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This dissertation identifies if and how graduate teaching assistants and instructors 

working in the field of rhetoric and composition teach multimodal assignments in first-

year composition (FYC) courses.  The research questions for this study were as follows: 

1) In what ways do graduate teaching assistants and faculty teach multimodal 

assignments in FYC courses? 

2) Are graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract faculty equally as likely 

as assistant, associate, and full professors to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses? 

3) What kinds of training do graduate teaching assistants and faculty receive to 

prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses? 

4) Do graduate teaching assistants and faculty feel the kinds of training they receive 

adequately prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?  If 

not, what needs to change? 
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These research questions were investigated using a combination of online survey research 

methods and follow-up interviews.  This study provides a broad and current analysis, as 

well as a reflective picture, of the teaching of multimodal assignments in FYC courses.  

As a result of quickly evolving technologies, instructors have potentially more 

opportunities to teach multimodal assignments.  However, in some cases, writing 

program policies and curriculum limit or make it difficult for graduate teaching assistants 

and instructors to assign multimodal assignments in FYC courses.  Thus, this study 

investigated the ways current graduate teaching assistants and/or instructors teach 

multimodal assignments despite difficulties and limitations.  It also investigated whether 

or not graduate teaching assistants and instructors receive any training or help in shaping 

their multimodal pedagogy and whether or not they feel this training or help was 

adequate.  The findings indicate instructors are more willing than their departments to 

implement multimodal composition pedagogy.   The findings also show that instructors 

teach multimodal assignments in their classrooms in various ways, including the use of 

different technologies and resources.  Evidence suggests that despite their desire for more 

help from their departments, instructors teach themselves how to use such technologies 

and resources to implement their multimodal composition pedagogy.  The study 

concludes that how multimodal composition pedagogy is implemented in a writing 

classroom is more likely an individual instructor‟s decision rather than a department‟s 

decision. 



 

 

Chapter One:  Introduction 

 

 

When an accepted definition of a concept no longer corresponds with the circumstances, 

it limits or constricts the field of possibility in which that definition is operational. Such a 

constriction seems to be happening right now in the field of writing. 

 - Jodie Nicotra, “„Folksonomy‟ and the Restructuring of Writing Space.” 

  

 In the fall of 2007, the online journal KAIROS published a web text by Joe 

Moxley and Ryan Meehan called “Collaboration, Literacy, Authorship: Using Social 

Networking Tools to Engage the Wisdom of Teachers.”  While the authors‟ main 

argument centers on the role collaboration plays in pedagogy, they make an interesting 

suggestion that graduate students and adjuncts are less likely than faculty with benefits to 

learn new technologies for the writing classroom.
1
  Moxley and Meehan‟s suggestion 

could mean that graduate students and adjuncts might have a difficult time teaching 

multimodal assignments.  Such difficulty is somewhat reflective of the results found in a 

2005 national survey on integrating multimodality into composition classrooms.  In that 

study, a College Composition and Communication Committee (CCCC) (see Appendix A) 

                                                 
1
 Since Moxley and Meehan do not define what they mean by “benefits,” I will assume they define them as 

job security, health insurance, better pay, and support systems. Although Moxley and Meehan do not use 

the titles “assistant professors,” “associate professors,” and “full professors,” to define what they mean by 

“faculty with benefits,” I have chosen these titles for Research Question 2 in order to make a comparison 

between two groups: full professors, associate professors, and assistant professors (i.e., faculty with 

benefits) and graduate teaching assistants, adjunct, and contract faculty (i.e., faculty without benefits).  

While I realize that every institution has different ranking procedures and some contract faculty or adjuncts, 

for instance, may have benefits, I felt these titles were more common among institutions and would provide 

a way to compare my results.   

http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/
http://writersatwork.us/sites/Joe_Moxley/default.aspx
http://writersatwork.us/sites/Joe_Moxley/default.aspx
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.1/binder.html?praxis/moxley_meehan/index.html
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.1/binder.html?praxis/moxley_meehan/index.html
http://www.compositionstudies.tcu.edu/archives/342/cccc-data/index.html
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found that while respondents to the survey noted that graduate teaching assistants (TA) 

were given the same opportunities to teach using the same technology as faculty, all of 

the graduate students who responded to the survey “noted they had to teach themselves 

how to implement multimodal pedagogy into their classrooms” (Anderson 12).  

Furthermore, the CCCC‟s study points out that 78 percent of the respondents indicated 

that there were no institutional rewards for learning new technologies (Anderson 12).
2
  

As a graduate teaching assistant in a rhetoric and composition program, I found Moxley 

and Meehan‟s suggestion, along with the results from the CCCC‟s study, perplexing.  

After all, I was currently enrolled in seminars that taught graduate students theories and 

practices which encouraged the use of multimodal texts.  And, at the time of Moxley and 

Meehan‟s article, I was also a graduate assistant teaching first-year composition (FYC) 

courses in a technology enriched environment, one that allowed for the opportunity to 

teach multimodal composition.   

So, keeping Moxley and Meehan in mind, I investigated my own teaching and 

scholarly work by looking at instances when I chose to use or was required to use 

traditional practices to produce a seminar paper in my own graduate courses and by 

looking at instances when I required my own students to use traditional practices to write 

an essay in the writing classroom.  Traditional practices refer to practices such as 

producing a double spaced, linear, MLA formatted, Times New Roman, Word document 

much like the one shown in Figure 1. 

 

                                                 
2
 As I explain later, not all multimodal assignments rely on newer technologies; however, newer 

technologies have, in some instances, become so pervasive that it is hard to ignore their impact on teaching 

multimodal assignments. 
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Figure 1: Traditional Document 

 

I compared those traditional experiences with my multimodal experiences in my 

graduate seminar courses and my FYC classrooms.  These comparisons led to some 

surprising observations and as a result, I wanted to challenge the claim that graduate 

teaching assistants and adjuncts were less likely to teach multimodal assignments than 

other faculty because I believed they were just as likely to teach these types of 

assignments.  So, to do so, I conducted an in-depth mixed methods study that investigated 

how (and even whether or not) graduate teaching assistants and instructors taught 

multimodal assignments in FYC courses.   

 I am not alone in questioning the significance of creating and teaching multimodal 

texts in the field of rhetoric and composition.  Other graduate students are doing the 

same; they are creating their own multimodal texts, and despite some anxieties they have 
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about Writing Program policies, they are incorporating multimodal assignments in their 

own FYC courses.  In 2008, for example, fellow graduate assistants, Hailey Sheets, 

Elizabeth Murray, and Nicole Williams, enrolled in a graduate seminar in rhetoric and 

composition at Ball State, conducted a study on assessing multimodal assignments.
3
  The 

graduate assistants surveyed other graduate teaching assistants and writing program 

faculty regarding their attitudes towards assessing multimodal assignments.  Their results 

confirmed my suspicion that graduate students were willing not only to incorporate 

multimodal texts in the classes they taught, but were also willing to create them for their 

own graduate courses or for professional publication.     

In spite of these results, I recognized graduate teaching assistants still had 

cautious attitudes and anxieties about whether or not multimodal texts were acceptable in 

the field of rhetoric and composition, despite my fellow graduate assistants‟ willingness 

to both create and assign multimodal texts.  I suspected Moxley and Meehan‟s conclusion 

about technology stemmed from these cautious attitudes and anxieties.  I also suspected 

that cautious attitudes and anxieties resulted from how instructors and graduate teaching 

assistants helped to shape and interpret writing program procedures and policies.   

In 2008, I conducted a survey about the Ball State Writing Program‟s handbook, 

Ball Point, which outlines the procedures and policies for FYC courses at Ball State 

University.  In the study, I found that in order to help students reach one of the goals of 

the Ball State Writing Program –the goal of composing in various media– instructors had 

to rely on their own knowledge of working with different media and modes, or they had 

                                                 
3
 In fact, the results of this study were presented at the Fall 2008 Watson Conference and then published in 

Computers and Composition Online in 2010. 

http://www.bsu.edu/english/writingprogram/index.htm
http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/murray_etal/index.html
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to rely on other resources besides Ball Point, such as textbooks and websites.  The survey 

on Ball Point, too, produced questions about how graduate teaching assistants and 

instructors differed in their creation of multimodal texts and their implementation of 

multimodal assignments in FYC courses.  I wanted to know, for instance, more about 

their attitudes and anxieties when incorporating multimodal assignments into their 

pedagogy and whether or not graduate teaching assistants and instructors at other 

institutions had the same attitudes and anxieties.  Because every writing program was 

different, I knew that I needed to conduct a much larger, broader study, especially if I 

wanted to find out if graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and even contract faculty, not 

just at Ball State, were less likely than other instructors to assign multimodal assignments 

in FYC courses.   

Having worked in academia, I know that change does not come easy.  Changing 

policies and procedures often takes time and lots of it.  But, change also requires 

research, research that outlines the benefits of change.  Research in multimodality has 

only recently begun to change attitudes and ease the anxieties that writing programs and 

writing program instructors and graduate teaching assistants have about teaching 

multimodal assignments.  However, the current research does not thoroughly investigate 

multimodal composition practices specifically in FYC classrooms.  Jody Shipka, for 

instance, recently notes the “dearth of scholarship devoted to the assessment of 

multimodal and new media texts” (“Negotiating” W346).  Yet, despite this limited 

amount of research on implementing a multimodal composition curriculum in writing 

programs, increasingly, FYC instructors are teaching multimodal assignments.  And, 

because of these instructors‟ efforts, departments are starting to provide some training on 
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implementing multimodal composition pedagogy.   While I believe individual instructors 

and graduate teaching assistants are more willing than entire programs to make 

significant changes that keep up with the recommendations of current scholarship, in the 

near future more writing programs will include multimodal composition in their 

curriculum.  Therefore, FYC instructors and programs should take notice of this study 

because this study will provide insight on how those who currently implement 

multimodal composition in their classrooms do so.  The findings will play a part in 

encouraging programs to revise their curriculum and revise the practices their instructors 

currently employ.  Those who teach FYC should care about a study like this because 

most likely they will have to rethink and change their own pedagogy in a way that 

includes the teaching of multimodal assignments, since scholars argue, as will be 

discussed in Chapter 2, that multimodal composition assignments help to prepare students 

for the types of writing they will be asked to do once they leave the academia.   

For instance, if FYC means preparing students to meet the demands of various 

rhetorical situations, FYC instructors have an obligation, then, to be responsive to the 

technological changes which influence how society communicates.  Recent technologies, 

like Web 2.0 applications, for example, inspire what Jackson and Wallin call “the 

democratic process of deliberation,” (W376).  Students are using Web 2.0 applications to 

participate in and to create digital networks, and since this technology, at times, enables 

and even demands writers use more than one mode to communicate, to solve problems, 

and to engage in deliberation, FYC instructors must become familiar with what 

multimodal composition is, why it is necessary, and how it is implemented in a 

classroom.       
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The following chapters explain this research study in detail so as to highlight the 

importance of multimodal composition in FYC courses.  Chapter 2 reviews the current 

scholarship on multimodality in the field of rhetoric and composition, scholarship that 

explores the importance of educating and preparing current and future writing instructors 

to teach multimodal assignments.  Next, Chapter 3 describes the methodology as well as 

the methods used for both qualitative and quantitative research.  Specifically, this chapter 

explicates the theory behind these types of research in support of the decisions to use 

them.  Furthermore, it outlines the steps taken to conduct both a survey and interviews 

with graduate assistants and faculty members who teach FYC courses.  Then, Chapter 4 

presents the findings of the survey and an analysis of those findings.  Chapter 5‟s purpose 

is also to present findings, although these findings are of a different nature as they are the 

findings from the interviews with thirteen individuals who participated in the survey.  

