the platform was free. Even though both platforms 

are free, Wix’s homepage highlights this information. So, Kate chose Wix partially because of 

the information on the homepage. Likewise, both platforms show the user the templates available 

before the user needs to make an account. Kate used this feature to identify what she saw as an 

affordance of Wix, that it had a wider selection of templates than Weebly.  

After learning about choices of technologies and the affordances and constraints, students 

used instrumental and rhetorical context resources (i.e. their past technological experiences and 

their audiences and purposes for composing) to select a particular technology. For instance, 

Gabriela used her previous technological experience to rule out Wordpress for her ePortfolio 

project. She had previous experience with Wordpress, which had taught her some of the 

constraints of the technology; she chose to learn Wix because she believed Wordpress’ interface 

was more difficult to navigate than Wix’s. Likewise, she believed that Tumblr – another 

technology with which she was familiar – was not professional enough for her intended audience 

and purpose; so, she chose to use Wix to better suit her composing situation. In the end, she 

decided that the affordances of Wix – that it was easier to navigate and that it could be used to 
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design professional texts – were important enough that she chose this platform over other 

potential website-building platforms. 

When students learned affordances and constraints after they chose the technology, they 

learned them as they used the technology. For example, a survey participant explained that 

“Paint was vaguely familiar to me, but using it for my poster project opened my eyes to its pluses 

and minuses.” Students learned constraints as they ran into problems and affordances as they 

completed tasks easily. For instance, Alyssa learned a constraint of Wix when she wanted to 

change her templates; namely, she could not switch easily between templates and generate the 

same content into a different template. She discovered this constraint when she ran into the 

problem of needing to change templates and was forced to create an entirely new site to 

accomplish this. Similarly, Gabriela learned that a constraint of the free version of Wix was that 

users cannot edit the HTML, meaning she could not adjust the color of her hyperlink underline; 

she learned this constraint when she encountered the problem of being unable to figure out how 

to change the color within the interface and then being unable to save the HTML her boyfriend 

wrote. All three interview participants agreed that an affordance of Wix was that it provided 

fairly straightforward step-by-step instructions for adding elements. Kate, for instance, explained 

that Wix was easy to use because of “the instructions there is for almost everything on the 

site…It’s easy to use for someone whose never even touched a web design before. It’s probably 

because there’s so much explanation behind everything they do…It literally has an option where 

you can say ‘Upload this.’ You just click on it and it goes there.” Likewise, Alyssa explained, “It 

just like made it easy…What do you want? You want a paragraph {{points to an option that 

reads “I’m a paragraph”}}? You want a small heading {{points to an option that reads “Small 

heading”}}?...It was just kind of was self-explanatory for me.” They identified this affordance as 

they began navigating and working in the interface. 

In these cases, students utilized human and tool resources for conceptual scaffolds, to 

learn options for and affordances of technologies. They tended to learn about the technology 

options from human resources, particularly their instructors. This is slightly problematic because 

it puts the onus on the instructor to know many of the technology options. Moreover, after the 

student leaves the classroom, they will need to find other resources for identifying technology 

options. Additionally, when students used human resources outside of their instructors, they 

tended to default to personal relationships; these resources directed them to only one technology, 
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which limited the learner’s ability to choose a technology based on their specific composing 

situations. Students used both human resources and tool resources to learn affordances and 

constraints. Of course, students would need to know already that a specific technology was 

available before they could read the tool resource of written/verbal instructions. This suggests 

that students would benefit from first learning the names of technologies prior to going to and 

reading about the program. 

 

5.! Students used either (a) the interface design (tool resource) or (b) people (human resources) 

to gain a general understanding of the tasks that can be completed with the technology 

(conceptual scaffold). If students did not begin their learning by first identifying the tasks 

that could be completed, they had less knowledge of and comfort with the technology. 

!

After they selected the technology, students began to learn about the kinds of tasks that 

they could complete with the technology. They tended to gain this knowledge in two ways: (1) 

exploring the interface design to get a sense of the technology’s options or (2) asking for 

instructions from a human resource. A survey participant offered an example of the first strategy: 

“I had to become comfortable with Wix and its options, so I tried out multiple design layouts in 

order to learn all the options. I think just constantly using new technology in a repeated fashion 

helps with learning how to use it.” This student suggested that the most effective method for 

learning a technology is to understand all its options before beginning to compose texts with the 

technology. Gabriela had a similar strategy in that she explored the main menu in the interface to 

figure out what the platform offered and the options she had for her ePortfolio. She explained, “I 

went through all of the little tabs within the ‘Add’ tab and was like, ‘Oh I can do all this different 

kind of stuff’…then I remembered that when I needed to add stuff.” However, she did not 

explore everything at the top of the editor; this caused her, then, to miss the dropdown menu that 

allowed her to navigate to other pages in the editor and to need a longer workaround for this 

problem. Meanwhile, some students consulted a human resource who could explain the basics of 

the technology before they embarked on learning the technology without another person. For 

instance, a survey participant wrote, “When using photoshop I had my friend who understood it 

well give me step by step instructions.”  
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When students did not begin by exploring the interface, they relied heavily on a template 

and learned tasks only when the template did not provide a desired element. However, this 

method was problematic for learning the technology. Learning how to perform tasks as needed 

helped students complete the assignment. However, without exploring the interface, students 

were more likely to be uninformed about the tasks that they could complete and/or the ways in 

which elements could be manipulated. This meant that students were more likely to settle for 

completing tasks in workable, but undesired, ways. For instance, Kate wanted to add a teal circle 

that was hyperlinked to her documents. The menu offered her options of buttons in various 

shapes and colors, but no circles in the color she wanted. She selected a different shape in the 

right color. However, had she clicked on the new shape once it was in the editor, she could have 

changed it to a circle. If she had explored the interface more, she may have recognized that she 

could click an element and be offered other options for manipulating the element. In other words, 

she may not have settled for a shape she did not really want. Similarly, Alyssa was annoyed that 

she had to upload her videos to YouTube in order to put them on her portfolio. However, even 

after she learned that she could add an application in the editor to be able to bypass YouTube, 

she did not explore this option. 

Alyssa: That kind of made it annoying because then I had to post my videos on 

YouTube…I think she said the only way you can do this [insert a video through the 

“Uploads” option on the menu]…there was an app that you needed. 

Megan: Did you play around with the app market [in the Wix interface] at all? 

A: Nope. 

In addition to the fact that working primarily within the template and not exploring the interface 

left Kate and Alyssa with undesired solutions, they were both less confident with the platform 

than Gabriela at the end of the semester. On the surveys, Kate and Alyssa reported that they felt 

“somewhat comfortable” using Wix at the end of the semester, while Gabriela felt “extremely 

comfortable” using Wix. At least in this case, exploring the interface design in the beginning 

gave students more comfort with and knowledge of the technology.  

In this finding, we see students using tool and human support resources to learn a 

conceptual scaffold prior to composing their texts. While some students attempted to gain an 

understanding of the tasks before composing, some strategies were less effective than others. For 

instance, some students, like Gabriela, explored most of the interface, but missed some important 
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components. This suggests that students may attempt to locate the most obvious main menu and 

may not look at other menus. For instance, in Microsoft Word, a student may explore the options 

in the ribbon menu – the tabs labeled “Home,” “Insert,” “Design,” and so on – because this menu 

is more immediately present in the window and moves with the window. They may be less likely 

to explore the options available in the menu bar – the menu with “File,” “Edit” and so on – 

because it is less obvious. This also suggests that if a human resource is available, they may be 

the most effective and efficient resource to use to begin learning the technology. A human 

resource who understands the basics of the technology can inform the user about the tasks that 

can be completed – like Gabriela learned by exploring the interface – but can also point to 

potentially important menus or tasks that the novice may not think to use. 

 

6.! Students used the interface design (tool resource) as their primary resource to learn most of 

the tasks they completed (procedural scaffold, strategic scaffold). If the interface design did 

not help students complete a desired task, they sought help from someone (human resource) 

or referred to written/verbal instructions (tool resource, strategic scaffold). 

 

Once students began working in the technology to compose their texts, they tended to use 

the interface design most often. For instance, many students learned to complete tasks by trial 

and error, or by clicking around the interface and seeing what happened when they pushed a 

particular button. 71% of the survey participants indicated in the close-ended questions that they 

used trial and error as a resource. Additionally, 18 of the 35 students who responded to the open-

ended questions explained that they used some version of “trial and error” to learn the 

technology and troubleshoot their problems. 10 of these respondents listed trial and error with 

the interface as their only resource. Some of these respondents explained what trial and error 

looked like for them. For instance, one survey participant explained, “It was hard to try to 

organize the texts in the way that I had pictured them in my head. I tried using different tools 

until it looked how I wanted it to.” Another respondent stated that they learned Wix by 

“tinker[ing] around with the settings of the website and all the features/functions it offers.”!Also, 

though the survey respondents who used multiple resources did not explain in what order they 

used their resources, all three interview participants started learning to complete tasks by using 

the interface. For instance, toward the beginning of designing her portfolio, Gabriela selected a 
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color palette. To do this, she explained, “I guess they had a bunch of different palettes on Wix 

and I just kind of clicked through them and saw what they would look like on a sample blog or 

something and I just picked the ones that I thought looked best.” From the beginning, Gabriela 

clicked around the interface to learn about how to complete tasks and identify what the options 

she clicked would do. What students clicked on was dependent on the tasks they needed to 

complete. When Kate needed to add her hyperlinked circle, for instance, she clicked into the 

main menu and began looking at her options. Then, as she explains, “I was like, ‘Well let me see 

what else I can insert instead of just [a text box]’ and I saw the word ‘Button’ so I was like, 

‘Well maybe that’ll be something I can use.’”  

If the interface design did not help a student complete a task, they tended to go to (1) 

written/verbal instructions or (2) a human resource. Some students on the survey indicated that 

they used the written/verbal instructions provided inside the technology, either the instructions in 

the editor or the program’s support page: “I just remembered that I used piktochart for the viral 

campaign and made an infographic. This was new for me and I used the website FAQs and the 

prompts on the webpage to learn to navigate the site.”; “I learned how to use Squarespace for the 

Portfolio project. I used the help forum on the website mostly.”; “Wix was new for me because I 

had never tried to make a website on it before, but as I went along there was tutorials to show me 

what to do.” Meanwhile, other students indicated that they used written/verbal instructions 

outside of the technology, specifically a search engine or YouTube: “Wix: First time user…I did 

google some actions that were not working; for example adding a picture background to a theme 

(preset).”; “I learned how to crop out part of an image in Preview by looking up Youtube 

videos.”; “Adobe Indesign I ran into a problem with symmetry and through trial and error and 

many google searches I was able to finally fix it.” Other students used human resources 

alongside interface design. As discussed above, in addition to using the interface, both Gabriela 

and Alyssa used human resources – a boyfriend, a classmate, a Digital Studio consultant, and a 

friend – as their standard second resource. The survey respondents also indicated that they used 

human resources fairly frequently. For instance, a survey respondent indicated that they utilized 

two different human resources to learn Photoshop: “I had used Adobe Photoshop before, but to 

complete my first project, my partner taught me some new ways of using it. I learn[ed] through 

him and the [digital] studio on campus.”  
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Some students used interface design, humans, and written/verbal instruction to learn their 

technologies. One survey participant indicated in the close-ended responses that they used “trial 

and error” and wrote in one of the open-ended questions that “i had problems with spacing and 

trying to figure out how i was going to convey my message in one picture with project 2...i 

solved it by asking friends how they might go about it and looked up youtube videos.” Another 

respondent explained, “iMovie took a while to get used to so I used trial and error, asked for help 

from my friend, and googled questions.” Unfortunately, because the students in the survey who 

used both written/verbal instructions and human resources did not indicate the order in which 

they used their resources, we cannot know whether these students sought out human resources or 

instructions first and why they chose to go to which resources in what order. If the trend for 

using human resources continues, however, going to a human resource when the interface design 

is unhelpful may be a matter of convenience. If, for instance, the student happened to be around a 

person with the potential to answer the question, they may have asked the human resource. 

Otherwise, the student may have used a search engine to find help with the task. Gabriela 

suggested this when she discussed which resources she uses when:  

If there’s people here who can just show me how to do it, that’s a lot easier than going 

through and finding the right question that I’m looking for and reading through and 

figuring it out kinda myself. Cuz even though it tells you how to do it, you still have to 

find where it is and everything. So I think it was just easier and quicker to ask someone 

and then I only used Help after I had asked people and they didn’t know. 

Gabriela suggested that the order in which she used resources came down to ease as it was 

“easier and quicker to ask someone.” 

 This finding shows us that students used tool and human resources to learn how to 

complete tasks with the technology. They began with the interface design (a tool resource) and 

then branched out to other tool resources or human resources. Students used these resources for 

strategic and procedural scaffolds. The words and icons in the interface aided students with 

making educated guesses about what various tabs and buttons did and encouraged 

experimentation (strategic scaffolds). When their educated guesses were correct, students learned 

how to complete a task (procedural scaffold). Other tool and human resources could help with 

both strategic and procedural scaffolds. If the student simply learned how to complete a task 

without attempting the task on their own, the resource provided a procedural scaffold. 
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Meanwhile, if the resource helped students learn a new way to complete a task or modeled ways 

in which to experiment with the technology, the resource provided a strategic scaffold. 

 

7.! Students learned the vocabulary of the technology (procedural scaffold) by (a) drawing on 

prior knowledge (metacognitive scaffold) from the interface design (tool resource), (b) 

making educated guesses (strategic scaffold) from visual cues and short phrases in the 

interface (tool resource), and (c) reading the written/verbal instructions provided inside the 

technology (tool resource). 