This chapter, then, analyzes their answers to questions about teaching, or in some cases 

not teaching, multimodal assignments in FYC courses.  Finally, Chapter 6 provides 

concluding thoughts about multimodal composition and some implications for future 

studies.  

 

The Purpose for this Study 

This study, which is called, “Multimodality is…: A Survey Investigating How 

Graduate Teaching Assistants and Instructors Teach Multimodal Assignments in First-

Year Composition Courses,” identifies how (and whether or not) graduate teaching 

assistants and instructors working in the field of rhetoric and composition teach 
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multimodal assignments, specifically in FYC courses.  The research questions for this 

study are as follows: 

1) In what ways do graduate teaching assistants and faculty teach multimodal 

assignments in FYC courses? 

2) Are graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract faculty equally as likely 

as assistant, associate, and full professors to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses? 

3) What kinds of training do graduate teaching assistants and faculty receive to 

prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses? 

4) Do graduate teaching assistants and faculty feel the kinds of training they receive 

adequately prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?  If 

not, what needs to change? 

These research questions are investigated using a combination of online survey research 

methods and follow-up interviews. 

Before explaining why such a study is needed at this moment in the field of 

rhetoric and composition, I must comment on the form of this dissertation; after all, it is a 

traditional, semi-multimodal text that discusses a research study on multimodality.   

However, the decision to compose a traditional, semi-multimodal text was not an 

easy one.  When I first conceived of this project, I did not envision this project as a 

traditional essay, but as a multimodal text, one that would require multiple modes which 

would carry their own meanings in order to make one whole dissertation.  As a visual 

learner, I made a mental picture of how to best organize what I wanted to say and what I 
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wanted to do with my research.  The picture I envisioned resembled a web text similar to 

the one in Figure 2.   

 

 

Figure 2: Web Text 

 

I envisioned not one mode, but many coming together and converging into one unified 

project, and thus, I organized my thoughts by using images and colors to represent 

different parts of my study.  But, as I conceived of this project in this way, I had anxieties 

–like so many who have wanted to create multimodal scholarship– mainly about whether 

or not this project would be accepted by the scholars who would assess it and by the 

graduate school which would ultimately grant my degree.  And so, I began to ask 

questions.  Knowing that I would not have to explain why I chose to write this project in 

a traditionally formatted essay, I wondered if I would have to provide a summary of my 
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reasons for creating such a project that does not conform to traditional practices, such as 

MLA formatting.  Would I have to explain that I envisioned this project as a web text 

instead of a traditional essay?  Would I have to explain why I used a podcast or video?  

The answers to these questions would have been a definitive yes.   

 Despite Cheryl Ball‟s findings that more programs are accepting nontraditional 

theses and dissertations due in part to the encouragement of the Dissertation Initiative, the 

policies and procedures as outlined by the Ball State Graduate School and the Networked 

Digital Library of Thesis and Dissertations (NDLTD) clearly indicate that traditional 

essays are valued more (“Show, Not Tell: The Value of New Media Scholarship” 406).  

Even though they have exceptions to allow my pdf to include hyperlinks and to attach 

videos or images, my capabilities for making this a multimodal text that resembles more 

of a web text are limited by the traditional conventions that are valued in programs like 

Microsoft Word and Adobe Acrobat.  Composing a text using Microsoft Word or Adobe 

Acrobat is different than composing a text using a web authoring application like, for 

example, Microsoft FrontPage.  If writing rhetorically means being responsive to the 

changing technological, economic, social, and political conditions in a society, then, I 

wondered, how would I best represent my ideas using the NDLTD and graduate 

program‟s guidelines that assume that the way I write, and think, should conform to the 

conventions of Microsoft Word and Adobe Acrobat?  Why were other applications for 

composing not valued here?  I was left, then, to compose semi-multimodally.  I was left, 

then, to make compromises much like the ones made by Kristine Blair and Christine 

Tulley when writing a collaborative dissertation.  For example, while I followed the 

traditional structure of a dissertation, one that Edminster and Moxley describe as “an 

http://www.english.ilstu.edu/people/detailedProfile.aspx?ID=cball
http://cms.bsu.edu/Academics/CollegesandDepartments/GradSchool/CompletingGraduateStudy/PaperProjectThesisorDissertation/ElectronicSubmissionGuidelines.aspx
http://www.ndltd.org/
http://www.ndltd.org/
http://www.bgsu.edu/departments/english/kblair/
http://www.findlay.edu/directory/facstaff/T/tulley.htm?deptId=MALS
http://www.findlay.edu/directory/facstaff/T/tulley.htm?deptId=MALS
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empirical model of research –a model which the „reality‟ under investigation speaks for 

itself and assumes the role of a univocal authorship,” I have chosen to include other 

modes to push the boundaries of this model (96).  I have chosen, for instance, to include 

both internal and external hyperlinks in the original electronic version of this dissertation 

because I believe, as do Edminster and Moxley that electronic texts can be seen as “an 

alternative representational resource that can provide students with a way to refuse a 

singular subject position within their dissertation” (96).  But, even having these 

hyperlinks did not come without making compromises.  For instance, since I envisioned 

this project as a web text, I had wanted to include hover boxes that would provide 

additional information about the interviewees as well as a Google map with the 

participants‟ institutions linked and pinpointed on the map.  But, Adobe‟s capabilities 

made it too difficult to do these, and I was left to make sacrifices.  For example, instead 

of having hover boxes, I have appendices that are internally linked.  Instead of having a 

Google map right in my text, I have a link to it online.  However, the only ones who have 

immediate access to the external links, like the Google map link, are those who read this 

text electronically.  Those who read this text in book form will not have access to the 

external links immediately. 

 I use these examples to speculate that other graduate programs, particularly in 

rhetoric and composition, have yet to fully encourage graduate students to submit 

multimodal and new media work, such as a web text, and in the process, reiterate 

traditional writing‟s more valued status.  I agree with Blair and Tulley when they write 

that “digital writing researchers need to align themselves with theories and practices that 

call for increased multimedia and multivocal delivery of and access to scholarship that 

http://personal.bgsu.edu/~jedmins/
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will inevitably foster broader definitions of research, authorship, and ownership” 

(“Whose Research” 305). 

To challenge this “valued status,” I conceived of this study semi-multimodally.  

Regardless of any anxieties, over the past ten years, composition instructors have 

increasingly been assigning more multimodal assignments, although assigning such texts 

has not been easy.  Particularly since new technologies are created on a continual basis, 

this study examined if graduate teaching assistants and/or instructors were receiving help 

in shaping their multimodal pedagogy, whether or not graduate teaching assistants and/or 

instructors still had anxieties about implementing a multimodal pedagogy, one that might 

rely heavily on new technologies, and if so, what kind of anxieties.  Research such as this 

is critical because it provides a current picture of how the field of rhetoric and 

composition encourages or prevents graduate teaching assistants and instructors from 

teaching multimodal assignments in FYC courses.  But, a study such as this also points 

out what needs to be done in order to make teaching FYC courses better and to make 

teacher preparation better since, as noted earlier, instructors do want more help.  It also 

indicates what resources and infrastructures need to be in place to effectively teach and 

prepare instructors to teach multimodal assignments. 



 

 

 

 

Chapter Two:  Literature Review 

 

 

 

The history of writing in U.S. composition instruction, as well as its contemporary 

legacy, functions to limit our professional understanding of composing as a multimodal 

rhetorical activity and deprive students of valuable semiotic resources for making 

meaning. 

      -Cynthia Selfe, “The Movement.”  

 

 

This chapter begins by situating this research study within current scholarship in 

order to best provide an understanding of the changing nature of multimodality as it 

pertains to the field of rhetoric and composition.  Not only does this scholarship provide a 

current picture of what we do as FYC pedagogues and scholars, this scholarship also 

provides background information for the study‟s survey and interview questions that help 

answer the study‟s four research questions, as will be discussed in Chapter 3.  Thus, this 

chapter presents a review of the scholarship pertaining to 1) the nature of multimodality 

in the field of rhetoric and composition, particularly its close relationship with new media 

texts, 2) literacy and FYC courses, 3) the difficulty of teaching multimodal assignments, 

and 4) the training graduate teaching assistants and faculty receive in order to prepare 

them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses. While these four sections are 

meant to theoretically prepare readers of this study for the methodological discussions in 
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Chapter 3, they, likewise, will help shed some light on the study‟s findings as outlined in 

the final three chapters of this study. 

However, this scholarship will also reiterate the importance of teaching 

multimodal composition in FYC since it is no longer feasible to think FYC instructors 

should only teach traditional essay assignments.  As a result, this review of literature 

concentrates on a time in composition studies history when multimodal composition first 

became a serious subject of study.  As Richard Marback notes, in “Embracing Wicked 

Problems: The Turn to Design in Composition Studies,” composition studies has long 

passed the point where composition means only writing critical analyses.  Marback points 

to Diana George‟s 2002 article “From Analysis to Design: Visual Communication in the 

Teaching of Writing,” an article that will be discussed later in this chapter, as the moment 

when composition studies shifted away from critical analysis, and I would add, away 

from some of the dominant conventions of traditional writing, and moved towards design 

(W398).  As a result, the past eight years have been a time of experimentation for both 

scholars and practitioners as they have worked to find ways to successfully aid students 

in composing multimodally.  To help readers understand what these scholars and 

practitioners have done, the first section of this chapter starts with the definition of 

multimodal composition.     

 

Section I: The Nature of Multimodality in the Field of Rhetoric and Composition 

In 1984, Janice Lauer stated that from the beginning, “this field has been marked 

by its multimodality and use of starting points from a variety of disciplines, all marshaled 

to investigate a unique and pressing set of problems” (22).  Although she sees this 
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multimodality as both a blessing and a curse, her recognition of the field‟s multimodal 

nature gets at the heart of how we define this discipline.  From the beginning, the modern 

field of rhetoric and composition has borrowed from other fields, appropriated their 

practices, their methods, and their theories in order to make its own.  While Lauer uses 

the word “multimodality” to describe the field and its research methodology, the word 

multimodality can also be defined in terms of teaching texts and composing texts which 

involve the practices of borrowing and appropriating that Lauer describes.  In a similar 

fashion, those who apply multimodality in terms of their teaching of texts borrow and 

combine different approaches or methods to engage students to write.  Likewise, in a 

similar fashion, those who construct multimodal texts often borrow from others, whether 

that be a borrowing of images or words to appropriate into a new meaning or whether that 

be borrowing a technological approach to compose a text in a web authoring program 

instead of using a word processing program like Microsoft Word. 