!

The three interview participants all pointed to two kinds of vocabulary in Wix: linguistic 

and visual. For instance, they discussed the fact that, when users hover over an icon in Wix, a 

bubble pops up that describes the icon in 1-2 words. For instance, when a user hovers over the 

icon below, the description “Image Filters” appears. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.1: Image filters icon in Wix 

 

 

Without the linguistic popup description, the user may not know what function this icon signals. 

In fact, all of the interview participants indicated that they were fairly dependent on these popup 

descriptions to understand the icons: 

Gabriela: “Whenever it has just a picture I always hover above it to see what it says 

because I feel like that’s less intuitive like if you see like the paintbrush and I think that 

this is like font and stuff but like I don’t know if you’d necessarily know that this is 

gonna edit font. You might just think it’s like colors or something.” 
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Kate: “If the word didn’t come up when you hovered over it, then I would have a 

problem because I would not know what it meant…If it was just images, I would have 

been really confused the entire time.” 

Alyssa: “Pictures are all great, but if there’s no words, I’m like, ‘What is this?’ I don’t 

wanna just click on random pictures until, and figure it out myself. The fact that it has the 

words up there makes it a lot easier.” 

At the same time, it is not guaranteed that all programs will have these popup words for their 

icons. This means that students may need to learn both kinds of vocabulary. Even if the program 

does have the popup descriptions, knowing how to make educated guesses about what the icons 

mean may help students be more prepared to use and click around icons in new technologies. 

This finding is particularly interesting because we tend to think of “vocabulary” as linguistic. For 

instance, in Yancey’s (2006) chapter, “Coming to Terms: Vocabulary as a Means of Defining 

First-Year Composition,” readers are presented with ten linguistic vocabulary terms that help 

define 21st century college composition. This was – and still is – important work as the words we 

use shape us and our work. The cases in this study, though, point to the importance of visual 

icons as specialized vocabulary in digital technologies as well. In Wix, specialized linguistic 

vocabulary may include the differences between save, preview, and publish. In other programs, 

such as the Adobe programs, linguistic vocabulary may include words like layer, clipping mask, 

and trace. Meanwhile, visual vocabulary are the icons in a program that indicate a particular 

function. In Wix, this can include icons like a paintbrush to change the design of an element and 

a pinwheel to change the settings of an element. In Adobe Photoshop, visual vocabulary 

examples include an icon of an eyedropper and of a lasso.  

In this study, there were three ways in which students learned the linguistic and visual 

vocabulary of the program: (1) applying prior knowledge based on the interface, (2) making 

educated guesses from visual cues and short phrases in the interface, and (3) reading the 

written/verbal instructions within the technology. This was true of work with Wix and, 

potentially, other low bridge technologies. It is possible that students used other tools like 
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Google and YouTube or human resources to learn vocabulary for high bridge technologies29. 

Within Wix, though, students looked for familiar icons or words and applied previous knowledge 

to the platform they were learning. In some cases, the icons appeared in multiple programs and 

provided the exact same function. For instance, Alyssa referenced the symbol that suggests an 

element can be moved or scaled; this icon is the same in Wix and in Microsoft Word: “I mean 

like moving images and stuff. It was like obviously because there’s this little button here. They 

do the same thing in Microsoft Word. That’s kind of a universal thing.” On the other hand, some 

icons suggested the same function – such as a pinwheel indicating settings – but what that 

function meant differed across programs. For example, Gabriela pointed to the settings icon as 

familiar visual vocabulary: “I guess some things are pretty common like the settings is always 

the same little symbol [the pinwheel]. I feel like it’s the same on a Mac as it is on Wix. So I feel 

like that’s pretty straightforward.” However, neither the pinwheel nor the word “settings” tells 

the user exactly what settings they can manipulate. For example, settings on a Mac computer 

may mean adjusting privacy options for the computer as a whole, while settings in Wix applies 

to individual elements – specifically images and galleries – and enables the user to adjust what 

occurs when a viewer clicks on an image and how quickly a gallery of images scrolls. These are 

very different understandings of settings, even though the symbol and the word match; therefore, 

even when they draw on their past experiences, students may still need to learn what a particular 

vocabulary word or icon means in each platform or program.  

To make educated guesses based on the interface design, students thought through which 

icons or words made the most sense for a specific task they wanted to accomplish. This educated 

guessing is called abduction, named by Charles Peirce. Abduction is a process of inquiry in 

which a person “put[s] together disparate observations and experiences into a hypothesis that 

then can be examined further” (Newcomb, 2009, p. 46). These observations can come in the 

form of words, visuals, and objects (pp. 62). Sherlock Holmes is used as a frequent example of 

this as he “puts lots of facts together and then expresses a surprising or seemingly impossible 

relation between them; before testing and then explaining them after the fact” (p. 59). 

                                                
29 The survey did not ask students to explain how they learned vocabulary, and no student wrote 

about vocabulary in the open-ended questions. Therefore, I do not have the data to know how 

specialized vocabulary was learned in technologies outside of Wix. 
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Importantly, though, inquiry does not stop at abduction. The hypothesis that is formed must be 

tested for the person to build knowledge (pp. 60). When learning visual and linguistic vocabulary 

for a technology, some students utilized abduction. Kate exemplified this kind of educated 

guessing as she attempted to figure out what “Design” meant in Wix. Kate was looking to 

change a shape into a hyperlinked button. As she clicked on the shape, she was given several 

options in a popup menu; the paintbrush – which she scrolled over to reveal the word “Design” – 

was one of the options. This was the hypothesis she drew through abduction. To test this 

hypothesis, she clicked on it to see if “design” in Wix meant that she could add a hyperlink.  

Finally, students occasionally learned vocabulary from the written/verbal instructions 

provided inside the editor. Alyssa, for example, explained that she learned the differences 

between “Save,” “Preview,” and “Publish” because there were popup reminders in the editor. It 

is possible that students only learned vocabulary from these instructions if the instructions were 

both quick and involuntary. The Wix editor included popup bubbles that occasionally appeared, 

reminding the user in a sentence or two to save and to publish. In these reminders, the user 

learned the differences between save and publish. On the other hand, the three interviewees did 

not purposely look up definitions to any words or symbols that appear in the editor. This 

suggests that students who learned to use Wix (and possibly other website-building platforms or 

low bridge technologies) were unlikely to use written/verbal instructions in a help feature or 

support page to learn the meaning of words. Furthermore, none of the cases watched the 

introductory video that popped up in the Wix editor30, which suggests that – even when provided 

with instructions (which likely would explain some of the vocabulary as well) – students were 

more likely to ignore the instructions if they were too lengthy. 

This finding shows us that students use tool and human resources to learn the visual and 

linguistic vocabulary of a technology. The tool resources provided three scaffolds: (1) 

metacognitive scaffolds as they triggered past technological experiences, (2) strategic scaffolds 

as they helped students make educated guesses about vocabulary, and (3) procedural scaffolds as 

they taught students the meaning of the technology’s visual and linguistic vocabulary. This 

finding also suggests that exploring the interface prior to completing tasks could help with 

                                                
30 Kate and Alyssa specifically stated that they ignored the introductory video and Gabriela did 

not suggest that she watched an introductory video. 
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learning the vocabulary and identifying the vocabulary that may be important. If a student 

already has a general understanding of the technology and its interface, they may more easily 

guess what to look for when they want to perform a new task.  

 

8.! Students had three reactions when a resource failed to provide a desired solution, including 

(a) utilizing other resources, (b) supplementing tasks with content from other technologies, 

or (c) accepting that they would not solve the problem as desired. 

!

 As can be seen above, students sought out a variety of resources when the initial resource 

(typically the interface design) failed to help them accomplish a task. However, there were two 

other ways that students reacted when the resource failed: (1) supplementing with other 

technologies or (2) accepting that they would not accomplish exactly what they wanted. Some 

students, when they could not find a workable solution, defaulted to accomplishing the task with 

a familiar technology. For instance, a survey respondent explained, “With iMovie it took a long 

time for me to figure out how to drag and drop video files into the program, I had to use another 

program to record the video clips and then drag and drop that file instead.” On the other hand, 

some students accepted that a solution would not be found. A survey respondent explained, for 

instance, “I used windows Movie Maker and I had a lot of issues where I would create little 

snippets of audio and then place it where I wanted in the video. When I deleted a segment it 

would all go out of order. I didn’t really solve the problem I just kept re-arranging.” The 

respondent did not explain whether they looked for a solution outside of the interface design, but 

they most definitely accepted that they would not solve the problem. Similarly, as described 

above, Alyssa and Kate found workable solutions for their problems, but settled for solutions that 

were not exactly what they had wanted. This may have been due to a lack of comfort with 

experimenting with the technology. Kate, for instance, repeatedly stated that she was afraid to 

“mess things up.” She also repeated that she was not “technology savvy.” These two opinions 

may have influenced each other; she could have been afraid to explore the options within the 

interface because she thought she was not “technology savvy” enough to fix what she might have 

“messed up.” This opinion may also be supported by Gabriela’s claim that “I don’t feel like [Wix 

is] easy to really mess up. Like everything you can do you can just delete or…go back to the way 

it was before…So nothing’s just solidified like, ‘Oh no I clicked this and now it’s gonna be there 
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forever.’” It may be partially due to the feeling that she was not stuck with any one decision that 

made Gabriela feel willing to explore more of the technology than Kate did. 

 This finding suggests that students may need more encouragement to experiment with 

programs’ interfaces and strategies for doing so. They may need more practice using the 

interface to make educated guesses about how to accomplish tasks with the technology and 

identifying resources for a range of problems, from accomplishing tasks to approaching 

technology when it functions in unexpected ways. 

 

4.3 Conclusion 

 

The above are the eight most noteworthy findings from this focused study. These findings 

are important because they show what resources these students were using to learn digital 

technologies outside of the classroom and how they were using these resources. Additionally, 

they show us which resources these students tended to use most frequently, which resources they 

tended not to use, and which resources may be using ineffectively. We can also see the different 

purposes for which each resource was used and the different results students experienced from 

calling on each resource for those specific purposes. Finally, they show us not only how students 

are learning to complete tasks with their technologies, but also how they are learning about the 

affordances and constraints of technologies and about the specialized linguistic and visual 

vocabulary of the technologies. The two coding schemes – the resources coding scheme and the 

scaffolds coding scheme – provided these data. While it could be interesting to study either what 

resources students were using or how they were using resources, combining the two together 

allows us to determine which resources were used for what kind of help and which resources 

were being used (in)effectively. While this study focused on only one class at one university, we 

can use the findings to begin to identify possible pedagogical strategies we might employ more 

globally to help students learn to use resources effectively to learn new technologies. In the next 

chapter, I will discuss the limitations of this study, point to directions for future research, and 

offer some pedagogical possibilities. 
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CHAPTER 5 

  

CONCLUSION: LIMITATIONS, FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS, 

AND PEDAGOGICAL POSSIBILITIES 

 

5.1!Summary of Results and Chapter Overview 

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the resources and scaffolds that students use 

to learn technologies to complete multimodal writing assignments outside of the classroom. 

Using a mixed methods study of surveys and interviews, I worked toward answering the 

following research question: How do students use the resources available to them in order to 

learn new technologies outside of the classroom to complete course assignments? To answer this 

question, I identified the ways in which students used tool, human, and context resources as well 

as the scaffolds for which they used each resource. In addition to studying the ways in which 

students used resources to learn to complete tasks with the technology, I investigated how 

students used resources to learn the specialized vocabulary and affordances of technologies. In 

brief, I found the following answers to these questions: 

•! What tools do students report using? What scaffolds do the tools offer? 

Students used a variety of tool resources – from written/verbal instructions inside and 

outside of the program, to models, to the interfaces design – to learn new digital 

technologies. Written/verbal instructions and models were used primarily to choose 

technologies (conceptual scaffold) and learn procedural tasks (procedural scaffold). 

Meanwhile, the interface design – students’ primary resource – was used for all 

scaffolds, including drawing on past technological experiences (metacognitive 

scaffold) and making educated guesses (strategic scaffold). 

•! What contexts do students report using? What scaffolds do the contexts offer? 

Rhetorical contexts were used for choosing a technology (conceptual scaffold), while 

instrumental contexts were used for both choosing technologies (conceptual scaffold) 

and learning procedural tasks (procedural scaffold). Students did not seem to choose 

physical contexts for the resources available in them; instead, they chose human 
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resources who happened to be available in the spaces the students were already 

working. 

•! What human resources do students report using? What scaffolds do the human resources 

offer? 

In their use of human resources, students defaulted to personal relationships, 

particularly those in close proximity to them when they had problems. These personal 

relationships were used to learn procedural tasks (procedural scaffold) and to identify 

a particular technology to learn (conceptual scaffold). Instructors were used as 

resources to learn about technology options and to choose which technology to use 

(conceptual scaffold). Finally, technology lab consultants were used for learning 

procedural tasks (procedural scaffold) and new ways of accomplishing tasks (strategic 

scaffold). 

•! How do students report learning the affordances and constraints of the technologies they 

are learning? What specialized vocabulary do students use, and how do they report 

learning this vocabulary? 

Students learned about the affordances and constraints (conceptual scaffold) from 

human and tool resources and were able to use these affordances and constraints to 

make decisions about what technologies to use. They then learned specialized 

vocabulary (procedural scaffold) by using the interface design (tool resource) to apply 

previous technological experience and to abduct. They also learned vocabulary by 

reading written/verbal instructions (tool resource).  

The findings from this study allow us a glimpse into the ways in which students use resources to 

learn technologies, where students are already successfully using their resources, and where 

students may need more assistance. At the same time, this study could be expanded in order to 

gain a broader understanding of students’ resource use and technology learning. To that end, in 

this chapter, I will articulate the limitations of this study and use these limitations to point to 

opportunities for future research. I will also offer possible practices we might use to help 

students learn new technologies. 
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5.2 Limitations of Study and Directions for Future Research 

 

Like all research studies, this project has limitations in scope and application. Because 

this study was descriptive and used a convenience sample to collect data from only one course in 

one major program at one institution, I do not claim that the results here represent all students or 

the participants’ learning beyond the boundaries of this project. At the same time, the findings in 

this study would be interesting to see alongside other similar projects that sample different 

populations of students doing various projects.  

First, the study relied on subjective, self-reported and retrospective data, as subjects 

reflected back on texts they had already created and technological tasks they had already learned. 

These methods allowed for students to engage in authentic learning because they were not 

required to participate in a study while they were learning. They could learn the technology in 

whatever spaces, with whichever resources, and in whatever time frames best suited their 

learning and contexts. However, the methods also risked students forgetting some of the 

resources they used or how they used those resources. Also, students could have chosen not to 

discuss a resource because they saw the resource as unimportant or because the resource did not 

help them. Future research could find ways to capture in real time some of the learning that may 

occur. For instance, researchers may ask students to record their screens and keep journaled 

notes about when they talk with someone about the technology or their compositions. 

Researchers could also observe students when they know ahead of time that they will work in a 

technology lab or during class. Combining these methods with the self-reported retrospective 

methods used in this study may provide a fuller picture of a student’s learning. 

Second, this study collected data from only one course that was studied during a single 

semester. Moreover, the course selected requires students to use some form of digital technology 

and is part of a major that emphasizes the use of a variety of composing technologies. While this 

course offered a sample population who could offer perspectives on learning technology, the 

study could benefit from increasing the time frame and varying the courses studied. For instance, 

researchers could conduct a longitudinal study that follows students through several semesters of 

technology learning. In this way, researchers could learn how past technological learning may 

influence current learning. Moreover, researchers could learn about the resources students tend to 

use repeatedly and how they use these resources. Additionally, future research could study a 
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variety of courses within one or across many institutions. This would allow for perspectives into 

how students use resources more broadly and/or how resource use varies based on the 

assignment and/or course. 

Third, as this study used a convenience sample, some instructors included class activities 

or requirements that skewed some of the results. For instance, one instructor required her 

students to attend the Digital Studio and another instructor gave his students a quick how-to 

explanation of Wix. While the students from these sections offered instructive insights, the data 

from these sections do not accurately illustrate students’ resource use when their instructors do 

not explicitly teach a specific technology. Future research could work with instructors at the 

beginning of the study to select which resources, if any, they share with their students; this could 

allow researchers to investigate how students’ technology learning may be affected as teachers 

offer different resources. Furthermore, researchers could study the extent to which students 

remember in-class how-to lessons. For instance, Tyler gave a how-to lesson about the contents of 

Wix’s main menu, about how to navigate to different pages in the editor, and about how to save, 

preview, and publish a website in Wix. However, Gabriela and Alyssa did not point to Tyler as a 

resource for many of the tasks they learned to perform in Wix. Gabriela, for instance, never 

mentioned that Tyler gave a how-to lesson and stated that she explored the main menu outside of 

class. Also, she needed to find a work around for navigating to different pages in the editor. 

Though Alyssa acknowledged that she learned how to navigate to different pages from Tyler, she 

assigned credit to her friend and to the written/verbal instructions provided inside the technology 

for teaching her how to use functions in the menu and the differences between “Save,” 

“Preview,” and “Publish.” Though Tyler covered these ideas, she suggested that she did not 

remember how to perform the tasks from the in-class lesson and needed to re-learn them from 

other resources. In future studies, researchers could work with teachers to study what kinds of 

information students remember, use, and/or benefit from when presented with how-to lessons. 

Fourth, the study included a small number of descriptive interviews from a fairly uniform 

group who all learned the same technology for the same assignment. By comparing similar cases, 

this study could identify the ways in which these students used resources in different ways to 

learn the same technology in similar composing contexts. This illustrated the ways in which 

students can use the same resource in different ways and use different resources to learn the same 

technology. On the other hand, this small sample is not representative of students outside of the 
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cases. Future research could expand the sample population, looking at students in a variety of 

majors, courses, and years of study. Future research could also study the resources that students 

use to learn a broad range of low- and high-bridge technologies. Finally, future research could 

focus on the resources that students use to learn new ways of using familiar technologies. These 

studies could enable researchers to identify resource use in slightly more generable ways.  

Fifth, and related, because this study used a small interview sample, the data leaned 

heavily toward two resources: interface design and human resources with whom the participant 

had a personal relationship. While this provided insight into how these resources can be used, the 

survey responses indicated that students are using other resources as well. Future research can 

explore the ways in which students use these other resources. Future research might look more 

into the spaces in which students compose when they are not in the classroom or the library. 

Researchers can investigate, for instance, how students use their dormitories as a resource and 

the human or tool resources they use in those spaces. Future research could investigate further 

how students use technology labs, including when they tend to use them, the kinds of questions 

they tend to ask, and the value they find in them. This is particularly important in light of the 

finding that students likely rely on convenience when choosing their resources. Future research 

might also delve further into how students use their human resources. For instance, if students 

are going to human resources based on convenience or the resource’s major (as oppose to the 

resource’s knowledge of the technology), researchers could look into the students’ satisfaction 

with information they gain from these resources and to what extent these resources offer 

metacognitive or strategic scaffolds. Moreover, though the study showed that students would 

benefit from exploring the interface before composing their texts, it did not identify how much 

students actually need to know about the technology before composing. Future studies could 

investigate the differences in students’ learning when they begin composing at disparate points in 

their understanding of the interface. Additionally, while this study pointed briefly to students 

using written/verbal instructions as resources, more research is needed in this area. Future 

researchers could study the written/verbal instruction tool resources that students tend to use and 

explore the ways in which they use them. For instance, researchers could identify whether 

students tend to use these resources more for conceptual, procedural, or strategic scaffolds. 

Future research could also study whether students tend to look inside or outside the technology 

more often when using these resources and when they choose to do so.  
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Sixth, the three interview cases claimed that they did not need to learn linguistic 

vocabulary, though their explanations of their learning suggested otherwise. While this provides 

an insight into what students believe “learning vocabulary for a technology” means, future 

studies could spend more time on resource use to learn vocabulary. For instance, researchers 

could look at the resources students use to learn high-bridge technology vocabulary and at what 

point in their learning they learn this vocabulary. Future research could also spend more time 

investigating the ways in which students learn visual vocabulary. A related research direction 

could explore the technology-learning vocabulary students may need to learn. For instance, 

researchers could investigate students’ understanding of words like vocabulary, template, and 

interface and the ways in which these understandings influence their learning.  

Seventh, my own subject position influenced the design of the study and the ways in 

which I interpreted the data. For instance, because I have taught the course that was the focus of 

the study and worked in the Digital Studio, I already had beliefs about how students learn new 

technologies. I already believed, for instance, that students often utilize interface design to 

facilitate trial and error while learning technology. Though many participants pointed to this 

resource, my beliefs influenced how I understood the data. Also, my experience with the course 

and the Studio affected the options I offered in the survey; these options influenced and 

constrained the answers students reported. For instance, a student reported in the open-ended 

questions that they learned a new technology by viewing another’s technology use. I had not 

included this as an option; if I had, other students may have reported their experiences with 

models like this. Additionally, my experience with Wix affected the questions I asked the 

interview participants, which guided them to talk about learning Wix in particular ways. For 

instance, for each participant, I asked how they learned to change pages in the editor. None of 

them offered this information until I asked. Future research could focus exclusively on the 

resources students use when the interface design fails as a resource. On the other hand, future 

research could screen record and/or use think aloud protocols to gain a deeper insight into what 

“trial and error” or “clicking around” the interface looks like when students learn different 

technologies and why students click on particular tabs and buttons. Future research could also 

focus exclusively on resources outside of those identified in this study, such as viewing others’ 

technology use. Think aloud protocols and screen recordings could also help researchers focus 

on the participants’ specific learning rather than the researcher’s experience with the technology. 
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 Eighth, the purpose of this study was influenced by my beliefs about and investment in 

teaching with technology. For instance, because I believe that students should choose their own 

technologies as part of the process of completely course assignments, I chose a sample 

population that was given this option. Future research, then, could explore the resources students 

use when they are required to learn a technology they did not choose. This research could be 

particularly interesting because students may not have the option to choose which technologies 

to use in their future occupations; the data could be used in the classroom to prepare students for 

these situations. Moreover, because I am invested in using technology in the classroom, I 

focused on the ways in which students learn technologies to complete course assignments. This 

enabled me to suggest some practices that teachers could use. However, I did not study other 

spaces that students used as resources and/or in which students learned to use resources. Future 

research could look to the ways in which students use campus technology labs as resources and, 

based on this research, help technology labs improve their practices and/or tutor training. 

 

5.3 Pedagogical Possibilities 

 

This particular study focused on a group of students learning digital technologies for a 

specific course and looked more in depth at three women composing ePortfolios for that class. I 

do not claim that these students are in any way representative of learners beyond my study nor 

can these results and findings be generalized. However, these students’ experiences might 

indicate possible pedagogical strategies we could use when assigning students projects for which 

they will need to learn new technologies. Therefore, I will present some non-generalizable 

pedagogical possibilities. Based on the findings in this study, three areas emerged for possible 

strategies teachers might consider: 

1.! Helping students effectively choose technologies, which includes assisting them in (a) 

using resources to identify technology options and learn about the affordances and 

constraints of the options and (b) using the affordances and constraints, their composing 

situations, and the available resources to choose the technology that best meets their 

needs.  

2.! Helping students effectively use templates, which includes aiding them in (a) using 

templates to learn about the genres in which they are composing, (b) selecting effective 
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templates, and (c) altering the templates based on their rhetorical situations and 

preferences. 

3.! Helping students learn the technology’s specialized vocabulary, which includes assisting 

them in (a) identifying familiar visual and linguistic vocabulary, (b) making educated 

guesses about unfamiliar vocabulary, and (c) using resources to learn unfamiliar 

vocabulary. 

!

5.3.1 Helping Students Choose Technologies 

 

An important step in using technology to complete an assignment is to first identify a 

technology to use or to learn. In contemporary writing classes, instructors may feel tempted to 

require students to use a specific technology. However, because students have individual goals 

and ideas for their assignments, they would benefit from choosing technologies as part of their 

composing process. Moreover, allowing students to choose their own technologies will likely 

help them make more effective decisions when choosing composing technologies after they 

leave the classroom. Instructors can help students in this decision-making process by teaching 

students strategies for finding and learning about technology options.  

First, instructors can point students to human resources available to them on campus, 

such as consultants in technology labs. If possible, the teacher may ask a representative from the 

technology lab(s) to speak to the class. Also, the teacher may require students to attend the 

technology lab. While students may not always make full use of this required visit, requiring 

students to attend the lab can help them learn more about the resources available at the lab and 

learn that the lab is less intimidating than they may have thought. Therefore, they may be more 

likely to use the lab in the future. Teachers may also take a class trip to the technology lab. 

 Second, instructors can teach students how to use tool resources to find technologies. The 

following offers a possible activity to accomplish this:  

1.! If possible, the instructor groups students based on their intended projects and/or 

technologies. For instance, if a group of students wants to make videos, these students 

can be grouped together.  

2.! In this group, students type “programs for making [insert text]” into a search engine. In 

the above example, the students would type “programs for making videos.” From there, 
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students look at 3-4 lists that appear on the first page of the search engine. These lists are 

often called a variation of “10 best programs for X.” For instance, on the first page of 

Google, the video students would see the following lists: “Top 10 Best Free Video 

Editing Software for Windows”; “The Best Free Video Editing Software”; “7 of the Best 

Pieces of Free Video Editing Software; and “11 Best Video Editing Software Platforms.” 

These lists often discuss the affordances and constraints of the programs they 

recommend. As students look through 3-4 lists, they write down the software that appears 

in at least two lists and the affordances and constraints of the programs. 

3.! Still in their groups, students talk about which programs appeal to them most. 

(Discussion questions may include: Which programs on the list have you had experience 

with before? How was that experience? What affordances are most important to you? 

Why? Which programs seem like they give you the most options for composing? Which 

programs seem like they are easiest to learn?)  

4.! Students narrow down their original lists to 2-3 programs. Students visit the websites of 

those programs. On each homepage, students note what the creators of the program 

advertise because these are likely the biggest strengths of the program. Students also 

search the website to learn whether the program has a support page/website and how 

capacious and detailed that support is.  

5.! Again, students discuss which program may best meet their needs, this time narrowing 

their selections down to one. 

6a. Closing option 1: As a whole group, students discuss what the experience of searching  

for technologies was like for them and what they learned about choosing a technology by 

using affordances, constraints, and their rhetorical situations for composing. 

6b. Closing option 2: Each group presents their top 2-3 options to the class, explaining the  

affordances and constraints of each. This would enable the class as a whole to learn about 

a variety of programs for composing different texts. 