However, in the field of rhetoric and composition, the very nature of (and 

definition of) multimodality has been debated, scrutinized, embraced, questioned, and 

encouraged, to say the least.  But, as a field, rhetoric and composition has not, as of yet, 

assigned the term a once-and-for-all definition, hence the beginning of the title of this 

dissertation: “Multimodality is….”  Nevertheless, the lack of a once-and-for-all definition 

makes clear that multimodality has multiple meanings which serve to advance the 

knowledge of what it means to compose.  I have come to know multimodality in a 

number of ways, through learning to use new technologies, learning to read different 

texts, and learning to see why different purposes for communication necessitate the use of 

different modes.  At this moment in time, I define multimodality as communication using 
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multiple modes that work purposely to create meaning, a definition similar to Cynthia 

Selfe‟s, as will be described later.  Therefore, multimodal composition does not refer to 

using multiple methods to teach students to write traditional essays.  Multimodal 

composition, instead, refers to the texts students produce that combine multiple modes 

appropriately and purposely to communicate an idea to a particular audience.  

Multimodal composition assignments, then, are defined as those assignments that ask 

students to compose using multiple modalities such as audio, video, still images, 

alphabetic writing and so forth.  These definitions are certainly not how everyone in the 

field of composition defines multimodal composition and multimodal composition 

assignments, but these are the definitions this study is based upon because I believe they 

reflect what successful writers do when they compose multimodally.    

To demonstrate how these definitions were conceived and how these definitions 

will be useful in this study, this section of the chapter will explore how those in the field 

define multimodality.  For instance, some in the field chose first to define what modes 

are, what purposes they play in composing, what affordances each have, and finally what 

multimodal composition‟s role is in communication and learning.
4
  For example, in 

defining multimodality, Carey Jewitt first explains that a mode is an organized “set of 

resources for making meaning with” (17).  In other words, he says, a mode can include 

“any system of representation that provides elements that can be used to make signs and 

principles for their organization” (40).  Likewise, Gunther Kress defines modes as “the 

culturally and socially produced resources for representation” (“Gains” 6).  A few years 

                                                 
4
 Affordances are the “particular representational capabilities associated with a modality of composing” 

(Selfe 2007, 193).  For example, a photograph has the capability of showing shades of color. 

http://www.ioe.ac.uk/staff/LKLB/LKLB_25.html
http://ioewebserver.ioe.ac.uk/ioe/cms/get.asp?cid=4441&4441_0=5194
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later, Kress, along with Jeff Bezemer, refined this definition, saying modes are “socially 

and culturally shaped resource[s] for making meaning” (171).  Modes can refer to speech, 

writing, gestures, images, and so forth.  In explaining what she calls heritage literacy, 

Suzanne Kesler Rumsey, for instance, describes how quilts can use “multiple media and 

modes such as texture, movement, pattern and color to make meaning” (583).  Although 

Jody Shipka warns that the term “multimodal” should not be limited to digital modes, 

modes can also be digital, such as hyperlinks, digital sound, and moving images 

(“Negotiating” W349).  Now, maybe more so than ever, technologies, particularly 

computer technologies, certainly offer students and instructors the opportunity to work 

with many digital modes.   

However, each mode has its own affordances, or capabilities, and each serves 

different purposes that, when combined, can make determining what qualifies a text as 

multimodal sometimes unclear, which could be a reason why some instructors hesitate to 

teach multimodal composition. Not having a full understanding of how different modes 

work together and the confusion over what constitutes a multimodal composition is 

reflective in this study‟s findings.  Those findings will be revealed later in Chapters 4 and 

5.  A lack of understanding leads instructors and scholars to question the nature of 

multimodal composition.  Does, for example, putting one picture in an otherwise 

traditional alphabetic essay qualify an essay as a multimodal text?  In other words, to 

what degree of combining modes makes a text multimodal?  According to Cynthia Selfe, 

multimodal composition is more than just combining multiple modes.  Multimodal 

composition has as its goal the following:  
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 Helping students understand the power and affordances of different  

  modalities –and to combine modalities in effective and appropriate ways– 

  multiplying the modalities students can use to communicate effectively  

  with different audiences, and helping students employ modalities to make  

  meaningful change in their own lives and the lives of others. (Multimodal  

  Composition 195) 

To Selfe, the realization of a mode‟s power and affordance as well as a desire to 

communicate and change a particular audience for the better are necessary for 

multimodal composition.  Recently, as she defines multimodal composition, Shipka also 

contends, like Selfe, that multimodal composition should change audiences in meaningful 

ways.  For Shipka, “composition made whole” should help students realize the power of 

using a combination of different modes and practices to make purposeful communicative 

decisions (“Negotiating” W363).  This study‟s definition of multimodal composition 

reflects both Selfe‟s and Shipka‟s sentiments.   

However, Selfe‟s, Shipka‟s, and this study‟s definition of multimodal composing 

elude to yet another form of composing that has similar goals.  That form of composing is 

called new media composing.  Using a combination of modes in meaningful ways, 

students and instructors can potentially create multimodal texts that are also new media 

texts.  However, these multimodal texts and new media texts are not always one in the 

same.  To explain, it might be helpful (for demonstrative purposes only) to place 

multimodal texts on a continuum somewhere between traditional essay texts and new 

media texts in order to show why defining multimodal composition is difficult for 

instructors and scholars.   For instance, based on the above definitions, the exact point 
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multimodal texts should be placed on the continuum is not clear, leaving instructors and 

scholars to wonder: “To what degree of combining modes makes a text multimodal and 

when is new media involved?”    

In the past eight years, scholarship in new media has helped advance studies on 

multimodality.  For example, Cheryl Ball, in her co-authored web text “Re-Inventing the 

Possibilities: Academic Literacy & New Media,” draws attention to the close relationship 

between multimodality and new media in order to explain why they are not the same.  

She writes, “my particular field -computers-and-composition studies or, more 

specifically, new media studies -calls the texts that are produced using these multiple 

modes and media, simply, multimodal or new media texts.”  But, she says while “most 

scholars in computers and composition don't distinguish between those two terms,” she 

believes that, “new media texts are designed using a range of materials and media to 

create something that doesn't rest on the laurels of written text to convey meaning.”  In 

other words, one difference between multimodal texts and new media texts is that new 

media texts do not adhere to traditional writing conventions, such as linearity or 

alphabetic writing, to create meaning.  Because multimodal texts employ nontraditional 

modes, they are sometimes confused with new media texts which do rely on 

nontraditional modes.  As a result, understanding multimodal composition is difficult for 

instructors and departments that rely heavily on traditional conventions of writing.   

To distinguish multimodal texts from new media texts, Ball relies on Ann 

Wysocki, who in her co-authored book Writing New Media: Theory and Applications for 

Expanding the Teaching of Composition, defines new media texts as “those that have 

been made by composers who are aware of the range of materialities of texts” and by 

http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/nm_english.html
http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/nm_english.html
http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/coming.html#nm
http://www.uwm.edu/Dept/English/faculty/wysocki.html
http://www.uwm.edu/Dept/English/faculty/wysocki.html
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those “who then highlight that materiality” (15).  Both Ball and Wysocki differ from the 

National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) which broadly defines new media 

writing as “writing associated with digital technologies such as computers, videos, 

podcasts, and the Internet” (16).  NCTE does not distinguish clearly between multimodal 

texts and new media texts, and therefore, NCTE‟s definition of new media does not 

adequately capture all the decisions, especially the rhetorical ones, creators must make 

when composing with new media.  The distinction between new media texts and 

multimodal texts as made by Ball and Wysocki serves a practical purpose in bringing 

forth an awareness that not all multimodal texts are new media texts.  For example, 

leading students to believe they are composing new media texts when they are, in fact, 

composing only multimodally may mean students misunderstand the differences and 

similarities between multimodal and new media texts.  Such a misunderstanding could 

lead students to make inappropriate decisions when composing their own texts. 

However one chooses to distinguish between multimodality and new media, 

because of their ability to draw attention to how form and content work together to make 

meaning, multimodality and new media are closely linked.  For instance, multimodal 

texts, while not always, can break away from traditional alphabetic linear writing 

conventions.  When this happens, when a multimodal text becomes (or becomes like) a 

new media text, however, the multimodal text is often more likely to draw attention to its 

form because its form appears to be new –it has been refashioned– and unlike a 

traditional text, is not so transparent.  For example, an electronic text, Edminster and 

Moxley write, “is far more self-conscious of the fact that when we read, we typically treat 

print text as a transparent window on reality; we look through the text rather than at it;” 

http://www.ncte.org/
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therefore, electronic text “requires that we do both –and it requires us to oscillate between 

visual, auditory, and textual perception” (101).  Ball and Ryan Moeller conclude, “That 

readers have to navigate the form of a text, which must be accessible in order for them to 

engage with the text‟s meaning, highlights the fact that form and content cannot be split –

even when the form seems transparent– because readers use both form and content to 

make meaning.”  What Edminster and Moxley and Ball and Moeller indicate in their web 

texts is that new media texts, and sometimes multimodal texts, highlight how form and 

content work together more so than traditional texts do.  Their work brings attention to 

the transparency of traditional texts and why it may be important to rethink their form.  

Their work also raises some interesting questions.  For instance, should FYC writers have 

more of an awareness of how form works with content?  The answer to this question is 

yes.  As these scholars argue, composing multimodally means having a conscious regard 

for how content and form work together to communicate.    

For this study, then, multimodal composition will mean communication using 

multiple modes that work purposely to create meaning.  New media texts do the same; 

however, new media texts do not rely on the linear nature of written text, while 

multimodal texts can.  This discussion on multimodal composition, then, necessitates a 

discussion on current literacy practices as they play out in writing classrooms. 

 

Section II: Literacy and FYC Courses 

If form and content cannot be split, as these scholars contend, what does this 

mean in terms of literacy, and what does this mean in terms of teaching in first-year 

writing classrooms?  Answers to these questions follow two assumptions on which this 

http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/convergence/conclusion.html


Lutkewitte 22 

 

research study is based: 1) Writing teachers teach literacy; 2) Because the duty of writing 

instructors is to teach students to be literate, writing instructors need to teach multimodal 

assignments that require students to work in multiple modes.   

In the field of rhetoric and composition, literacy is a term highly contested, 

particularly as it relates to technology usage for communicative purposes.  In 2008, 

NCTE approved a definition of twenty-first century literacies in hopes of recognizing that 

“technology has increased the intensity and complexity of literate environments” and “the 

twenty-first century demands that a literate person possess a wide range of abilities and 

competencies.” In other words, they believe a literate person should possess many 

literacies. Therefore, NCTE writes that twenty-first century readers and writers need to: 

    • Develop proficiency with the tools of technology 

    • Build relationships with others to pose and solve problems collaboratively and 

       cross-culturally 

    • Design and share information for global communities to meet a variety of 

       purposes 

    • Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams of simultaneous 

       information 

    • Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multi-media texts 

  • Attend to the ethical responsibilities required by these complex environments 

Like NCTE‟s statement on twenty-first century literacies, Stuart Selber believes 

one must be able to master multiple literacies.  In Multiliteracies for a Digital Age, Selber 

discusses three types of literacies: functional, critical, and rhetorical (see Appendix B).  

http://www.personal.psu.edu/sas37/
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Furthermore, in a research study, discussed in the following chapter, Anthony Atkins 

denotes his belief in a “new literacy,” mainly what he calls digital literacy.  In his 

argument, he attempts to legitimize the possibility for multiple literacies.  But, like Selber 

and other scholars who believe in multiple literacies, Atkins, too, limits literacy to a static 

entity, one which ignores literacy‟s dynamic nature, when he tries to delineate one clear 

“new literacy,” one that is different from an old literacy, whatever that may be. 

Twenty-first century readers and writers need to have many abilities like the ones 

mentioned above.  However, I disagree with NCTE, Selber, Atkins and other scholars 

who believe in multiple or different types of literacies and suggest, as Welch, Kress, and 

Jewitt do, that the very definition of literacy is, like multimodality, dynamic.  Therefore, 

“multiple” does not need to come before “literacy.”  In Electric Rhetoric: Classical 

Rhetoric, Oralism, and a New Literacy, Kathleen Welch writes that literacy is not only 

the ability to read and write, but it is an activity of minds, an activity of consciousness 

that contemplates how we know what we know and recognizes the historical, ideological, 

and technological forces that inevitably operate in all human beings (67).  Kress, like 

Welch, defines literacy in the age of the screen and says,  

 Instead of competence in relation to stable social frames and stable  

  resources for representation, we need the notion of design, which says: in  

  this social and cultural environment, with these demands for   

  communication of these materials, for that audience, with these resources,  

  and given these interests of mine, what is the design that best meets these  

  requirements? (“Gains and Losses” 20)  

http://www.ou.edu/cas/english/people/faculty/facultypages/welch.htm
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Here, Kress recognizes the fact that literacy is a situational act, meaning the 

communicator must ask: “What is the best design at this moment in time?”  Being 

successful in doing so, in drawing on a combination of abilities, is being literate.   

In Technology, Literacy, and Learning: A Multimodal Approach, Jewitt draws 

from Kress and believes, however, that the term literacy itself should remain singular.  

He believes in one literacy, one that is multimodal in nature.  Jewitt writes, “I find 

Kress‟s [2003] way of thinking about literacy as a multimodal process in which all modes 

are critically interpreted and their interactions considered a useful one.  This leads to a 

shift from thinking about literacy as a matter of „competence‟ to thinking about it as 

multimodal „design‟” (8).  I would likewise contend that literacy‟s design is multimodal.  

Literacy as defined in inclusive terms of specific abilities, like computer literacy, visual 

literacy, and so forth, is less useful given that in each situation, the abilities that are 

necessary to communicate change, will change, and will never quite be the same abilities 

as the ones used before.  In the moment of communication, to choose the appropriate 

abilities (and modes) means one is literate.  Jewitt writes, 

Many others have argued that the concept of literacy needs to be expanded 

beyond language to account for the demands of new technology.  In my 

opinion this has led to the fragmentation of the concept of literacy into 

multi-literacies, visual literacy, digital literacy, and beyond…I am against 

this pluralising[sic] of the concept of literacy.  It dilutes its meaning 

beyond usefulness…The move to multiple literacies is an inadequate 

solution as it maintains and reiterates the concept of „real‟ literacy as 
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linguistic and mono-modal.  It serves to isolate and fragment the complex 

work of what it means to be literate in a multimodal world.  (134)  

Jewitt goes on to explain that “The static notion of literacy as the acquisition of sets of 

competencies can be replaced with a notion of literacy as a dynamic process through 

which students use and transform multimodal signs and design new meanings” (135).  In 

other words, to be literate, one must make decisions about which abilities (including the 

ability to read), modes, and media are most appropriate in a moment of communication.  

To be literate, one must act appropriately in the communicative situation. 

Because the duty of writing instructors is to teach students to be literate, they, 

therefore, need to teach multimodal assignments that require students to work in multiple 

modes.  Evidence suggests that multimodal texts provide for better learning experiences 

than monomodal texts which challenges language‟s superior place in the composition 

classroom.
5
  Jewitt, for instance, writes that “learning, especially school learning, is 

usually understood as happening through language…[t]his status is in part because 

language has been considered the only fully articulate means of representation.  It is 

considered fundamental to thinking and therefore rationality. That is, everything that can 

be thought can be thought in language” (7).  In other words, written alphabetic language 

as held a privileged position in our society, particularly in the academy, and has been 

long associated with logical and rational thinking and therefore considered to be more 

reliable than, for example, depiction in the form of images.   

                                                 
5
  Diana George, in “From Analysis to Design:  Visual Communication in the Teaching of Writing,” 

investigates, for instance, the visual‟s place in writing textbooks.  She sees a greater emphasis on writing 

than on the creation of visuals to communicate a message. 
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As in Jewitt‟s work, the privileged position of the written word is the subject of 

Diana George‟s “From Analysis to Design: Visual Communication in the Teaching of 

Writing,”  In this 2002 essay, George notes that written language has long been 

associated with high culture and image has long been associated with low culture (31).  

As George outlines the history of the written word and the visual, she reveals that the 

visual has essentially been inferior to the written word in composition classrooms.  

Rather than producing visual texts, George contends, students only critique them in their 

essays.  This privileging of print, then, puts students at a disadvantage because it limits 

students‟ understanding of the act of producing a text.   

Seven years after George makes a call for writing instructors to attend more 

appropriately to the visual and thus the act of production, Shipka and Tulley and Blair 

make similar arguments for allowing students to explore multiple modes when producing 

texts.  Shipka, for instance, explains why such an exploration is valuable to students.  She 

posits that students who considered “other potentials for representing their work often 

reported being highly engaged” and  “were often able to account for what they did, why, 

and how,” which students who composed “in highly routinized ways were unwilling or 

unable to do” (“Negotiating W345).  In other words, students were involved in 

memorable acts.  While explaining how a classroom assignment encourages students to 

consider multiple modes, Tulley and Blair, likewise, talk about how such an assignment, 

and even a course that has this type of assignment, moves away from an emphasis on just 

the critique of texts and moves toward a more appropriate blend of the analysis and 

generation of texts (“Remediating” 442).  
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Shipka and Tulley and Blair are not the only ones who have argued for the value 

of multimodality since George‟s essay in 2002.  Other scholars in the field of rhetoric and 

composition, not just the ones mentioned in this text already, have made important 

arguments as well for the inclusion of other modes besides alphabetic writing, 

particularly promoting the incorporation of images.
6
  Charles Hill, for instance, explains, 

in his essay from Visual Rhetoric in a Digital World, images “are essential for 

expressing, and therefore for knowing things that cannot be expressed in any other form,” 

and “[t]o ignore them is to ignore the knowledge they can help us develop, knowledge 

that cannot be logically deduced or proven” (110).  He argues that visual texts allow us a 

different way of engaging in the world.  Images allow us to consider other possibilities 

for knowing, possibilities that do not and cannot happen in traditional alphabetic texts. 

 Lanham, also in Visual Rhetoric in a Digital Age, writes that because electronic 

texts use images, sound, hypertext, and so forth, different neural pathways are created in 

the brain which means the “„organization of humanistic knowledge‟” is affected at “the 

most fundamental organic level” (466).  Cognitively speaking, Lanham believes we need 

to heighten our awareness of how the brain works to process the combination of modes, 

not just how the brain works to process one mode, specifically writing.  In other words, 

we can benefit by learning more about the pathways created in the brain, and thus more 

about how we learn, when we encounter and use multiple modes because these pathways 

                                                 
6
 The argument for the inclusion of the visual is not new, as the authors in the edited collection Visual 

Rhetoric in a Digital World contend.  See for example, Catherine Hobbs‟ essay, “Learning from the Past:  

Verbal and Visual Literacy in Early Modern Rhetoric and Writing Pedagogy.”  The use of multiple modes, 

likewise, is not as new as it seems.  For example, several of the authors in Hocks and Kendrick‟s edited 

collection, Eloquent Images: Word and Image in the Age of New Media, including Bolter, Barta-Smith and 

DiMarco, along with the editors themselves, point out that using multiple modes, especially the image, is 

not the result of a revolution, but rather it is the result of an evolution.  
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provide us with the opportunities to experience the world from more than one 

perspective.  Potentially, experiencing the world from more than one perspective can 

allow us to find new and/or multiple meanings.  Lanham explains that understanding how 

the brain works is an important step in understanding the potential of electronic texts, and 

thus, multimodal texts.  However, he acknowledges that we will have to learn about this 

potential from behavioral neuroscientists since they study how the brain functions on the 

neural level. 

One such scholar who has traced the connections between multimodal 

composition and neuroscience is Joddy Murray.  In Non-discursive Rhetoric: Image and 

Affect in Multimodal Composition, Murray compares the nature of discursive texts with 

the nature of non-discursive texts in a way that highlights how important multimodal 

composition is in the making and understanding of knowledge.  Murray talks at length 

about the relevance of neuroscience to the field of rhetoric and composition in order to 

show that, “image is not only a basic unit of thought in the brain...but image also shapes 

the brain” and that “the connection between image and thought is not representational but 

cognitive” (6-7).  For Murray, the field of rhetoric and composition would benefit greatly 

if it would recognize how and why image, as it is used in both discursive and non-

discursive composing practices, is valuable to students.  Such an understanding would aid 

instructors in teaching students to be literate. 

Other scientific studies have argued for the value of multimodal learning through 

media.  For example, the Metiri Group commissioned by Cisco released a 2008 study 

indicating that “[s]tudents engaged in learning that incorporates multimodal designs, on 

average, outperform students who learn using traditional approaches with single modes” 
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(13).  In other words, these researchers claim that students learn more when they are 

engaged with texts that use a combination of modes, rather texts that rely on just on one 

mode to communicate.  They use a set of eight principles to support their claim.  Among 

these principles is the multimedia principle, a principle that states, “[r]etention is 

improved through words and pictures rather than through words alone” (12).  In the same 

year the Metiri Group released this study, Richard Selfe and Cynthia Selfe published an 

article outlining four distinct reasons for valuing multimodal composition in the 

classroom that reflect the Metiri Group‟s findings.  Aptly naming their article “Convince 

me!” so as to convince instructors why they should be teaching multimodal composition, 

Selfe and Selfe contend that everyone learns, acts, and understands the world using 

“multiple channels of communication” (84).   