 

5.3.2 Helping Students Use Templates 

 

While not all programs offer easy access to templates or offer templates that are more 

than fill-in-the-blank, many programs – especially those that are low bridge technologies – are 
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becoming template-based. As shown in the previous chapter, templates can help students feel 

more comfortable with learning the technology (because the genre conventions of the text are 

more obvious) and help students learn the texts that can be created and tasks that can be 

completed with the technology. Instructors can use this knowledge in the classroom in three 

ways: (1) help students learn to use templates to learn about the genres in which they are 

composing, (2) assist students in learning to select effective templates, and (3) encourage 

students to alter the templates based on their rhetorical situations and preferences. The following 

is an example activity: 

1.! Imagining the students are creating a magazine article, the instructor pulls up the 

templates in Canva and projects these for the students to see. 

2.! Starting in Canva, the instructor asks students to identify the genres of magazine articles 

they see. Some examples may include: food, travel, fashion, wedding, teen, and so on. 

The instructor may click into 2-3 different magazine templates and ask students to 

identify the genre conventions of those magazines. This will help students identify the 

kinds of genres in which they may work for their own projects, offer potential design 

options for their programs, and give them an opportunity to analyze genre conventions.  

3.! Based on the identified genre conventions, the instructor discusses with students which of 

the 2-3 templates might fit the needs of example students. For instance, if a student wants 

to include a set of images that indicate each step of a recipe or wants to include 

advertisements alongside an article, the student should choose templates that start with 

these features.  

4.! The instructor asks students to work individually to identify 2-3 templates that could 

work for their intended texts. As they look and choose these templates, they write down 

the features they like about the templates. This will show students the ways in which 

templates may differ and the various features they may want to include in their own 

compositions.  

5.! In small groups, students talk about the templates they found, which features of the 

templates are most important to them, and which elements they want to change in each 

template. This last point is particularly important because it helps students recognize that 

they can take ownership over their texts and can alter the template.  
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6.! The instructor may repeat this activity for templates in other programs like Microsoft 

Word. This would help students recognize the various templates and features available in 

different programs.  

 

5.3.3 Helping Students Learn a Technologies Specialized Vocabulary 

 

As discussed in chapter 1, learning the specialized vocabulary of a technology is an 

important part of being able to complete procedural tasks and to locate helpful resources. 

Additionally, as shown in chapter 4, the interview participants pointed to the importance of both 

visual and linguistic vocabulary for learning technology. Instructors, then, can help their students 

learn to identify and use resources to learn a technology’s specialized vocabulary. They can 

accomplish this by teaching students to observe and click through the interface and to make 

educated guesses about the functions and tasks by focusing on the linguistic and visual 

vocabulary of the program. The following is an example activity: 

1.! The instructor asks students to open two programs on computers: (1) Microsoft Word or 

another program with which students are very familiar and (2) Adobe Photoshop or 

another program with which students are likely not familiar. (If the students do not have 

access to computers with Photoshop, the instructor may select a cloud-based program like 

Canva or a website-building platform.) 

2.! Either individually or in groups, students look through all four sides of the interface in 

Word. Students click on or scroll through each menu option, though they do not click on 

the buttons. For instance, students click on the tabs labeled “Insert” and “Design” and 

look at the options under “File” and “Edit,” but do not actually click any of the options or 

icons in those menus. While they look through the interface, students make a list the 

words and icons that are unfamiliar. (Students may be tempted to focus on only the 

linguistic words if the instructor says the word “vocabulary.” So, the instructor might use 

the phrase “words and icons” and/or require students to write down a specific number of 

words and a specific number of icons.) 

3.! In small groups, students discuss the unfamiliar words and icons and make guesses about 

what these might mean. 
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4.! In whole group, the instructor pushes students to explain why they make the guesses they 

did.  

5.! Individually or in groups, students move to Photoshop. Again, they explore all four sides 

of the interface and any main menus. This time, students make a list of words and icons 

that are familiar. Students discuss what they believe the words and icons mean. For 

instance, when manipulating text, users are shown icons that are similar to text 

manipulation icons in Word. Users can also click on an icon of a paintbrush; this option 

works in similar ways to the paintbrush icon Microsoft Paint. Depending on the time 

available, the instructor could also ask students to play with the familiar icons to see if 

their educated guesses were correct. 

6.! The instructor specifies 3-5 icons from the Photoshop tool bar and asks students to work 

in groups to figure out what those icons do. In this moment, students focus on icons 

because it may be more difficult to search for the meaning of an icon than of a word. 

Instructors may point out that the student can click and hold on the icon to see what the 

icon is called, but the student may benefit from trying to figure out the icon without the 

words.  

7.! After students find out what the icons are named and what they accomplish, the instructor 

walks through each icons. Students share what they found. Then, the instructor asks 

students how they found their answers, focusing specifically on what resources they used 

– such as a search engine, YouTube, or the support page – and on what words they typed 

in the search or looked for on the support page. The instructor asks students to articulate 

why they chose particular resources, typed in specific words, and clicked on particular 

pages, questions, or videos. 

 

The above practices emerged from the findings of this study and offer teachers ways in which 

they might help students learn new technologies by utilizing available resources. At the same 

time, these are only a few of the possible practices that may aid students’ resource use, and many 

more can likely be identified through additional research.  
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5.4 Conclusion 

 

The intention of this study was to investigate the resources that students use to learn 

technology outside of the classroom in order to complete class assignments. As articulated in 

chapter 1, though rhetoric and composition scholars acknowledge that learning does not occur in 

a vacuum, our language when discussing out-of-class learning may divert our attention away 

from the resources – technological and human – that students utilize to learn. In scholarship that 

has identified what resources students use to learn new technology, few have investigated how 

students used those resources. I hope this study has offered a framework for studying both what 

resource they use and how they use them. Additionally, this study was invested in looking at the 

resources students use to learn the specialized vocabulary and affordances and constraints of 

technology. I hope this study has encouraged readers to look at technology learning as more than 

only learning to complete tasks and has offered strategies for observing this learning. Moreover, 

as teachers assign projects that require students to use new technologies and as students learn 

technologies that continue to change, I hope that this study can begin to help teachers equip their 

students to learn technology outside of the classroom in the future. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

TYLER’S SYLLABUS 

 
Course Description 

 
31ENG 3416 (WEPO) is one of three core courses for EWM, and as such, it helps provide a 
foundation for the major. As part of this foundation, this course introduces you to the principles 
of composing and editing across different media environments, paying special attention to the 
constraints of each environment and the changes (challenges) that occur as you work in and 
across each type. This course attempts to help you (1) understand principles of composing and 
rhetoric, especially the ways they function across different composing spaces; (2) compose for 
each of three spaces—print (including posters, flyers, newsletters, pamphlets, and booklets), 
screen, and network; (3) edit and revise appropriately the texts created in each space; and (4) 
understand the ways technologies build upon their predecessors as well as inform the composing 
and circulation of texts. To accomplish these goals, we'll engage with multiple kinds of texts: 
we’ll read some, write some, talk about some, and create remediated/remixed forms of some. 
Throughout, we’ll be developing a language and a vocabulary that we can use to describe those 
texts and interactions and to describe what happens to them and to us when we do this work. Our 
goal here is to help you create and read texts differently, to help you become much more 
informed about how others will interact with your texts, and that you bring a new theory and 
intentionality to your composing and editing. You should finish this semester with a more robust 
understanding of technology and media—old, new, and the connections between—and of the 
ways they affect the textual process and contribute to our post-human existence. 
 

Course Goals and Outcomes 
 
In short, during this course, you’ll: 
●! Explore and learn about theories of composing and rhetorical principles that guide the 

composing and designing of texts with different writing technologies; 
●! Employ these theories and principles to create works appropriate to various genres and 

media, including handwriting, type, screen, and network, and understand how these texts 
can be remediated/remixed for new environments; 

●! Write with and against styles conventionalized within different genres; 
●! Examine and apply the art and techniques of editing; 
●! Explore technologies and media—old and new—and the connections between, and the 

ways they inform what, why, where, and how we compose; 
●! Develop a theory of composing and; 

                                                
31 All syllabi are abridged, meaning attendance and homework policies, plagiarism and American 

Disabilities Act statements, and so on have been removed in order to focus on the course goals 

and assignments. 
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●! Create a professional digital portfolio that you can in turn use to market yourself for 
future professional endeavors. 

 
Key Questions 

 
We will explore these questions through class discussions, and you will answer them in the two 
primary composing spaces—journals and projects: 
●! What’s rhetoric, and what’s a rhetorical situation?  
●! What does it mean to write and compose?  How, if at all, are the two acts similar yet 

different?  
●! What’s the role of genre in communication?   
●! What’s the role of multimodality in communication?  
●! What are the differences in communicating in one medium—say, print—as compared to 

the screen as compared to the network?  
●! How do we assess our own work?  
●! How can we help others improve upon their work?  
●! What are some principles of editing for ourselves and for editing the texts of others?  
●! What is remediation and remix, and how, if at all, are the two acts similar yet different?  
●! What role does copyright and fair use play in the creation of (digital) texts?  
●! What is the relationship, if any, between old and new media, and what influence does 

media have on the way we create texts?  
●! What does it mean to develop a network of texts, and how and why do texts circulate?  
●! How do we market ourselves professionally via an online portfolio?  
●! What is your theory of composing?  

 
Course Requirements 

 
This is one of three core courses for the Editing, Writing, and Media (EWM) English major, and 
as such, it helps provide a foundation for your major. To develop this foundation, you’ll read 
some, but you’ll practice and reflect more. The class will allow you to explore many of your own 
interests, to engage with others in some of those explorations, and to develop a way of seeing 
and a language that will distinguish you. In short, you’ll: 
●! participate in class and online; 
●! read regularly and on time; 
●! share and compose projects with classmates; 
●! complete all major projects and turn them in as they are due; and 
●! show respect to both your teacher and you peers. 

 
Required Texts 

 
●! Various PDFs and online readings available via the course website 
●! Your Own Texts and Compositions 
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Major Assignments 

 
●! Project #1: Ecological Trace 15% - 150 Points 
●! Project #2:  Viral Marketing/Network of Texts 20% - 200 Points 
●! Project #3: Remix/Remediation Project 20% - 200 Points 
●! Project # 4: Digital Professional Portfolio: 20% - 200 Points 
●! Journals: 15% - 150 Points, 15 points per 
●! QQC’s and In-Class Participation: 10% - 100 Points 

 
Evaluation 

 
Major Projects: For each major project, you’ll be assessed on how appropriately you respond to 
the rhetorical situation in which you’re working. In general, that means you’ll be assessed on 
your audience-awareness, genre-awareness, arrangement, style, delivery, rhetorical strategies, 
and ability to defend your rhetorical decisions. In addition, you’ll complete a “Rhetorical 
Rationale” upon finishing each major project. These rationales, which I rely on to assess your 
work, provide you the opportunity to articulate your composing process and to clarify and 
elaborate on specific portions of your text; more importantly, however, these rationales are a 
space for you to defend and justify your rhetorical strategies and approach, to explain why you 
created the text you did and how it’s rhetorically appropriate considering your rhetorical 
situation. These rhetorical rationales are a minimum of 1000 words. 
  
Journals: You’ll have 10 assigned journals worth 15% of your grade. Journals should be 
completed prior to class and posted as a comment to the prompt given within the “Journals” 
page on the course website before the start of the subsequent class. Journals are graded on 
content, effort, and thoughtfulness. Journals are a minimum of 450 words. If necessary, I will 
require you to add word counts at the end of journals to ensure you are keeping up with the 
workload. 
  
QQC (and participation): “QQC” stands for “question, question, comment,” and you’ll post two 
questions and one comment for the assigned readings that include “QQC #x” in the “Before 
Class” section of the Course Calendar. You’ll post your two questions and one comment in the 
“QQC” page on the Course Website, and you’ll complete 19 QQCs total during the semester. In 
addition, you’ll earn points based on our participation in class; this includes being actively 
involved in in-class exercises and discussions, being punctual to class, and preparing for class 
(i.e., doing the homework). 
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APPENDIX B 

 

SEAN’S SYLLABUS 

 
Course Description  

 

The primary purpose of Writing and Editing in Print and Online includes (1) helping students 
understand principles of composing, especially as they compare across different composing 
spaces; (2) writing for each of three spaces—print; screen; and network; (3) editing the texts 
deployed in each appropriately. To accomplish these goals, we'll engage with multiple kinds of 
texts—reading some, writing some, talking about some, creating digital forms of some. In all 
these processes, we’ll be developing a language that we can use to describe those texts and 
interactions and to describe what happens to them and to us when we do this work. If we succeed 
in these efforts, you'll find that you are creating and reading texts differently; that you are much 
more informed about how others will read your texts; and that you bring a new theory and 
intentionality to your composing and editing.  
 
Course Goals/ Objectives  
 
During this course, you will:  
--Explore and learn theories of composing/designing and the rhetorical principles that guide the 
composing and designing of texts for different environments (in print and digital media)  
--Develop complex understanding of contextual networks & assemblages within which we 
compose & are composed by texts as well as the networks within which texts, ideas, concepts, 
conventions, memes, etc. circulate  
--Employ these theories and principles to create works appropriate to various media, including 
print, screen, and network  
--Develop a metacognitive awareness of rhetorical principles that enables you to understand how 
these works can be re-purposed for new environments  
--Compose with and against styles conventionalized within different genres  
 
Course Requirements  

 

This is one of three core courses for the Editing, Writing, and Media English major, and as such, 
it helps provide a foundation for your major. To develop this foundation, you will read a good 
bit, and you will practice and reflect even more. You will develop praxis—practice informed by 
theory. You will read and create many kinds of texts and then consider how they are alike and 
how they are different. The class will allow you to explore many of your own relevant interests 
and to engage with others in some of those explorations.  
 