The Metiri Group‟s study‟s findings have several implications for teachers who 

teach composition as they confirm some of the reasons why the nature of composition 

pedagogy has changed over time.  The nature of teaching composition has changed since 

the beginning of modern Composition in 1963 (North 15).  Scholars in the field of 

rhetoric and composition now have begun to place more emphasis on the importance of 

multimodal composition and have worked to produce scholarship that provides both 

theories and practical knowledge, including knowledge about how to work with modes, 

media, and technology in writing classrooms.  Many have answered Shipka‟s 2005 call to 

“begin asking how the purposeful uptake, transformation, incorporation, combination, 

juxtaposition, and even three-dimensional layering of words and visuals –as well as 

textures, sounds, scents, and even tastes– provide us with still other ways of imagining 

the work students might produce for the composition course” (“Task-Based Framework” 
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278).  Cynthia Selfe‟s edited collection, Multimodal Composition: Resources for 

Teachers, and Ann Wysocki, Johndan Johnson-Eilola, Selfe, and Geoffrey Sirc‟s Writing 

New Media: Theory and Applications for Expanding the Teaching of Composition are 

among some of the more recent sourcebooks that provide writing instructors with advice 

on how to specifically incorporate multimodal assignments in the writing classroom. In 

Writing New Media: Theory and Applications for Expanding the Teaching of 

Composition, Wysocki et al. suggest that students in writing courses should not only be 

aware that writing is different with new media, but should also be able to create new 

media using multiple modes.  In their sourcebook, then, Wysocki et al. reiterate and 

revise many contemporary theories of new media, but also give practical advice on how 

to go about helping students to create multimedia projects.  Each chapter of this 

sourcebook ends with examples of activities conducive to helping students produce in 

multiple modes.  Selfe, in Multimodal Composition, likewise, offers a collection of 

articles focused specifically on teaching multimodal projects in the writing classroom.  

Her edited collection of articles gives examples of multimodal assignments, examples of 

student work, and a glossary of technical terms that are helpful for instructors unfamiliar 

with the vocabulary of multimodality and new media.  The articles also describe both 

individual and collaborative projects and how to approach assessment in multimodal 

contexts.   

While Selfe and Wysocki and et al. provide resources for instructors, Jeff Rice 

provides both a textbook and a book on theory that imagine other possibilities for 

http://english.osu.edu/people/person.cfm?ID=2083
http://people.clarkson.edu/~johndan/about/
http://english.cla.umn.edu/faculty/sirc/
http://english.missouri.edu/people/profile.php?person=ricejr
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writing.
7
  In The Rhetoric of Cool: Composition Studies and New Media, Rice paints an 

alternative history of the 1963 rebirth of composition studies.  In order to explain what he 

means by the rhetoric of cool, Rice explores other events that have been ignored in the 

telling of the rebirth of composition and juxtaposes them against the canonized events, 

especially, the CCCC convention.  The rhetoric of cool, he describes, is a rhetoric of 

chora, of nonlinearity, of juxtaposition, of appropriation, of commutation, of image, and 

of performance in new media.  Practices such as these are sometimes characteristic of 

multimodality (and definitely new media) and are needed in FYC classrooms because, as 

Robert Davis and Mark Shadle write in Teaching Multiwriting: Researching and 

Composing with Multiple Genres, Media, Disciplines, and Cultures, we “need an ability 

to mix and match different strategies, depending upon our purposes, the needs and 

disposition of the audience or others in the debate, and the nature of the occasion and the 

issue at hand” (123).  In other words, they contend that “often, arguing a single position 

involves many shifts in style and method as the situation around us changes or new 

contexts arise” (123).  Not allowing such practices, according to Rice, prohibits us from 

embracing the rhetoric of cool.
8
   

Ultimately, Rice, as well as Davis and Shadle, encourage instructors to think of 

multiple possibilities for writing that challenge traditional and canonized beliefs about 

what writing should be and do.  Using multiple modes often results in a break from thesis 

driven print culture, a culture which prevents us from composing with all meanings and 

                                                 
7
 While not created specifically for FYC courses, Rice‟s textbook, Writing about Cool, puts his theories 

outlined in The Rhetoric of Cool into practice and teaches hypertextual approaches to writing that can 

translate into the FYC classroom. 
8
 The rhetoric of cool, Rice explains, is a rhetoric of chora, of nonlinearity, of juxtaposition, of 

appropriation, of commutation, of image, of performance in new media. 

http://www.eou.edu/~mshadle/
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does not adequately prepare students for some of the kinds of creating they will do 

outside of the academy.  He does not mean that students must abandon all forms of 

traditional writing, but rather to consider also other possibilities for composing.  Rice 

asks us to think beyond the narrative by suggesting that we not settle on just one 

meaning, but to use all meanings together.  The question that he poses, then, is:  How can 

multiple meanings combine in order to create a new idea?  The answer lies often in 

multimodal writing.   

Within the past eight years, many journals in the field of rhetoric and 

composition, mainly KAIROS and Computers and Composition, have featured articles 

that highlight strategies for multimodal composition and have presented examples of 

student multimodal works.  Jody Shipka, for example, in “This is (NOT) an easy 

assignment: Negotiating an activity-based framework for composing,” includes an 

example of a research assignment that asks students to not only be critical of their 

sources, but also to use the knowledge they gain from examining how sources use 

language, images, and so forth to persuade in order to make a multimodal project in 

which the students envision the end product themselves.  Students are given the task to 

ask and answer the “how” and “why” behind researched sources, a task sometimes not 

given enough attention in research projects.  Students let their answers shape how their 

final product will look. Shipka goes on to provide several examples of student projects 

that clearly use a variety of multiple modes.   

Likewise, for instance, in “Tuning In: Infusing New Media into Professional 

Writing Curriculum,” Alex Reid notes the “continuing expansion of the use of 

networked, social media” and the “shift toward convergent media networks where text, 

http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/
http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/
http://remediatethis.com/index.html
http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/not_easy/
http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/not_easy/
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.2/binder.html?praxis/reid/index.html
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.2/binder.html?praxis/reid/index.html
http://alexreid.typepad.com/about.html
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video, image, animation, and sound will come together to be composed and 

communicated through a wide range of devices from iPods and mobile phones to 

televisions and PCs.”  Shipka and Reid‟s articles, as well as other articles in KAIROS and 

Computers and Composition, encourage FYC instructors to incorporate multimodal 

writing in the classroom. 

Increasingly, textbooks and handbooks have begun to include instruction in 

composing in multiple modes.  For example, in The Norton Field Guide to Writing, 2
nd

 

Ed., the author provides a chapter on electronic text.  In this chapter, the author briefly 

explains design decisions that website creators have to consider when composing.  

Several diagrams and screenshots of websites provide visual instruction to students.  

Likewise, in The Brief Penguin Handbook, Lester Faigley includes information on how to 

design a website.  The book provides students with a thorough online guide that outlines 

the steps for creating their own websites.  

While the above mentioned articles, textbooks, and sourcebooks are written 

specifically for scholars in the fields of composition and rhetoric, new media, and similar 

fields, other resources are available to FYC instructors that are written for more general 

audiences such as Robin Williams and John Tollett‟s The Non-Designer‟s Web Book (3
rd

 

Ed).  This sourcebook offers technical advice for creating websites and using other 

applications such as Adobe Photoshop which can help instructors teach design elements 

such as alignment, proximity, repetition, and contrast.  Another sourcebook that can help 

instructors is Edward Tufte‟s Envisioning Information.  A part of this study asked 

participants to indicate the textbooks and resources within the field of rhetoric and 
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composition, as well as those that are not, which they consult specifically in developing 

and implementing their FYC pedagogy and practice. 

 

Section III: The Difficulty of Teaching Multimodal Assignments 

 As noted in the previous section, while some scholars and instructors have a 

willingness to incorporate multimodal assignments into a writing classroom, others are 

not willing to teach multimodal assignments.  Moxley and Meehan conclude that 

graduate assistants and adjuncts are less likely than instructors with benefits to teach 

learn new technologies.  They claim time constraints as a reason.  However, time 

constraints are not the only reasons that prevent graduate teaching assistants and 

instructors from teaching multimodal assignments.   

 In their contention that “form and content cannot be split –even if the form seems 

transparent,” Ball and Moeller recognize, as do Jay Bolter and Richard Grusin, that 

appropriating with new media is what makes us highly aware (and sometimes skeptical 

because it is more apparent) of any new medium, particularly when that medium is digital 

(19).  New modes, likewise, make us highly aware and sometimes skeptical.  When we 

begin to teach new modes (or anything new for that matter), questions arise:  Does using 

a new mode mean we must replace an old one?  What do we lose if we use a new mode?  

What do students lose?   

 Bringing in new technologies to help students compose with new modes further 

complicates the situation, and makes some instructors even more cautious, further 

eliciting questions of the value of using more modes in the writing class.  For example, 

Alex Reid writes that moving “informal, consumer-driven networking practices toward 



Lutkewitte 35 

 

more formal, composition or production-oriented networking practices more suitable for 

college learning or professional workplace contexts has proven to be a challenge.”  The 

most difficult challenge in making this move, Reid believes, has to do with faculty 

development because such a change involves a change in pedagogical practices to, in a 

sense, keep up with emerging technologies.   

 Indeed technology provides instructors and students a plethora of opportunities to 

use different modes to communicate.  One only needs to look briefly at the overwhelming 

amount of research in the field of technology to understand that technology affects the 

way we write and the way we teach writing.  For instance, in April of 2008, the College 

Board‟s National Commission on Writing and the PEW Internet & American Life Project 

investigated what teens and their parents say about the role and impact of technological 

writing on both in-school and out-of-school writing.  The study found that 85% of teens 

used some form of electronic personal communication such as text messaging, sending 

email or instant messages, or using social networking sites; however, 60% of these teens 

did not consider these “writing” (Lenhart 24).  What is interesting about this research is 

the conclusion that teens feel that their writing would improve if teachers would use more 

computer based tools to teach writing (Lenhart 47).    

 In another study completed in 2008, the Horizon Report details the New Media 

Consortium‟s five-year research project that investigates emerging technologies which 

impact teaching, learning, or creative expression within learning-focused organizations.  

It reports on six key emerging technologies: grassroots video, collaboration webs, mobile 

broadband, data mashups, collective intelligence, and social operating systems.  While 

technologies have been a part of rhetoric and composition discussions, discussions about 

http://www.writingcommission.org/
http://www.nmc.org/horizon/
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these emerging technologies have been few, if not entirely nonexistent from composition 

studies.   

 While the Commission on Writing and the New Media Consortium do not focus 

specifically on FYC classrooms, their findings have implications for the types of writing 

asked of students in FYC classrooms and the types of writing instructors do as instructors 

and scholars.  For example, the report does not directly address how or which FYC 

instructors have adapted any of the six technologies identified by the Horizon Report in 

their courses.  And, the report does not directly address whether or not these technologies 

or the technologies that are known to be used by teens as identified by the National 

Commission of Writing are helping students to improve their writing in FYC classrooms.  

But, what is clear is that these technologies will be a major part of students‟ lives whether 

incorporated into the FYC classroom or not.  Instructors who do not make an effort to 

learn new technologies may find teaching FYC increasingly more difficult when techno-

savvy students enter their classrooms. 

 Some college writing instructors and writing scholars have begun, nonetheless, to 

experiment with some of the technologies identified by the Horizon Report and have 

actively worked to incorporate technologies, particularly Web 2.0 technologies, into their 

composition programs.  For instance, Computers and Composition‟s 2009 Fall edition 

was devoted to the recent Web 2.0 movement in the teaching of writing.  Authors of web 

texts in this edition speak of Facebook (Chris Gerben, Erin Karper), YouTube (Erin 

Dietel-McLaughlin), and blogs (John Benson and Jessica Reyman).  Likewise, in the last 

two 2009 editions of College Composition and Composition, articles featured discussions 

http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/home.htm
http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.youtube.com/
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on Wikipedia (James P. Purdy), YouTube (Brian Jackson and Jon Wallin), and 

folksonomy (Jodie Nicotra). 

 However, before instructors can take on new technologies in more sustainable 

ways, writing programs will have to make a more conscious and consistent effort to 

revise their program‟s curriculum to better serve students.  While not true of all 

programs, giving the same amount of attention to multimodal projects that traditional 

essay assignments receive in writing program curriculum will be a slow process, 

especially since they have to meet challenges, such as the ones Reid describes above, in 

order to teach multimodal and/or new media texts.  Though, currently, some writing 

programs are making changes, however small. 

For example, while the Writing Program at Ball State, as its policies and 

procedures specify, still requires a majority of traditional essays for FYC courses, it does 

make an attempt (although brief) to allow for an examination of multimodal texts and 

does make an attempt (although even briefer) to help students compose multimodal texts.  

For instance, the first course taken by most FYC students at Ball State, ENG 103, has, as 

some of its goals for students, the following:
9
 

  Understand that persuasion –both visual and verbal– is integral to reading and  

 composing.  

  Understand how persuasive visual and verbal texts are composed for different 

 audiences and different purposes.  

                                                 
9
 These goals were in place at the start of this research project in 2009.  As of the spring of 2010, they were 

still listed on Ball State‟s English Department website. 

http://www.wikipedia.org/
http://bsu.edu/shapps/english/writingprogram/103.htm
http://bsu.edu/shapps/english/writingprogram/103.htm
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  Compose texts in various media using solid logic, claims, evidence, creativity, 

 and audience awareness. 

Here the program recognizes that students need to not only understand texts that include 

two modes, visual and verbal, but also how to compose using various media, which 

implies the use of multiple modes.  But, the last goal above poses some interesting 

challenges for instructors.  While the goal is to compose texts in various media, the 

requirements for this course as outlined in the policies, however, state that students must 

complete “four or more writing projects, approximately three to four pages each, that 

address different rhetorical situations.”  These policies raise the question:  “How can 

students compose using various media and multiple modes if writing projects are to be 

approximately three to four pages in length?”  The statement “three to four pages in 

length” is misleading because it implies that writing is linear, monomodal and when 

juxtaposed with the goal for students to “compose texts in various media” can leave 

instructors perplexed about developing pedagogy, especially when multimodal and new 

media texts are not necessarily linear.    

 However, some instructors, including graduate teaching assistants, teach 

multimodal projects anyway.  Since students are not required to write essays, but rather 

projects, some instructors have created assignments that ask students to both create 

multimodal projects and write 3 to 4 pages to accompany them.  These 3 to 4 pages, for 

example, could be reflective pieces that describe the multimodal project.  They could also 

be outlines or brainstorming notes.  They could potentially be secondary to the 

multimodal texts.  But, having students create multimodal projects and write 3 to 4 pages 

can be an unnecessary and difficult task for instructors.  Instructors, for instance, have to 
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negotiate how much time they want to spend on teaching multimodal projects and how 

much time they want to spend on teaching traditional essays to suit the requirements of 

the program. 

What is more, the Ball State Writing Program‟s handbook, Ball Point, does not 

offer much help to both instructors and students who want to compose using various 

media and modes.  While the handbook includes a section on the importance of 

recognizing that the visual plays an integral part in writing, it does not discuss 

specifically how to compose using various modes.  Rather, it just tells us why we should 

recognize visual designs.
10

  In a previous survey I conducted with the Writing Program at 

Ball State, I asked graduate assistants and faculty whether they believed the Writing 

Program‟s handbook, Ball Point, focused on traditional writing or on multimodal 

writing.
11

  The majority believed it focused on traditional writing.  Two respondents 

mentioned incorporating more information and how-to sections on using multimedia.  I 

use BSU‟s Writing Program as an example to show how writing programs can make 

teaching multimodal assignments difficult, especially when program procedures, policies, 

and handbooks are misaligned. 

 Furthermore, I use this example to call attention to the type of infrastructure that 

is needed in order for teachers to teach multimodal projects, which is a similar type of 

infrastructure that is necessary for the success of new media composing, as described by 

DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill in “Infrastructure and Composing: The When of New-

                                                 
10

 The Ball State handbook defines the visual as a “loose category of experiences that include graphic 

images (cartoons, text design, advertisements, film, and so forth), three-dimensional images (sculpture, 

architecture, urban planning, performance art), and verbal images (linguistic description, metaphors, 

similes, etc.)” (19). 
11

 This online pdf handbook is purchased by all FYC students and not only outlines the Writing Program‟s 

policies, it also provides students with resources for writing. 
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Media Writing.”  For example, they list computer networks, network configurations, 

operating systems, courses and curricula, time periods of classes, availability of faculty, 

students, and staff among infrastructural components for successful new media 

composing (21).  Both local and global cultural and political policies, standards, 

practices, regulations, and so forth govern the building of and maintenance of an 

infrastructure.  When these impede or prohibit students from engaging in multimodal 

(and new media) composition, teachers are less able to develop their pedagogy.  Stuart 

Selber, in “Institutional Dimensions of Academic Computing,” recognizes, too, the 

importance of infrastructure.  He says, “I have argued elsewhere for a considerably 

broader characterization of what constitutes a computing infrastructure, one that 

incorporates use contexts” (12).  By “use contexts,” Selber means the “spaces –physical, 

pedagogical, organizational– within which computer-based activities are deeply situated” 

(“Institutional Dimensions” 12).  His conception of infrastructure involves not just an 

awareness of individual instructors but also an awareness of departments.  In other words, 

departments need to be well informed of each other‟s goals. 

 While instructors recognize the difficulty in teaching students multimodal writing 

when academic pressures and restrictions are in play, they also recognize pressures and 

restrictions coming from beyond the academy.  For example, Steve Westbrook, in 

“Visual Rhetoric in a Culture of Fear:  Impediments to Multimedia Production,” uses an 

example of a student project to illustrate the need for an emphasis not just on discussing 

multimedia in the writing classroom but also on creating multimedia texts.  However, 

Westbrook discusses the “institutional pressure,” or restrictions that make it difficult for 

instructors to implement a pedagogy that allows for multimedia construction in the 
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writing classroom.  But, institutional pressures can be addressed.  Martine Courant Rife, 

for instance, suggests educating students about the fair use doctrine.  In “The Fair Use 

Doctrine: History, Application, and Implications for (New Media) Writing Teachers,” she 

outlines the history, application, and implication of the fair use doctrine in a multimedia 

context.  She calls for writing instructors to equip students with the knowledge of fair use 

policies so that they can then push their boundaries (160).  However, that would mean 

instructors would have to be knowledgeable about the fair use doctrine as it pertains to 

multimodal assignments.  And, that would also mean graduate teaching assistants and 

instructors would have to be trained to implement a pedagogy which effectively can teach 

fair use policies when assigning multimodal assignments.   

 To summarize, instructors who want to teach multimodal composition face 

challenges on many fronts: technical, departmental, pedagogical, and institutional.  And, 

overcoming such challenges is not and will not be an easy process as they require time, 

effort, and money.  As the following section demonstrates, graduate assistants and faculty 

must be adequately supported and trained in order to successfully implement a pedagogy 

that includes multimodal composition.   

 

Section IV: Training Graduate Teaching Assistants and Faculty Receive in Order to 

Prepare Them to Teach Multimodal Assignments in FYC Courses 

 In order to help students make the appropriate decisions about which modes are 

best to use in order to communicate, graduate teaching assistants and instructors must 1) 

know how to use multiple modes effectively and 2) know how to teach multimodal 

composition effectively.  Both of these require adequate training.  In their 2006 study, 
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Karen Peirce and Theresa Jarnagin Enos pose the question “How seriously are we taking 

professionalization” in the field of rhetoric and composition?  To answer their question, 

they developed a web survey to determine if rhetoric and composition had a core 

curriculum and a core list of textbooks.  While the authors make note of the “fluid 

nature” of the field of rhetoric and composition, their survey results indicate that “core 

courses are not reflective of current specializations in demand in job ads” and that paper 

assignments in most courses are not aimed at helping students build a dossier of 

publications” (205). 
12

  What is more, the survey also reveals that the bottom tier courses 

offered by grad programs are specializations in areas that are becoming more visible in 

job ads, such as computers and composition (205). Peirce and Enos suggest that these 

areas of specialization should have more attention. 

 Peirce and Enos also investigate the textbooks used in graduate courses.  They 

note that those textbooks (besides Tate and et al.‟s A Guide to Composition Pedagogies 

and Villanueva‟s Cross-Talk) used in both composition and theory and practices of 

teaching writing courses are Rhetoric for Writing Teachers by Lindemann, Concepts in 

Composition by Clark and et al. and Lives on the Boundary by Rose.  None of these texts 

treat the teaching of multimodal writing theories and practices.     

The field of rhetoric and composition measures, via employment and tenure, the 

abilities of graduate teaching assistants and faculty by their ability to publish.  Although 

multimodal scholarship and new media scholarship are on the rise thanks in part to 

evolving technologies, they still remain, in the eyes of many, less accepted than 

                                                 
12

 The survey results noted that the types of papers required of graduate students were “reaction to reading” 

and seminar papers not conducive to helping graduates publish in their specializations (i.e., computers and 

writing).   
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traditional print scholarship.  In the Fall of 2007, the online journal KAIROS, in which 

Moxley and Meehan‟s article appears, dedicated the entire issue to Digital Scholarship.  

In it, Steven Krause considers the values of self-published websites, ones that include 

multiple modes and media, and discusses the confusion over whether or not such sites 

can count as Scholarship or scholarship and if and where such sites fit in CVs.  In the 

end, he proposes three approaches to making self-published websites count as scholarship 

for the purposes of tenure and promotion.   

Likewise, Allison Brovey Warner, in “Constructing a Tool for Assessing 

Scholarly Webtexts,” attempts to determine “how an online text can be recognized and 

valued for its scholarly legitimacy” and in doing so calls attention to the “widespread 

perception that online journal publications lack scholarly value –particularly in 

comparison to traditional print publications– and therefore they may not be recognized by 

tenure, promotion and review.”  Her study examines the web texts that are published with 

KAIROS.  She devises an assessment tool to investigate “the common conventions that 

comprise a representative group of scholarly online texts.”  She says that web texts, like 

print texts, have their conventions too, such as hyperlinks, chunking, and a form/content 

relationship.  Although these conventions differ from traditionally published scholarship 

(for instance, web texts make the form more obvious, but aids in making meaning), web 

texts deserve the same recognition as being scholarly worthy because these conventions 

hold meaning that help our understanding of the field of rhetoric and composition.  They 

deserve recognition because they are also, as in the case of KAIROS, peer reviewed. 