Course materials/things you need  

 

The majority of the texts we read will be found in the course library of our Blackboard site. 
You’ll need those, and you’ll also need a laptop, internet connectivity, and frequent/regular email 
access.  
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Major Assignments  
 
You must complete each of the following projects in order to pass the class, and you must 
complete them using your own original work. More details for each assignment will be provided 
when the time comes—the element of surprise can a useful pedagogical tool.  
 
Written  
Review essay: You will write a 800-word review of a creative work  
Assemblage essay: 800-word essay; description forthcoming Creator/creation profile: You will 
write a 3000-word analytical profile of a creative worker or creative work  
 
Designed/Composed  
Creative design:  
You will create a design for a poster, album cover, book cover, or some other creative work 
Remediation:  
You will remediate one of the three written works into a new medium  
Electronic portfolio: You will compile your work and present it in an online setting.  
 
Minor Assignments (MINAGs)  
 
Minor assignments include reading responses and other short activities; these will not be 
accepted late.  
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APPENDIX C 

 

NICOLE’S SYLLABUS 

 
Course Description  

 
ENG 3416 (WEPO) is one of three core courses for EWM, and as such, it helps provide a 
foundation for the major. As part of this foundation, this course introduces you to the principles 
of composing and editing across different media environments, paying special attention to the 
constraints of each environment and the changes (challenges) that occur as you work in and 
across each type. This course attempts to help you (1) understand principles of composing and 
rhetoric, especially the ways they function across different composing spaces; (2) compose for 
each of three spaces—print (including posters, flyers, newsletters, pamphlets, and booklets), 
screen, and network; (3) edit and revise appropriately the texts created in each space; and (4) 
understand the ways technologies build upon their predecessors as well as inform the composing 
and circulation of texts. To accomplish these goals, we'll engage with multiple kinds of texts: 
we’ll read some, write some, talk about some, and create remediated/remixed forms of some. 
Throughout, we’ll be developing a language and a vocabulary that we can use to describe those 
texts and interactions and to describe what happens to them and to us when we do this work. Our 
goal here is to help you create and read texts differently, to help you become much more 
informed about how others will interact with your texts, and that you bring a new theory and 
intentionality to your composing and editing. You should finish this semester with a more robust 
understanding of technology and media—old, new, and the connections between—and of the 
ways they affect the textual process and contribute to our human experience.  
 

Course Goals  

 
My goals in assigning the readings and projects I assign this semester are as follows:  

•! To increase your composing/designing proficiency within and across different media. 

•! To encourage you to develop editorial/editing proficiency across media. 

•! To increase your awareness and control of the rhetorical principles in print and digital 

contexts.  

To achieve these goals, you will work individually and collaborate with others to create works in 
a variety of print, screen, and network media, and you will learn how to edit those works 
appropriately per the media in which they appear.  
 

Course Objectives  

 
In short, during this course, you’ll:  

•! Explore and learn about theories of composing and rhetorical principles that guide the 
composing and designing of texts with different writing technologies; 

•! Employ these theories and principles to create works appropriate to various genres and 
media, including handwriting, type, screen, and network, and understand how these texts 

can be remediated/remixed for new environments;  
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•! Write with and against styles conventionalized within different genres;  

•! Examine and apply the art and techniques of editing;  

•! Explore technologies and media—old and new—and the connections between, and the 
ways they inform what, why, where, and how we compose; 

•! Develop a theory of composing and;  

•! Create a professional digital portfolio that you can in turn use to market yourself for 

future professional endeavors.  

 

Key Questions  

 
We will explore these questions through class discussions, and you will answer them in the two 
primary composing spaces—journals and projects:  

•! What’s rhetoric, and what’s a rhetorical situation? 

•! What does it mean to write and to compose? How, if at all, are the two acts similar yet 
different? What’s the role of genre in communication? 

•! What’s the role of multimodality in communication? 

•! What are the differences in communicating in one medium—say, print—as compared to 
the screen as compared to the network? 

•! How do we assess our own work? 

•! How can we help others improve upon their work? 

•! What are some principles of editing for ourselves and for editing the texts of others? 

•! What is remediation and remix, and how, if at all, are the two acts similar yet different? 

•! What role does copyright and fair use play in the creation of (digital) texts? 

•! What is the relationship, if any, between old and new media, and what influence does 

media have on the way we create texts?  

•! What does it mean to develop a viral marketing campaign, and how and why do texts 
circulate? 

•! How do we market ourselves professionally via an online portfolio?  

•! What is your theory of composing?  

 

Required Texts  

 

•! Various PDFs and online readings available via the course website!  

•! Your own texts and compositions!  

 

Assessment Procedure  

 
For your Projects, I will respond based off of a series of heuristic questions that relate to each 
major project that shape my feedback to you. In many cases this means you’ll be assessed based 
on elements such as arrangement, style, delivery, audience-awareness, genre-awareness, 
rhetorical strategies, and I will give you the opportunity to defend your rhetorical decisions with 
various writing technologies. To that end, you’ll complete a “Rhetorical Rationale” for each 

of the major projects. These rationales, which I rely on to assess your background composing 
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processes, provide you the opportunity to articulate your composing process and to clarify and 
elaborate on specific portions of your text; more importantly, however, these rationales are a 
space for you to defend and justify your rhetorical strategies and approach, to explain why you 
created the text you did and how it’s rhetorically appropriate considering your rhetorical 
situation.  

Keywords Project 

 

During the next couple of weeks, we’ll be familiarizing ourselves with many (potentially) new 
and complicated keywords in the field of rhetoric and composition that serve as a foundation for 
the work we’ll be doing throughout the semester. Along the way, you’ll explore one of those 
keywords in depth. More specifically, you’ll compose a print based text (e.g., a newsletter, a 
booklet, a pamphlet, a poster) that explicates a keyword in rhetoric and composition for the 
audience of first year EWM students (i.e., those taking their first EWM class, not first year 
students). To that end, your print text should include an overview of the ways leading scholars 
and practitioners in the field have defined the keyword and described its purpose and application 
over time. Otherwise said, you’ll want to define the keyword but also speak to its origins and 
evolution. 
 
Remediation/Remix Project 

 

For this project, you will be remixing or remediating a text(s) of your choosing. To begin this 
unit, we’ll familiarize ourselves with Jay David Bolter and Richard Grusin’s theory of 
remediation. We’ll be reading chapters from their book (aptly titled Remediation), critically 
analyze examples of remediation, and unpack the consequences of and motivations behind 
remediation. In addition, we’ll further acquaint ourselves with the practice of remix by watching 
the documentary RiP: A Remix Manifesto as well as by reading excerpts from Lawrence 
Lessig’s book Remix. Lastly, we’ll explore the ways in which copyright works to limit the 
practice of remediation/remix, and we’ll examine the ways fair use provides us the opportunity 
to continue this practice. All of this will help prepare us to tackle the culminating project: to 
remediate or remix a text or set of texts—your own and/or someone else’s. The text(s) you 
decide to remediate/remix is up to you, but you’ll want to think critically about what texts lend 
themselves best to remediation and remix and how that remediation or remix might come to 
fruition. While you’re required to create a remediation or remix, you do have the agency to shape 
the rest of your rhetorical situation. In other words, you’ll need to determine your exigence and 
your audience. You’ll articulate your rhetorical situation in full within your rhetorical rationale.  
 
Viral Marketing Project 

 

For this project, you can either elect to work alone or with a group of 3to4 people to create your 
own rhetorically aware network of texts. In the upcoming weeks, we’ll look at networks of texts, 
how they can function in our culture, and how to consciously craft a network of texts to 
successfully address an issue or concern. We’ll examine what really makes a network of texts 
popular and how you can harness that power for your own project. You’ll become even further 
invested in your roles as media and textual producers, not just consumers and analyzers. First, 
you and/or your group will need to choose a cause. Since we’ve spent the past few weeks 
discussing the digital, and since digital technologies allow for much faster circulation of texts 
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and ideas, it makes sense that your cause will in some way be connected to issues associated with 
the digital… Second, you and/or your group will need to choose a purpose and an audience… 
Third, you and/or your group will need to think rhetorically about your purpose and audience in 
order to decide which genres and mediums of texts belong in your network of texts, and how 
those will appeal to them… Finally, you and/or your group will need to start creating the actual 
texts!  
 
Digital Professional Portfolio 

 

Your portfolio, which will be your own professional website, should include materials that 
would appeal to future employers (e.g., résumé’/CV, future goals, specific skill sets, etc.) as well 
as materials that reflect the strengths and skills you’ve developed as a writer/composer at FSU 
(e.g., examples of work produced across different or within specific genres). The goal here is for 
you to leave this course with a professional portfolio that you can then maintain and potentially 
use when applying for future jobs, internships, and/or graduate schools 
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APPENDIX D 

 

JACKIE’S SYLLABUS 

 
Course Description 

 
ENG 3416 (WEPO) is one of three core courses for EWM, and as such, it helps provide a 
foundation for the major. As part of this foundation, this course introduces you to the principles 
of composing and editing across different media environments, paying special attention to the 
constraints of each environment and the challenges that occur as you work in and across each 
type. This course attempts to help you 

•! understand principles of composing and rhetoric, especially the ways they function across 
different composing spaces; 

•! compose for each of three spaces—print (including posters, newsletters, pamphlets, and 
booklets), screen, and network; 

•! edit and revise appropriately the texts created in each space 
To accomplish these goals, we will engage with multiple kinds of texts: we will read some, write 
some, talk about some, and remix or remediate some. Throughout, we will develop a language 
that we can use to describe those texts and interactions and what happens to them and to us when 
we do this work. If we succeed in these efforts, you will find that you are creating and reading 
texts differently; that you are much more informed about how others will read your texts; and 
that you bring a new theory and intentionality to your composing and editing. 

Course Goals 

 
During this course you will 

•! Explore and learn about theories of composing and rhetorical principles that guide the 
composing and designing of texts with different writing technologies; 

•! Employ these theories and principles to create works appropriate to various genres and 
media, including handwriting, type, screen, and network, and understand how these texts 
can be remediated/remixed for new environments; 

•! Write with and against styles conventionalized within different genres; 
•! Examine and apply the art and techniques of editing; 
•! Explore technologies and media—old and new—and the connections between, as well as 

the ways they inform what, why, where, and how we compose; 
•! Create a professional digital portfolio that you can in turn use to market yourself for 

future professional endeavors. 
 

Key Questions 

 
We will explore these questions through class discussions, and you will answer them in various 
composing sites—the class forum, reflections, and major projects. 

•! What is rhetoric? What is the rhetorical situation? How are they similar yet different? 
•! What are remediation and remix? How are the two acts similar yet different? 
•! What does it mean to write and compose?  
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•! What does it mean to communicate?  
•! What are the differences in communicating in one medium—say, print—as compared to 

the screen as compared to the net?  
•! What is the role of the visual in understanding? How does this work even in a print 

context?  
•! What is the role of genre? What expectations does it set? What limitations does it 

inscribe?  
•! How do we assess our own work?  
•! What are some principles of editing for ourselves and editing the texts of others? 
•! What role does copyright and fair use play in the creation of (digital) texts? 
•! What is the relationship between old and new media, and what influence do they have on 

the way we create texts? 
•! What does it mean to develop a viral marketing campaign, and how and why do texts 

circulate?  
•! How do we market ourselves professionally via an online portfolio?  

Course Materials 

 

•! Various PDFs, online readings, and videos made available on the Readings page. 
•! Your own texts and compositions. 

 
Project One:  Key Terms in Rhetoric and Composition 

 
For our first major project, you and a partner will create, for an audience of first-semester EWM 
students, a circulation map for a key term in Rhetoric and Composition.  A circulation map is a 
representation of 1) how a term has circulated across time and space, 2) the connections central 
to that circulation, and 3) how the term's definition has evolved as its circulates.  In representing 
the circulation of your chosen term, you will create a nuanced definition of that term, focusing on 
how that definition has evolved.   In addition to the final draft and rhetorical rationale, you will 
turn in a project proposal, a rough draft for workshoping, and a rhetorical rationale.   

 

Project Two: Remix/Remediation Project 

 
For this project, you will be remixing or remediating a text(s) of your choosing. With this, you 
will (a) utilize the theories of remix and remediation that we will discuss in class and (b) explore 
the ways in which copyright works to limit the practice of remediation/remix and the ways fair 
use provides us the opportunity to continue this practice. The text(s) you decide to 
remediate/remix is up to you, but you’ll want to think critically about what texts lend themselves 
best to remediation or remix and how that remediation or remix might come to fruition. In 
addition to the final draft, you will turn in a project proposal, a rough draft for workshopping, 
and a rhetorical rationale.  

 

Project Three: Viral Campaign Project 

 
For this project, you’ll work with a group of 3-5 people to create your own rhetorically aware 
viral marketing campaign. Using an audience of FSU students, administration, and/or faculty, 
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you will choose the cause, purpose, and genres/media of your texts. You will have to work as a 
group to connect the texts, making them work together and complement each other. You should 
compose at least as many texts as you have group members. In addition to the final drafts, you 
will turn in a project proposal, rough drafts for workshopping, and a rhetorical rationale.  

 

Project Four: e-Portfolio Project 

 
For this project, you’ll be designing a professional ePortfolio that features work you’ve done as 
well as other professional documents like a resume/CV to serve as something you can use for 
when you enter the job market, graduate school, or internships after finishing your degree here at 
FSU. You'll identify your audience, research the professional expectations and requirements of 
your audience, and build an identity that aligns with those expectations and requirements. In 
addition to the final draft, you will turn in rough drafts for workshopping and a rhetorical 
rationale.  

Blog Posts 

 
15 times throughout the semester, you will discuss our readings on Blackboard. For each post, 
you will 1) post a question and comment about that day’s reading(s) and 2) reply to the posts of 
at least three peers. This online discussion is designed to help you think about and prepare for in-
class discussion and to fuel discussion in class.  

 

Project Proposals 

 
For your first three projects, you will turn in a project proposal.  The purpose of this document is 
to outline what you want to do, why you want to do it, and how you plan to do it so that I can 
provide feedback and suggestions.  The proposals should be between 300 and 500 words and 
should, at minimum, explain the following: 

•! The topic you have chosen for the project (i.e. your key term, the texts you will 
remediate, etc) 

•! Your purpose and/or rhetorical goals 
•! Your audience 
•! Your genre and/or medium 
•! Your plan for composing the project 
•! Any concerns about the project you would like me to address 
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APPENDIX E 

 

DAVID’S SYLLABUS 

 
COURSE DESCRIPTION  

 

Writing and Editing in Print and Online (WEPO) aims to help students develop (1) effective 
writing practices as they compose across a variety of spaces, specifically in digital, print, and 

networked spaces. (2) effective assessment and editorial practices as they critically engage both 

their own texts and those created by their peers. To accomplish these goals, we’ll be developing 

a language—for both reflection and production of multiple kinds of texts—through reading 
multiple perspectives; analyzing media through these perspectives; producing and designing 
texts ourselves; and assessing and editing our texts and others’. In this way, you will develop 
praxis—practice informed by theory. By the end of the course, you will find that you are creating 
and reading texts differently; that you are much more informed about how others will read your 
texts; and that you bring a new theory and intentionality to your own composing and editing 
practices.  
 
This is one of three core courses for the Editing, Writing, and Media English major, and as such, 
it helps provide a foundation for your major. To develop this foundation, you will be asked to 
engage recursively in practices of reading, production, and reflection. The class will allow you to 
explore many of your own interests, to engage with others in some of those explorations, and to 
develop a way of seeing and a language and an ability to work with others.  
 
REQUIREMENTS OF COURSE  

 

•! Access to a computer and printer (including ink and paper)  

•! A notebook/folder to take notes and keep documents/handouts  

 
RESOURCES & SHARING PROJECTS (THE GOOGLE FOLDER)  

 

Early in the semester, you will be invited (via e-mail) to view our class’ Google Docs folder 
titled WEPO Spring 2016. The Google folder will have two functions: first, the folder will store 
resources that we as a class will build throughout the semester; and second, the folder will store 
all of the drafts of your projects. Google Docs allow our classroom community to edit documents 
simultaneously as well as access those documents remotely. In this way, this technology will be 
valuable once we begin to unpack the complexities that exist between each of our readings in 
class: we will be using the affordances available in Google Docs to keep a record of our 
discussions. These records can then be used as resources to help you compose your major 
projects.  
 
You will also be required to upload drafts of your major projects as they become due in the 
schedule in addition to bringing in a hard copy of your drafts (when requested). There are several 
benefits of uploading your projects in this fashion: your peers will be able to view your projects;  
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I will be able to access multiple drafts of your project; and you will have a back-up of your 
projects’ previous drafts. The due dates of each project are given in the syllabus and the time to 
upload each of these drafts will be determined in class. When uploading your project, be sure to 
select the correct folder for each respective project, and upload the document using the following 
filename template: LASTNAME.PROJECT#.DRAFT. Be sure to indicate your Final draft in 
your filename as seen in the example. If it is not clear which draft is your final draft when I go to 
assess your work, I will choose to assess the most recently uploaded draft.  
 
Lastly, some weeks I will ask you to write two questions and a comment (QQCs) based on the 
readings of that week—these QQCs will be housed in a Google Doc (more on these below).  
 
JOURNAL RESPONSES  

 

Early in the semester, you will be invited to be a contributor to your class’ blog. A few times in 
the semester, you will be prompted to respond to a question posted in the course schedule. The 
questions are based on concepts read for that particular week. These journals are designed to 
both direct you toward certain aspects of the readings and how they connect while also giving 
you a space to freely play around with ideas that might not be fully formed. Responses will only 
count when posted to the blog—not to my e-mail or as comments to others’ posts (unless I 
instruct you otherwise). Also, as stated earlier, extensions will not be given for responses nor will 
late responses be accepted. Responses must be posted some time before the class that the 
response is due. Journal posts should be approximately 350 to 400 words long.  
 
QQCs: QUESTION, QUESTION, COMMENT  

 

Some weeks (indicated on the syllabus) we will not have a full journal response, but instead, you 
will be required to provide two questions and a comment based on the readings of that week. 
These questions will be used in our class discussions about the readings. QQC’s will be housed 
in a folder in our class’ Google Doc folder labeled QQC. Each new batch of QQCs will have 
their own document labeled the date they will be due. As you will see in the document, you will 
have a box to put each of your questions/comments. Be sure to put the last name of the author 
you’re referring to at the start of each question/comment—this is so we can easily filter which 
questions/comments go to which readings. So, for example, a question would look like this: 
“Bitzer: [insert question here]”.  
 
A QQC will be due at 8am of its due date so that I can incorporate your questions into that day’s 
discussion. Altogether, QQC’s should not be more than 150 words total.  

  
Project 1, CONCEPT TRACE  

 

This first project is designed to showcase your ability to both explore and apply your 
understanding of key concepts to the media circulating around us. You will choose one (1) 
concept (or term) that you find to be particularly compelling and trace how the concept is 
understood across at least three (3) different texts. This project prompts you to engage with a key 
concept and define it through the ways it manifests in actual texts; in this way, this is aligns with 
the course’s goal to aid you in developing praxis—practice informed by theory. Put otherwise, 
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you might consider this fundamental question: how does your theoretical concept inform the 
composition of these texts? By doing so, we may understanding something about both the 
theoretical concept and the texts themselves.  
 

Project 2, REMEDIATION (IN TWO MEDIA)  

 

Where the first project had you analyze texts made by someone else, this second project allows 
you to put your theoretical knowledge into practice. Specifically, the focus of this project is to 
pay particular attention to the relationship between media: how and why different media work 
together and the implications of that. Your task is to compose two (2) texts in two (2) different 
media that respond to the same exigence (moment, event, conversation etc.) and to write a 
rhetorical rationale that addresses the relationship between these two texts: what do each of your 
texts contribute? Why were these two media effective for your task-at-hand? What is gained in 
each medium that isn’t gained in the other—what does it lose? Overall, your goal is attend to 
how messages—even with similar content—can shift in meaning and effect when composed in 
different media. You will propose a particular exigence (or conversation, community, moment, 
event, etc.) that you wish to address a few weeks before the project is due.  
 
Project 3, TRANSMEDIA CAMPAIGN  

 

For this project, you’ll work with a group of your peers to create your own transmedia campaign 
for an exigence of your choosing. Individually, you’ll each be responsible for contributing 
something unique to your group’s campaign as a whole. As a set, these texts should connect to 
one another with the purpose of serving the exigence, task, cause, moment at hand. Together, 
your group will compose a rhetorical rationale that clearly outlines the situation, exigence, 
moment you’re composing within, your goals and purposing in pursuing this exigence, and how 
the texts you’ve composed align with those goals and purposes. This project gives you the 
opportunity to both showcase some of the theoretical knowledge you’ve learned thus far in the 
term while also it gives you an opportunity to experiment with how these terms are put into 
practice. You will propose a particular exigence (or conversation, community, moment, event, 
etc.) that your group wishes to address a few weeks before the project is due.  
 
Project 4, PORTFOLIO and REFLECTION  

 

To conclude the course, you will construct an ePortfolio housed on WIX website editor 
(wix.com; or another website editor with my approval). Unlike a revision portfolio  
where you can resubmit your revised versions of your previous projects or a professional 
portfolio that highlights your abilities and experiences, this portfolio is meant as a reflection 
upon your work in the course. Your task is to arrange (or curate) the materials of the course in 
order to make meaning of your experiences in the class. In particular, you’ll take note of how 
you see the key terms or concepts helping you (or not) for your continued career as a student or 
your future career.  
 
Logistically, you will construct a WIX website and include, at minimum, all your major projects, 
at least three (3) journal responses, and at least three 1 additional text that is not from the course, 
but reflects the ideas you express in your reflective text. You should compose a reflective text (at 
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appx 500 words) that compliments the portfolio you arrange. Your reflective text (and portfolio 
more generally) might consider this fundamental question: what does it mean to write or be a 
writer in the 21st century? You should draw upon theoretical concepts, readings, and other 
material from the class or otherwise to unpack this fundamental question.  
 
At the completion of this project, you will provide the link to your portfolio in the Google folder.  
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APPENDIX F 

 

TYLER’S DETAILED EPORTFOLIO ASSIGNMENT DESCRIPTION 

 
Project 4: Professional Portfolio 

 
To begin the prompt for the fourth and final major project of the semester, I typically provide a 
recap, articulating all of the major steps we’ve made to get to this project and this point in the 
semester. Ideally, those steps are in a productively linear and logical manner; that is, each project 
in theory should build on the next, and together, all of that work should prepare you to complete 
the final project. 
  
Obviously, I’m deviating from that plan, as I’m introducing the fourth project before you even 
know the prompt for the second. This move, however, is intentional and conscious: the reason 
we are tackling this prompt now is that this is a project that we’ll return to throughout and that 
you’ll work on periodically for the rest of the semester. 
  
So with that, let’s get to the logistics of the project. 
  
One of the notable requirements in this course as it pertains to your major projects is that your 
work has traction in the real world. Put otherwise, I want you to engage in and compose texts 
that are grounded in real world rhetorical situations. This means that your texts have real 
audiences (not just me as teacher) and that your texts circulate within the real world. This 
mindset is paramount as you begin to conceive of, approach, and eventually compose the fourth 
project: the digital professional portfolio. 
  
Your portfolio, which will be your own professional website, should include materials that 
would appeal to future employers (e.g., résumé’/CV, future goals, specific skill sets, etc.) as well 
as materials that reflect the strengths and skills you’ve developed as a writer/composer at FSU 
(e.g., examples of work produced across different or within specific genres). The goal here is for 
you to leave this course with a professional portfolio that you can then maintain and potentially 
use when applying for future jobs, internships, and/or graduate schools. 
  
The notion of “website as professional portfolio” is a relatively new practice; as such, the 
conventions for this genre are still quite fluid, giving each of you a fair amount of agency in the 
construction of your portfolio. At the same time, there are still discernible conventions for this 
genre, particularly the genre of portfolio. For instance, a portfolio has three components: 
  
●! Selection: you select consciously a corpus of materials that shape in a particular way your 

identity as a potential job, intern, and/or graduate school candidate. 
 
●! Collection: you make a collection of these materials, archiving them in a way that fosters 

a specific reading experience, shows personal progression, and highlights particular 
writerly and composing skills. 
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●! Reflection: you incorporate a separate text that reflects the conscious and rhetorically 
informed reasoning behind the construction of your portfolio; put another way, this 
reflective text should elucidate why this portfolio was constructed this way, what type of 
meaning can be made, and what you learned in the process of composing and designing 
it. 

  
In short, you’ll need to provide information and materials that make you look like a credible and 
qualified job, intern, and/or graduate school candidate. This will require you to research different 
job/intern positions or graduate school programs; you’ll also need to explore further the notion of 
the professional portfolio (which we will do together in class), while simultaneously projecting 
yourself into the future of the job market where you may be applying for a job or internship that 
doesn’t quite exist yet. 
  
What you include in your portfolio and how you design and organize it is up to you. However, as 
I’ve said ad nauseum this semester, you’ll need to be cognizant of the rhetorical situation, 
particularly your audience. As with the other major projects, you’ll also complete a separate 
rhetorical rationale wherein you’ll articulate and defend your composing, designing, and editing 
decisions for this project. As you have heard me say a few times, I place a heavy emphasis on 
your ability to justify your rhetorical strategies; that is, when I assess your portfolio, I’ll look to 
your rationale to see if you are able to demonstrate how your composing and designing practices 
are rhetorical and conscious rather than whimsical. 
  
Overarching goals: 
●! Research the qualifications and expectations of your desired job, internship, or graduate 

school 
●! Understand the conventions of the digital professional portfolio 
●! Develop and gather various professional documents and materials 
●! Create and design a website (i.e., a portfolio) to house professional documents and 

materials and to market yourself professionally 
●! Arrange and contextualize your professional documents and materials in a way that is 

appropriate and effective considering your audience 
●! Design your portfolio in a way that is easy for your users to navigate 
●! Construct and exude a professional identity 
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APPENDIX G 

 

SEAN’S DETAILED EPORTFOLIO ASSIGNMENT DESCRIPTION 

 

All good things must come to an end, and this class is no exception. Over the course of the term, 
we have been learning about and discussing key concepts in composition, including the 
rhetorical situation, genre, multimodality, assemblage, and remediation. We have done a lot of 
writing & composing across print and electronic platforms. We have also been developing habits 
of thinking, doing, and reflecting about our own work and practices. As you transition from this 
class into other EWM classes or into the professional world, you will do what all good 
practitioners of writing do: you will look back on your work for the term; reflect on what you’ve 
learned & how you’ve grown; provide a synthesis of your experiences; and showcase your work 
in the form an ePortfolio.  
 