Questions about the legitimacy of multimodal and new media scholarship have 

not stopped some in the field from creating multimodal or new media scholarship.  Some 

http://www.emich.edu/english/details.php?dep=English&ID=85
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.1/binder.html?topoi/krause/index.html
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.1/binder.html?topoi/krause/index.html
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.1/binder.html?topoi/warner/index.html
http://kairos.technorhetoric.net/12.1/binder.html?topoi/warner/index.html
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scholars in the field are encouraging colleagues to consider the value of publishing in 

multiple modes and media.  For example, Ball, in “Show, Not Tell: The Value of New 

Media Scholarship,” makes a distinction between “scholarship about new media, which 

uses print conventions such as written text as the main mode of argument, and new media 

scholarship, which uses modes other than only written text to form an argument.”  Ball 

believes that “new media scholarship should only be applied to texts that experiment with 

and break away from linear modes of print traditions.”  She analyzes Adrian Miles‟s new 

media text as an example.  Miles‟s text forces viewers to become authors of the text as he 

provides them with images, text, and audio clips.  Viewers/authors select which paths 

they want to follow and which readings they want to participate in each time they select a 

new combination of images, texts, and audio clips.   

But, in order to create their own web texts or multimodal and new media 

scholarship like Miles‟s, for instance, instructors must know how to compose this type of 

scholarship.  What many of the above mentioned scholars note is the need for teacher 

education to include multimodal and multimedia training.  The following, from Reid, 

serves as an example of these scholars‟ calls: 

 As a specialist in new media composition, I've become accustomed over  

 the last five years to the relentless pace of emerging technologies. 

 However, for my colleagues the challenge is new. If we are to take real 

 advantage of these technologies and help our students to understand the 

 possibilities of networked media, we must infuse these practices across the 

 curriculum. As it turns out, learning the technical matters of networked 

 media composition proves to be only a minor challenge in comparison to 

http://english.ttu.edu/KAIROS/8.1/coverweb/vot/adrian/index.html
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 reshaping one's pedagogic practice. From this perspective we have only 

 begun to experiment with the implications of working in a media network 

 that cuts across our courses. 

What kinds of courses, then, are programs providing future FYC instructors to help them 

reshape their pedagogy?  In “Digital Mirrors: Multimodal Reflection in the Composition 

Classroom,” Debra Journet et al. describe a graduate seminar assignment that asks 

graduate students, and future instructors, to construct daily “reflections” using any media 

or modality (e.g., audio, video, pictures, alphabetic text) they deem appropriate.  Journet 

et al.‟s web text shows several examples of this assignment and the ways graduate 

students used multiple modes to communicate their messages.  While the goal of such a 

rhetoric and composition seminar course, as indicated by the authors, was to move the 

work they were doing into their own undergraduate teaching, not all FYC instructors 

receive degrees from Rhetoric and Composition programs, nor do instructors who already 

have degrees have the opportunity to attend such seminars. 

As explained in the next chapter, a CCCC committee, in 2005, conducted a 

“Survey of Multimodal Pedagogies in Writing Programs,” in which they asked 

participants, both faculty and graduate teaching assistants, to indicate the types of training 

they received or didn‟t receive in order to prepare them to teach multimodal assignments.  

In response to the questions “How do you get help learning new software and systems?” 

and “How do you get help planning and integrating multimodal assignments into 

classes?” the CCCC committee found that the majority of participants were self-trained 

or got help from friends, family, and colleagues at other institutions and/or listservs.  

When participants were asked about the resources they would like to suggest to programs 

http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/Digital_Mirrors/
http://www.bgsu.edu/cconline/Digital_Mirrors/
http://louisville.edu/english/facultyandstaff/department-of-english/debra-journet
http://www.compositionstudies.tcu.edu/archives/342/cccc-data/index.html
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that would make technology training more effective, the number one answer participants 

responded with was more time/opportunities to experiment with teaching/learning digital 

environments.  They also wanted more support staff and more knowledgeable faculty role 

models.  Finally, the study found teaching multimodality was a medium to low priority –

meaning that they taught multimodality whenever possible, but when it was taught, 

multimodality did not displace other writing. 

 While the field of rhetoric and composition provides insight into how 

multimodality can be taught in a FYC course, the field would benefit greatly by 

examining how other disciplines, departments, or colleges educate future instructors.  To 

demonstrate how an external examination could be a benefit, two cases are illustrative: 

“The Impact of Multimedia Cases on Preservice Teachers‟ Learning About Literacy 

Teaching: A Follow-Up Study,” by Beth Maloch and Charles Kinzer and “Preparing our 

Pre-Service English Teachers,” by Christine Denecker.  Maloch and Kinzer used surveys 

and phone interviews to find out if and how multimedia cases used in preservice literacy 

methods courses influenced preservice teachers in their first years of teaching.
13

  In their 

study they point out that the multimedia cases, enhanced with CD-ROM and computer 

technologies, displayed elementary classroom events as they occur simultaneously in 

order to show “how classroom events affect each other and influence teachers‟ 

instructional decisions” (160).  Their study concludes that the preservice teachers 

“reported that the use of multimedia cases influenced their learning, both while in their 

teacher education program and in what they found useful during their teaching” (165).  

                                                 
13

 With the use of this example, I do not mean to imply that multimodal = multimedia.  Jewitt explains, “a 

mode should not to be confused with a medium” because a medium “impacts both on what modes are made 

available and how they are made available to students in the classroom” (55).  

http://homepages.findlay.edu/denecker/DMACarticle/Preparing.html
http://homepages.findlay.edu/denecker/DMACarticle/Preparing.html
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Likewise, Denecker notes similar findings in her study, mainly, that she finds a real 

advantage to teaching pre-service English teachers how to not only read multimodal 

texts, but also how to compose them. 

 To conclude, this review of literature serves to provide a context for this study, a 

context that brings to light some of the challenges graduate teaching assistants and 

instructors face when trying to teach multimodal texts in a FYC course.  The following 

serves as an outline of the key points in this chapter: 

 1) Multimodal composition refers to the act of communicating via the use of 

 multiple modes which work purposely to create meaning.  A multimodal text is 

 only a new media text when it does not rely on the conventions of linear, 

 traditional written texts. 

 2) To be literate, one must make decisions about which abilities, modes, and 

 media are most appropriate in a moment of communication.  Understanding more 

 than one mode can help us to experience the world from more than one 

 perspective which can allow us to find new and/or multiple meanings 

 3) Despite the increase in scholarship on multimodal composition, FYC 

 instructors still lack support from writing programs.  Policies and program goals 

 need to be consistently revised to account for the demand of evolving 

 technologies.  

 4)  FYC instructors need to know how to use modes and must be trained to do so 

 in order to train students to use multiple modes.  Therefore, graduate courses and 

 faculty development must include training in composing in multiple modes. 



 

 

Chapter Three:  Research Methodology 

 

 

A „generative‟ theory is designed to unseat conventional thought and thereby open new 

and desirable alternatives for thought and action.  Rather than mapping only what is, or 

predicting future cultural trends, research becomes one means of transforming culture.  

        - Steinar Kvale, InterViews 

 

Part I and Part II of this chapter explain the research methodology and the 

methods used to answer this study‟s four research questions.  Before doing so, however, I 

want to clarify the distinction between a methodology and a method.  Sandra Harding 

writes that a methodology is a theory and analysis of how research should proceed 

whereas a method is a technique or procedure for gathering evidence during a research 

study (2).  Likewise, John Creswell notes that a methodology is a “strategy or plan of 

action that links methods to outcomes” which “governs our choice and use of methods” 

(5).  In other words, methods are acts researchers perform to gather data that answer 

research questions.  A methodology, then, is tied to epistemology, or how we know what 

we know, who can know, and what can be known.  For example, a study is deemed a 

quantitative study when it is based on a more positivistic or Aristotelian theory of how 

we know what we know.  Quantitative studies rest on the belief that knowledge is 

somewhere out there for us to discover, often using inferential analysis and statistics to 

discover what the order is.  Creswell links quantitative to the scientific view that research
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 must involve objective inquiry where data, evidence, and objective considerations shape 

knowledge (6-7).  On the other hand, a study is deemed qualitative when it rests on the 

idea that knowledge is socially constructed.  Researchers are particularly interested in 

human interaction, and meanings are constructed by humans as they engage with the 

world based on their social perspective (Creswell 9).  In other words, qualitative studies 

focus on examining the knowledge that is created when humans work and converse 

together.  However, the debate over the distinction between quantitative and qualitative 

exists throughout the history of research, and the history of composition research is no 

different. 

As Creswell goes on to acknowledge, researchers do not necessarily need to 

choose either a quantitative or qualitative methodology.  Research practices can exist 

somewhere on a continuum between these two methodologies (Creswell 4).  In fact, as 

Bridwell-Bowles writes, “sorting out „types‟ of composition research and their shared 

assumptions, like all dichotomies and systems of classification, are often simplistic, 

reductive, and misleading” (101).  Both Creswell and Bridwell-Bowles acknowledge that 

sometimes research calls for a methodology that is more complicated and complex, one 

that can utilize both quantitative and qualitative methods.  While I have chosen to title 

Parts I and II of this chapter quantitative and qualitative respectively, I do so largely for 

organizational purposes, not to exacerbate a false dichotomy between them.  Like Cindy 

Johanek, I recognize that quantitative and qualitative can become stereotypes that ignore 

the complex situations of research.  A case study, for example, deemed qualitative, could 

have quantitative data, and a quantitative work could have descriptive qualities (Johanek 

25).  
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Due to the nature of this study‟s research questions, a third methodology, mixed 

methods, was necessary because the practices needed to answer the research questions 

exist on the continuum between the methodologies of quantitative and qualitative.  

Heather Dunning writes the following about the mixed methods approach: 

  The mixed method approach was originally the outgrowth of the   

  „triangulation of methods‟ movement. The main goal of triangulation is to  

  confirm a study‟s results by using qualitative and quantitative methods.  A 

  mixed method approach, however, goes beyond the initial goal of   

  triangulation…using multiple methods to also gain a better understanding  

  (comprehension) of results, discover new perspectives or develop new  

  measurement tools.  Thus, there are two broad goals of using mixed  

  methods –confirmation and comprehension of results. (147) 

Since the purpose for this project was to gain a better understanding as well as to discover 

new perspectives about teaching multimodal assignments, a mixed methods approach 

was most appropriate.  While Gesa Kirsch writes in “Methodological Pluralism: 

Epistemological Issues,” that composition research “invites methodological pluralism,” 

she explains the concerns that researchers might have about using multiple methods in 

composition research (255).  For example, Kirsch notes the tension that exists between 

the different methodologies, stemming from their underlying epistemologies mentioned 

above, and how that tension can affect composition research.  But, Kirsch points out that 

when employing methodological pluralism, tensions can help composition researchers 

develop a better understanding of the research because tensions can actually help to 

“enrich discussions, stimulate new research, and open up new areas of inquiry” (255).  
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By answering the research questions using mixed methods, this study would do just that, 

open up new areas of inquiry in composition research.   

 The use of mixed methods research resembles the contextualist research paradigm 

as described by Johanek in Composing Research: A Contextualist Paradigm for Rhetoric 

and Composition.  Such a paradigm encourages researchers to investigate “research not 

simply as „qualitative‟ or „quantitative,‟ but –simply, and more broadly defined –as 

research: research conducted in contexts that may produce varied processes/decisions and 

products/forms” (186).  In mixed methods research, researchers can choose multiple 

approaches in collecting and analyzing data because mixed methods research aligns more 

readily with pragmatic views of knowledge, in that the world is not seen “as an absolute 

unity” (Creswell 12).  As Kvale notes, “a pragmatic approach implies that truth is 

whatever assists us to take actions that produce the desired results” (250).  To best answer 

the research questions, multiple approaches for collecting data were chosen since “mixed 

method strategies afford special opportunities to use multiple sources of information from 

multiple approaches to gain new insights” (Axinn and Pearce 1).  The two approaches 

chosen for this study included an online survey and follow-up interviews.  