Your ePortfolio will exist online. You have already started it by this point, using either Wix, 
Weebly, or some other online platform. As you continue to develop it, you should be sure to 
include the following components:  

•! Each of the five major assignments completed thus far: 

o! Review essay  

o! Assemblage essay  

o! Feature profile  

o! Creative Design  

o! Remediation  

•! An ‘about’ or ‘introduction’ page that gives an overview of your ePortfolio’s content and 

some directions on navigation, if not otherwise evident  

•! Synthesizing reflective text for your assignments, introducing each artifact as well as 
making connections between your interests, your professional & academic goals, and the 

work that you’ve done this term.  

•! At least one artifact from outside this class. For example, a photograph or set of 

photographs, writing from other classes or your personal/professional life, etc. As you 

incorporate the above into your ePortfolio, consider your potential audiences. Who are 
you presenting yourself and your work to, and what do you want them to think about the 
work that you’ve done in this class. In other words, who is the ‘you’ in your ePortfolio, 

and for whom? You will upload submit a link to your ePortfolio via Bb by the due 

date/time.  
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APPENDIX H 

 

FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY IRB APPROVAL LETTER 

 

The Florida State University 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 4/13/2016 
 
To: Megan Keaton 
 
Address: 416 East Magnolia Drive Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Dept.: ENGLISH DEPARTMENT 
 
From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re:     Use of Human Subjects in Research 
'You just click around; it's so easy': Investigating Students' Resources for Learning Digital 
Composing Technologies Outside of Class 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of 
the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per per 45 CFR § 
46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 4/11/2017 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
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You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, 
federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Michael Neal, Advisor 
HSC No. 2016.18097 
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APPENDIX I 

 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE WITH IRB APPROVED CONSENT FORM 

 

This study, conducted by Megan Keaton, is entitled “‘You just click around; it’s so easy’: 
Investigating Students’ Resources for Learning Digital Composing Technologies Outside of 
Class.” The faculty advisor over this study is Dr. Michael Neal, Associate Professor at Florida 
State University. My goal for this research is to gain an understanding of the resources students 
use to learn new technologies outside of class time while completing course assignments. 
  
Students participating in this study must be at least 18 years old. If you agree to participate, you 
will complete a survey about your comfort level with different technologies before and after 
WEPO, the technologies you used to complete assignments for WEPO, and the technologies you 
have taught yourself to complete these assignments. The survey will be anonymous unless you 
choose to provide your contact information at the end for a follow up interview. The 
confidentially of the participants’ responses is protected to the extent allowed by law. 
  
I am looking to interview a small number of students who learned a new technology to complete 
at least one WEPO assignment.  During the interview we will talk about the resources you used 
to learn the new technology. 
  
The decision to participate in the survey, which will take approximately 10 minutes, and in the 
interview, which will take approximately 30 minutes, is entirely up to you. If you are selected to 
do the interview, I will provide you with a $10 Visa gift card as a small token of my appreciation 
for your time. As a participate, you may stop or withdraw from the study at any time. 
  
You may contact Megan Keaton at --------------- or at --------------------. You may also contact Dr. 
Michael Neal at ----------------- or at ------------------. You may contact the FSU Human Subjects 
Committee at 2010 Levy Avenue Suite 276 Tallahassee FL, 32306-2742, at (850) 644-7900, or 
at humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu. 
  
Please initial the box below to indicate that you understand the above and are willing to 

participate in the survey. 
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1.! Please write your major field(s) of study in the box below.  

 

 

2.! Where year are you in your studies? (check one)  

_____  Freshman 

_____  Sophomore   

_____  Junior    

_____  Senior 

 

3.! What technologies did you use to complete major assignments in WEPO?  

(check all that apply) 

_____  Wix 

_____  Weebly 

_____  Wordpress 

_____  Adobe InDesign 

_____  Adobe Illustrator 

_____  Adobe Photoshop 

_____  Windows Movie Maker 

_____  iMovie 

_____  Audacity 

_____  PowerPoint 

_____  Prezi 

_____  Microsoft Word 

_____  Keynote 

_____  Other (please explain): 

 

4.! Were any of these technologies new to you?  

_____  Yes 

_____  No 

 

5.! If you answered “Yes” to #4, which technologies were new to you? 

_____  Wix 

_____  Weebly 

_____  Wordpress 

_____  Adobe InDesign 

_____  Adobe Illustrator 

_____  Adobe Photoshop 

_____  Windows Movie Maker 

_____  iMovie 

_____  Audacity 
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_____  PowerPoint 

_____  Prezi 

_____  Microsoft Word 

_____  Keynote 

_____  Other (please explain):  

 

6.! Did you use any familiar technologies in a new way in order to complete a WEPO project?  

_____  Yes 

_____  No 

 

7.! If you answered “Yes” to #6, which technologies were new to you? 

_____  Wix 

_____  Weebly 

_____  Wordpress 

_____  Adobe InDesign 

_____  Adobe Illustrator 

_____  Adobe Photoshop 

_____  Windows Movie Maker 

_____  iMovie 

_____  Audacity 

_____  PowerPoint 

_____  Prezi 

_____  Microsoft Word 

_____  Keynote 

_____  Other (please explain):  

 

 

8.! Rate your comfort level using the following technologies before WEPO.  

 Not at all 

comfortable 

Slightly 

comfortable 

Somewhat 

comfortable 

Extremely 

comfortable 

Wix     

Weebly     

Wordpress     

Adobe InDesign     

Adobe Illustrator     

Adobe Photoshop     

Windows Movie 

Maker 
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iMovie     

Audacity     

PowerPoint     

Prezi     

Microsoft Word     

Keynote     

Other: ___________     

 
 

9.! Rate your level of comfort using the following technologies after WEPO.  

 Not at all 

comfortable 

Slightly 

comfortable 

Somewhat 

comfortable 

Extremely 

comfortable 

Wix     

Weebly     

Wordpress     

Adobe InDesign     

Adobe Illustrator     

Adobe Photoshop     

Windows Movie 

Maker 

    

iMovie     

Audacity     

PowerPoint     

Prezi     

Microsoft Word     

Keynote     

Other: ___________     

 

10.!What resources did you use to learn a new technology or to use a familiar technology in the 

new way?  

(check all that apply) 

_____  Went to the digital studio 

_____  Asked a friend or family member 
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_____  Used Google or another search engine 

_____  Looked up YouTube videos 

_____  Went to a user support forum 

_____  Used the help feature in the program 

_____  Used trial and error to figure it out 

_____  Other (please explain):  

 

11.!If you learned a new technology, describe how you learned it. Please include the name of the 

project you used the technology for. 

 

12.!If you used a familiar technology in a new way, describe how you learned to use it in the new 

way. Please include the name of the project you used the technology for. 

 

13.!If you learned a new technology or used a familiar technology in a new way, explain one 

problem you had and how you tried to solve that problem. 

 

14.!If you would be willing to participate in a 30 minute interview about how you taught yourself 

the technologies above, please include your email and/or phone number on the line below.  

I would be happy to provide you with a $10 Visa gift card for your participation in this 

interview. 

 

_____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX J 

 

IRB APPROVED CONSENT FORM FOR INTERVIEW 
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APPENDIX K 

 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS COMMON TO ALL PARTICIPANTS 

 

1.! Text description 

o! What assignment did you create this text for? 

o! What its purpose of this text?  

o! What is the audience of this text? 

o! What did you want this text to look like and/or be able to do? 

o! What did you end up creating?  

2.! Motivation for learning the technology 

o! What platform did you teach yourself to complete this project? 

o! Why did you choose this platform for this project? 

o! Why did you choose to teach yourself a new technology rather than using a 

technology with which you were already familiar?  

3.! How subject learned the technology 

o! Talk to me about your survey responses; is there anything you’d like to add? 

o! Talk to me about how you learned this technology. 

o! What resources did you use while learning this technology? 

o! At what point did you use each kind of resource? 

o! How did you decide which resource to use? 

o! What seemed intuitive about the technology? What made it intuitive? 

4.! How subject troubleshoots problems 

o! What problems or struggles did you encounter while learning this technology?  

o! How did you troubleshoot these problems?  

5.! How subject learned technology-specific vocabulary 

o! What vocabulary did you need to learn about this platform? 

o! How did you learn that vocabulary? 

6.! Tell me more about why you focused on the things you did in your reflection(s). 
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APPENDIX L 

 

GABRIELA’S TRANSCRIPT BROKEN INTO RESOURCES AND 

SCAFFOLDS 

 

Table L.1: Gabriela’s transcript coded for resources and scaffolds  
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

Tool: Written/Verbal Instructions Provided Inside the Technology 

And once I looked in the help section it was like I 

think if you upgrade you might be able to but I 

think that they have like a policy where you can’t 

change the HTML or something. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

constraint of the technology 

Tool: Interface Design 

I tried doing the same things that you would do to 

change the color of the font. Like I tried like 

clicking on it um but it was just like not really 

working. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

I guess they had like a bunch of different palettes 

on Wix and I just kind of clicked through them 

and like saw what they would like on like a 

sample blog or something and I just picked the 

ones that I thought looked best. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

That took me a really long time. I would actually 

go to Preview so I could change pages and then 

go back to Edit and then it was like once I was 

like almost done with it I was like ‘oh there’s like 

a tab up here and I can probably just go through 

there ((laughs)) instead of taking all these extra 

steps’ but eventually I figured it out just by 

noticing it. Cuz it’s kind of like hard to see up 

there when you have like all the other tabs 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Strategic: Teaches participant a new 

way to complete a task 
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Table L.1 - continued  
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

I think I just I did like the “Add” and then you 

can add like a little text box and so think I did 

that. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

I kinda of like went through all of the little tabs 

within the Add tab and was like “Oh I can do all 

this different kind of stuff”… I think I clicked 

through and saw like “ok you can upload it” and 

then like I remembered that when I needed to add 

stuff.   

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

M: So then, how did you figure out, cuz you said 

you started with the navigation bar. Um so how 

did you figure out how to change things in it? 

G: Um I think I kinda just messed with it. I would 

hit like “Change header design” and I went 

through and looked through them. Um I know I 

changed the color of them than what like 

automatically came up. Maybe I wen—I might 

have gone to settings because that doesn’t really 

look familiar. But um. Or the little like 

paintbrush…Just really clicking around 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

Tool: Model 

We used [Wix], like I didn’t have an account but 

I, we used one for our class page and I like how it 

looked and everything. 

Conceptual: Helps participant decide 

which technology to use 

Human: Personal Relationship 

At one point we were working on it in class. And 

just a girl sitting next to me was helping me out. I 

think with, I think putting my resume on so I 

could like, you could see it and also click on it to 

download it. Cuz I wasn’t sure how to do that and 

she showed me that you can like upload a 

document and you could also just I think I just 

uploaded like a screenshot of my resume so you 

can like see the whole thing.  

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 
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Table L.1 - continued  
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

I even like asked my boyfriend because he’s like 

a computer science major ((laughs)) I was just 

like ‘how do I do this?’ and he tried to like show 

me how to like go into the HTML and like code it 

differently. And like it just it wouldn’t save. Like 

it lets you go in and try and change it but it 

doesn’t save. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 

 

Strategic: Teaches participant a new 

way to complete a task 

Context: Rhetorical – Purpose and Audience for Composing 

I’ve used like Wordpress and Tumblr. Um I am 

mean Tumblr I just didn’t think was like 

professional enough for this and Wordpress is 

kind of, honestly Wordpress is a lot more 

difficult to navigate than Wix, I felt like so. 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant make 

rhetorical decisions due to his/her prior 

experience 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

affordance of the technology 

 

Conceptual: Helps participant decide 

which technology to use 

M: Do you remember what you clicked on first to 

see what it would do? 

G: I think probably background because that was 

kind of what I was starting with.  

Conceptual: Teaches participant order 

in which to complete tasks 

Context: Instrumental – Participant’s Technological Experiences 

I feel like [Wordpress] just like like they have too 

many steps to get to like anything. It’s like if you 

want to make a post you have to go to like, I, I 

don’t know. I just like don’t even. Like I made 

one for my personal use and I never use it 

because it’s just a hassle kind of. 

Metacognitive: Helps participant make 

rhetorical decisions due to his/her prior 

experience 

Context: Physical - Classroom 

At one point we were working on it in class. And 

just a girl sitting next to me was helping me out. I 

think with, I think putting my resume on so I 

could like, you could see it and also click on it to 

download it. She showed me that you can like 

upload a document and you could also just I think 

I just uploaded like a screenshot of my resume so 

you can like see the whole thing.  

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 
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APPENDIX M 

 

KATES’S TRANSCRIPT BROKEN INTO RESOURCES AND SCAFFOLDS 

 
Table M.1: Kate’s transcript coded for resources and scaffolds  

 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

Tool: Written/Verbal Instructions Provided Inside the Technology 

Just the instructions there is for almost everything 

on the site. Like if I had a question about it like I 

feel like even on like the homepage they have like 

an instructional video when you first open it up 

so it’s easy to use for someone whose never even 

like touched a web design before. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Tool: Interface Design 

M: Uh knowing how to hyperlink in your 

assemblage essay, did that help you hyperlink in 

Wix or did you feel like it was a totally different 

experience? 

K: I feel like it helped actually because it was 

pretty similar. Because when you hyperlinked on 

here [Wix] well for the essays you just uploaded 

your file and then you like linked it into the um 

button and that wasn’t that hard to figure out and 

then for the um. I’m not sure if I hyperlinked 

another website on here, but maybe. I’m not sure. 

Oh yeah I did. I hyperlinked my, the Google, 

Google page and things like that. But I um yeah it 

was pretty similar because all you had to do was 

copy the link from the website and then paste it 

into the hyperlink part. 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

But I thought Wix was pretty ways to use. So 

when I saw it, I figured that cuz I’m not 

technology savvy I saw that they had a lot of 

templates and I was just ((laughs)) about using 

one of those templates 

Conceptual: Helps participant decide 

which technology to use 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

affordance of the technology 
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Table M.1 - continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

M: Did knowing how to use like Wordpress or 

Tumblr or Blogger help you learn how to use 

Wix or did you feel like they were totally 

different? 

K: I feel like it helped in the sense that I had 

already done like something similar to this. I, like 

as far as like formatting the template and stuff I 

wasn’t like super scared to change anything on 

the template because I knew I could continue to 

play with it and stuff, whereas if I hadn’t had a 

Tumblr or hadn’t had a Blogger account like I 

probably wouldn’t have been as comfortable like 

changing things on the template and adjusting 

things and like making sure things are even, and 

doing that sort of thing. 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

Um I’m pretty sure I just browsed templates for a 

long time. I went under I think personal, if there 

was, or “Portfolio” I looked under 

“Portfolio.”…And I looked through a few of 

these and I saw this one right here which is the 

template that I used and I clicked on “View” first 

and I looked at this lady’s profile and then I 

clicked on the different things {{pages in the 

navigation bar}} like “Resume” and, and looked 

all through it and I just thought it looked pretty 

good so I started to edit the site.  

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant order 

in which to complete tasks 

Then I started with the, I think I started with this 

– the paragraph that says “I’m just a paragraph” 

and then I deleted it {{the text, not the box}} and 

I added in like what I felt should be there. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

I’ve done something similar with a similar setup 

for save, preview, and publish thing before, either 

Tumblr or with Blogger I can’t remember. So I 

knew if I saved it it wouldn’t be published but 

once I published it it was actually out there. 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize vocabulary of the technology 

due to his/her prior experience 
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Table M.1 - continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

For me it’s definitely the thing that’s already on 

the page like wh—like the fact that I clicked on 

that and there’s a little design. Cuz it kinda 

reminded me of on Microsoft Word how when 

you highlight something, that little box comes up 

where you like bold it or like highlight that like 

actually not just like highlight with the mouse or 

the cursor so for me I feel like seeing it right 

there it’s like “Oh look I can do all this like right 

here within this little thing.” 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

I don’t think I used the preview cuz I think I just 

published it and I was like “If I publish it I can go 

back and edit it again.” 

Strategic: Teaches participant a new 

way to complete a task 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

I feel like that’s why it’s intuitive because it’s all 

already there you don’t have to, it’s technical but 

it’s not super technical and like with here, there’s 

like a side menu so you can just click, if you 

wanna upload something you don’t have to go in, 

through a bunch of like turns and go to like a 

weird thing and like embed things here to this 

and that to get something or your work on the 

page. It literally has an option were you can say 

“Upload this.” You just click on it and it goes 

there. 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Um I played around with this [menu] a little but 

just for the size uh feature for the buttons because 

I. on my website i—I wanted to make sure they 

were all the exact same size cuz I don’t want a 

bunch of different size buttons. So I played 

around with it just to make sure the width and the 

height of the buttons were all the same size, and 

the width and the height. 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 
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Table M.1 - continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

And so I, these {{the circles that act as titles in 

the template}} are just but--, like these are just 

like little, those are like not clickable buttons so I 

had to go back and change those. And for that, I 

don’t, I’m not sure how I did that. But I think I 

did “Design” maybe. 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

 

Procedural: Teaches participant 

vocabulary of the technology 

Well I, it was really just like playing around with 

and like testing out different things. Like I was 

hoping I could find a button in the circle shape 

was my original, with that color though…It was 

just like I was like “Well let me see what else I 

can insert instead of just this box {{the text 

box}}” and I saw the word “Button” so ((laughs)) 

I was like “Well maybe that’ll be like something 

I can use.” And so I just clicked on it and I was 

like “Oh okay this, this works.” So it just kind of 

fell into place. 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

 

Procedural: Teaches participant 

vocabulary of the technology 

M: Um okay so you went and just found kinda 

the colors that you wanted and was like “Ok this 

is the right color so I’m gonna use that one? 

K: Cuz it was the right color. And these {{the 

button options that appeared first in the menu}} 

were with the right color scheme too that was 

already on the entire page I figured I would just 

stick with that because it just simplicity. 

Procedural: Teaches participant 

vocabulary of the technology 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

affordance of the technology 

I tried clicking on these {{the navigation bar}} at 

first cuz I just assumed that’s how you could get 

there. But then I was like “((exasperated sigh)) it 

doesn’t work.” …Then when I looked back at it I, 

i—saw that it says “pages” so I was like, “Well, 

let me try that.” So I clicked on the upper left 

hand side and i—I saw that you could change, 

that your pages are there. And I know, this is 

probably where that Tumblr experience comes in, 

but when you edit a Tumblr…all of their editing 

is on the left side now. And so it’s pretty similar 

to this. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 
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Table M.1 - continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

M: For the assemblage essay, did you learn how 

to do the hyperlinking? 

K: Um I figured it out on my own just from 

playing around in, playing around with Word… 

M: Had you ever uh done hyperlinking in 

Microsoft Word or did you just kinda like play 

around with the “Insert” feature and say “Oh ok 

so I can hyperlink something?” 

K: I f—like I don’t kn—remember a specific 

experience where I, I had to use hyperlinks 

before but I feel like I’ve used them bef—My 

mom’s a teacher so I feel like she taught me how 

to use them in high school or something when I 

had a project. Cuz like whenever I saw it, I was 

like “I remember how to do this. I’ve done this 

before.” 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

Tool: Model 

M: Did knowing how to use like Wordpress or 

Tumblr or Blogger help you learn how to use Wix 

or did you feel like they were totally different? 

K: I feel like it helped in the sense that I had 

already done like something similar to this. I, like 

as far as like formatting the template and stuff I 

wasn’t like super scared to change anything on 

the template because I knew I could continue to 

play with it and stuff. 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

If they just like had thrown us out there without 

me knowing any, like of any websites, I would 

not have known what to do. So the fact that it had 

templates and, cuz I’d never made a portfolio 

before either and even though we looked at 

examples like I wouldn’t have known like how I 

wanted mine to look. …But I didn’t, I don’t 

know. If I had to be like just pick all my own 

color schemes, everything, I would have been so 

overwhelmed. 

Conceptual: Teaches participant the 

genre conventions of the intended text 
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Table M.1 - continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

And so I, these {{the circles that act as titles in 

the template}} are just but--, like these are just 

like little, those are like not clickable buttons so I 

had to go back and change those. And for that, I 

don’t, I’m not sure how I did that. But I think I 

did “Design” maybe. 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

 

Procedural: Teaches participant 

vocabulary of the technology 

Context: Rhetorical – Purpose and Audience for Composing 

But I thought Wix was pretty ways to use. So 

when I saw it, I figured that cuz I’m not 

technology savvy I saw that they had a lot of 

templates and I was just ((laughs)) about using 

one of those templates 

Conceptual: Helps participant decide 

which technology to use 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

affordance of the technology 

Context: Instrumental – Participant’s Technological Experiences 

But I thought Wix was pretty ways to use. So 

when I saw it, I figured that cuz I’m not 

technology savvy I saw that they had a lot of 

templates and I was just ((laughs)) about using 

one of those templates 

Conceptual: Helps participant decide 

which technology to use 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

affordance of the technology 
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APPENDIX N 

 

ALYSSA’S TRANSCRIPT BROKEN INTO RESOURCES AND 

SCAFFOLDS 

 
Table N.1: Alyssa’s transcript coded for resources and scaffolds  

 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

Tool: Written/Verbal Instructions Provided Inside the Technology 

M: Um so how’d you figure out the difference 

between what save, preview, and publish is? 

A: Um I think when I actually clicked on one 

they have a, there’s like a little when you save or 

something there’s like a pop up that says “Great. 

Now publish.” 

Procedural: Teaches participant 

vocabulary of the technology 

Tool: Interface Design 

A: Um, well I started out by myself. Like I just 

decided to go wix.com and then start ma—start 

my website. Um so that’s initially what I did by 

myself I was just like “Ok” and I picked a 

template…  

M: How did find your first template? 

A: Um I think I went to “portfolio”  

Conceptual: Teaches participant order in 

which to complete tasks 

Like I was trying to mess with this {{the images 

on the homepage}} and I could not figure out 

how to add my videos.…Originally I went to 

where was it um. I think I went to “Upload”. I 

uploaded a video and I just thought that I could 

like drag and drop or like import like normal. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience (Failure) 

I didn’t [click on the Add option in the menu] at 

all. I did, I just went to “Upload” cuz that’s 

intuitively what I thought, “Videos,” and I 

browsed my computer um and then I tried so 

many times. Like “Why won’t it let me?” 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience (Failure) 
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Table N.1 – continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

I think the rest was kind of self-explanatory. Like 

for “Upload” it wasn’t, I’m not gonna upload a 

text. It’s like I’m gonna add a text box {{points 

to Text under Add}}. Ya know, that was pretty 

much like self-explanatory. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Procedural: Teaches participant 

vocabulary of the technology 

 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize vocabulary of the technology 

due to his/her prior experience 

So I just intuitively just hit “Save” all the time. 

And then “Preview” is kind of self-explanatory 

too. Like previewing what I just did without 

editing it. So I would just kind of go back and 

forth between “Save” and “Preview.” 

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize vocabulary of the technology 

due to his/her prior experience 

I mean like moving and st—moving images and 

stuff. It was like obviously because there’s this 

little button here {{the dot in the middle of the 

box that signals that the user can scale the 

image}} like they do the same thing in like 

Microsoft Word.  

Metacognitive: Helps participant 

recognize how to complete tasks due to 

his/her prior experience 

Just like text, like it’s just “Add text” {{mouses 

around the “Text” options in “Add”; shows 

options like “I’m a paragraph.”}} like it’s just, 

that was just self-explanatory to me… it was just 

like “Add text” and then. I-it just like made it 

easy, like here’s all. What do you want? You 

want a paragraph {{mouses over “I’m a 

paragraph”}}? You want a small heading 

{{mouses over “Small heading”}}? 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

One thing, when I first started out with this [the 

first template] um design, or this page, I wanted 

to delete it. Could not figure out how to delete it 

and start over or just pick a new template. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 
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Table N.1 – continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

Like changing the whole template, because it 

wasn’t published so it’s like why can I still not 

edit. You’re making me still use like, like this 

template [the first template]. I just wanted to 

change the whole thing. Like I wanted the ability 

to pick and choose different, kind of flip flop 

back and forth between different um templates 

but I didn’t have that ability. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

constraint of the technology 

Tool: Model 

Um but I didn’t really have like too much of a 

vision before I saw like a template…Before I saw 

that, I didn’t really, I didn’t, like had no idea what 

I wanted to do. 

Conceptual: Teaches participant the 

genre conventions of the intended text 

Um that’s what [my teacher] used in WEPO. So I 

um kinda got familiar with the course website. 

Seemed to be like the one I was most familiar 

with even though I had no idea how to use it. 

Conceptual: Helps participant decide 

which technology to use 

But yeah, once I started messing around with this 

[template] I was like “I have no idea what to do 

with this” ((laughs)) like with the stuff. Like if, I 

don’t know. This was definitely just more 

photography oriented. Like I was like “I don’t 

know how to like I don’t wanna put all my videos 

like on the front page.” {{The template begins 

with a vertical column of images}} Like I just 

really didn’t know what to do. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform (Failure) 

That was like that hardest part was like, to figure 

out what actually looked good and that’s why 

when I picked like. Because for this template [the 

first template], none of that worked for what I 

was going for. 

Conceptual: Teaches participant the 

genre conventions of the intended text 

(Failure) 
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Table N.1 – continued 
 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

So when I found like an actual actor’s like 

portfolio that helped me a lot because it was 

exactly the format that I needed. So I didn’t really 

have to change anything about the design. I just 

added my own little touches to it…Like I just 

replaced things. So like initially, so for my 

picture …This was like another person ya know, 

so I just kinda changed…Like just little things. 

Conceptual: Teaches participant the 

genre conventions of the intended text 

 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

Human: Technology Lab 

But she showed me my easiest way was to go to 

“Add” and then “Video” and then you click a 

video and then just copy and paste from 

YouTube. But that kind of made it annoying 

because then I had to post my videos on 

YouTube. So I ended up posting all my videos on 

YouTube um in order to do that. But that seemed, 

I think she said the only way you can [insert a 

video through the “Uploads” option on the menu] 

I don’t know. There was like an app that you 

needed. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 

 

Conceptual: Teaches participant 

constraint of the technology 

 

Strategic: Teaches participant a new way 

to complete a task 

I think she initially tried doing exactly what I was 

doing to see if there was something that I was 

missing. Um so she tried doing the upload thing, 

realized she couldn’t, so then she started playing 

around with this with like “Add.” 

Strategic: Teaches participant ways to 

experiment with the technology 

Human: Personal Relationship 

I showed my friend um the website. Because she, 

she does a lot of graphic design so I kind of asked 

for her opinion. Um and her website was really 

cute. She like incorporated um shapes and stuff to 

add like her own little touch to it. So I think she’s 

actually the one who showed me um who showed 

me all that stuff that I can add. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 
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Table N.1 – continued 
 

Context: Physical – Personal 

Transcript Excerpt Scaffold 

Like the week before finals week so [my friend 

and I] went to the library… I was actually 

helping her with a video proj—my friend, with a 

video project for the same class, and um. So we 

kind of alternated. I helped her with the video 

project. She helped me with this. 

Procedural: Teaches participant tasks 

that he/she wanted the technology to 

perform 
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