 The approaches in this study are similar to those undertaken by Lisa Ede and 

Andrea Lunsford in their research study on collaboration in the workplace as outlined in 

their text Singular Texts/Plural Authors.  Their research methods were ones that allowed 

them, in their words, to see and resee, circle and recircle.  Seeing and reseeing, circling 

and recircling was helpful to them in critically examining their own research methods 

because they did not just want to choose and pick those that only served their interests 

(131).  To best answer their research questions, they decided at first that collecting 

http://oregonstate.edu/cla/english/lisa-ede
http://english.stanford.edu/bio.php?name_id=79
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enough empirical information would suffice.  However, they realized they could not rely 

solely on empirical research methods to describe their respondents, but needed to rely on 

“historical, theoretical, and pedagogical sources as well” (130).  They then choose to 

conduct surveys because they needed to collect a lot of data, but they also choose 

interviews to elaborate on and to paint a picture of what they found in their surveys.   

 

Part I:  Quantitative Research 

 Since the approach in this study was similarly a pragmatic one, I conducted an 

online survey aimed at both graduate teaching assistants and instructors who teach FYC.  

I place survey research in the category of what Lauer and Asher call “quantitative 

descriptive studies” because “they allow researchers to describe patterns within data or 

respondents” (Bridwell-Bowles 105).  In Composition Research: Empirical Designs, 

Lauer and Asher define a survey as describing “a large group, a population, of people, 

compositions, English courses, teachers, or classrooms, in terms of a sample, a smaller 

part of that group” (54).  Looking closely at the patterns in the data collected from a 

sample of the large population of graduate teaching assistants and faculty, I was able to 

answer my first three research questions:   

1) In what ways do graduate teaching assistants and faculty teach multimodal 

assignments in FYC courses? 

2) Are graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract faculty equally as likely 

as assistant, associate, and full professors to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses? 
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3) What kinds of training do graduate teaching assistants and faculty receive to 

prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?  

 Because qualitative case studies involve observing a small number of individuals, 

using a case study was not a possibility for this study.  Observing one or two graduate 

teaching assistants and instructors would not adequately reflect what the majority of 

graduate teaching assistants and instructors do in writing classrooms throughout the 

country nor would it indicate if the majority of graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and 

contract faculty were equally as likely to teach multimodal assignments as assistant, 

associate, and full professors.  As Bridwell-Bowles points out, a major disadvantage of 

using a case study is “the lack of generalizability” because “the events reported about an 

individual may or may not reflect the patterns that might be found across large groups” 

(107).  Therefore, surveying a larger population than a population size of one or two used 

in a case study would be best in discovering whether or not graduate teaching assistants 

were equally as likely as instructors to teach multimodal projects, if graduate teaching 

assistants and faculty taught multimodal assignments, and what kinds of training they 

received.  So, a case study approach would not have worked because I wanted to know 

what graduate teaching assistants and faculty did at a variety of different schools, from 

community colleges and large universities across the country.   

 The purpose of a survey, as Lauer and Asher point out, is “to make large 

descriptive tasks possible with a minimum of cost and effort” (54).  For example, not 

having to travel to each institution, which a case study would require, greatly reduces the 

cost of the project.  Because participants in the survey would indicate their home 

institutions, I could research the institutions and draw comparisons between them without 
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having to travel there.  Although a case study would have been difficult and timely to 

conduct at each institution, the reason for conducting a survey was not based on reducing 

travel time and costs alone.  The descriptive statistics on which to base the interviews and 

the data needed to answer the first three research questions were more efficiently and 

effectively gathered by survey questions.  And, I needed to survey a wide range of 

people, institutions, teacher types, and students in order to find the best data on which to 

build the interview questions.  In other words, the survey data would provide a broad 

sampling so that I could then identify the best places to probe for specific data in the 

interviews. 

While the first three research questions seek quantitative data that can be 

measured in numbers, not all quantitative studies seek only numeric data.  Open-ended 

questions that measured attitudes and opinions in the survey (coupled with data collected 

from the follow-up interviews) were needed, since the goals for this study were to paint a 

picture of the types of practices graduate teaching assistants and instructors employed and 

to identify their perceptions and assumptions.  For example, asking a question such as “If 

you have any anxieties about teaching multimodal assignments, please describe them,” 

could answer the second research question by providing more information about whether 

or not graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract faculty are equally as likely as 

assistant, associate, and full professors to teach multimodal assignments.  Although, 

open-ended questions do align more closely with qualitative research, like, for instance, 

the types of questions asked during a case study interview.  Bridwell-Bowles notes that in 

a case study a researcher provides “lifelike descriptions of events” which is something 

this study hoped to accomplish with some of the questions asked in the survey and 
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follow-up interviews (106).   But, Bridwell-Bowles, who relies on Witte, goes on to point 

out that “composition can embrace qualitative studies and their „logic of discovery,‟ as 

well as quantitative studies and their „logic of validation‟” (101).  She writes, for 

example, the difference between quantitative and qualitative research can lie in “the 

degree to which researchers allow themselves to speculate about meaning and bias” 

(100).  Qualitative beliefs about truth can be evident in quantitative research which is 

why a mixed methods approach lies somewhere on the continuum between the two 

extremes.  Some of the questions asked in the survey, for instance, were better able to 

paint a picture of the kinds of training and preparation graduate teaching assistants and 

faculty received in order to help them teach multimodal projects in FYC courses at their 

institutions 

Part II of this chapter explicates qualitative research, particularly pointing out the 

methods of interviewing.  However, the remainder of Part I clarifies the procedures the 

survey used to collect and analyze the data from the online survey, particularly noting 

how and to whom the survey online reached.  Since an online survey is a relatively new 

approach in composition studies research, I first explain online survey methods by 

discussing my own experience working with online surveys.  Then, I examine two 

previous online surveys in the field, describe the creation of this study‟s survey and 

survey questions, and finally, I outline the data analysis process.  

 

Online Survey Research 

 Using survey research in the field of composition studies is not a new approach in 

methodology.  In 1987, North notes that over 200 surveys had been completed between 
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1963 and 1987 in the field of composition studies (139).  However, using online surveys 

to conduct research in composition studies is relatively new, and continuously evolving, 

thanks in part to the ongoing development of computer technologies.  Like Ball State 

University, many universities now have online survey software programs for faculty and 

students to create their own survey research.  However, many free programs online 

enable anyone to conduct an online survey.  Some of these programs include:  

www.freeonlinesurveys.com, www.surveymonkey.com, www.zoomerang.com, and 

www.polldaddy.com.  Using www.freeonlinesurveys.com was the best option for this 

study since I had previously conducted an online survey for the First-Year Writing 

Program at Ball State and had written an article for Teaching English in the Two-Year 

College (TETYC) about using www.freeonlinesurveys.com in the classroom. 

 To better explicate how online surveys are effective in the field of rhetoric and 

composition, I start with a description of two online surveys that served as a basis and 

inspiration for this study:  Anthony Atkins‟s 2004 dissertation, Digital Deficit: Literacy, 

Technology, and Teacher Training in Rhetoric and Composition Programs and “Survey 

of Multimodal Pedagogies in Writing Programs,” an online survey conducted by a 

committee created by a CCCC Research Initiative Grant.  

 First, Atkins‟s online survey investigates how graduate programs in composition 

and rhetoric prepare teaching assistants and faculty to teach new literacies, especially 

with digital technologies.  The three research questions that drive his study are: 

1) Are graduate programs in rhetoric and composition offering preparation for 

teaching new literacies, especially with digital technology? If so, what is the 

nature of that training? 

http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
http://www.surveymonkey.com/
http://www.zoomerang.com/
http://www.polldaddy.com/
http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
http://www.uncw.edu/english/facultystaff/atkins.html
http://www.compositionstudies.tcu.edu/archives/342/cccc-data/index.html
http://www.compositionstudies.tcu.edu/archives/342/cccc-data/index.html
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2) Does the faculty within a program perceive that training to be effective?  Is that 

training perceived to be effective by graduate students? 

3) How do individual programs shape their graduate technology training to reflect 

and manifest specific programmatic agendas and goals? (18) 

While he conducts case studies to help him answer his last question, he uses an online 

survey designed to answer the first two questions.  However, weaknesses in his survey 

research methods exist.  For example, to solicit participants for his survey, Atkins relied 

on distributing the survey link on listservs, at a conference, and by contacting, via email 

and flyers, some faculty and students within the target population.  He does not indicate 

in his report exactly how many of the approximate population of 1,770 (both graduate 

students and faculty in current rhetoric and composition doctoral programs) he directly 

contacted.  Three hundred and forty-four people responded to some aspect of his survey, 

although Atkins admits he was only able to use 113 surveys.  Moreover, he does not 

indicate if he sent out follow-up emails reminding potential participants to take the 

survey, so readers are not clear how many attempts he made to enlist participants.   

Although Atkins‟s dissertation focuses on digital technologies, the CCCC 

research initiative broadens the scope to measure if and how the Composition Studies 

profession is teaching multimodal composition, which includes teaching with digital 

technologies.  In “Integrating Multimodality into Composition Curricula: Survey 

Methodology and Results from CCCC Research Grant,” Daniel Anderson explains the 

committee‟s methodology as well as the results and implications of the study.  Anderson 

writes that, “Our goal was to learn more about what Composition teachers were doing 

with multimodal composing, what technologies they used in support of composing 

http://english.unc.edu/faculty/andersond.html
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multimodal texts, and how faculty and administrators perceived efforts to introduce 

multimodal composition into departmental curricula and professional development” (4).  

The survey‟s strength and weakness is that it asks 141 questions, a rather extensive 

number of questions that could have potentially gathered a vast amount of data, providing 

a broad picture of the field.  However, the majority of their questions received less than 

fifty responses, a relatively small number. 

 As the CCCC‟s committee notes, their survey did have other limitations as well.  

First, the committee recognizes that the survey did not reach as broad of an audience as 

they initially wanted to; instead they write “the sample was neither randomly selected nor 

systematically representative of the larger population we hoped to reach, and it was 

skewed toward individuals in four-year institutions and research universities who were 

actively writing about multimodal composing” (7).  In their conclusions, they also note 

other limitations, such as the difficulty for respondents to describe how they teach 

multimodality when they teach it differently in different classes at different campuses.  

For example, if one instructor taught FYC at one location and technical writing at a 

satellite campus, the survey did not allow for the instructor to indicate the differences in 

teaching multimodality in both courses at different campuses.  The instructor had to 

either choose to answer the questions based on one teaching experience, or somehow 

combine both experiences (even if they were different) to form an answer.  Since the 

study did not focus specifically on FYC classes, respondents teaching multiple courses at 

multiple campuses did not provide a clear representation of how FYC instructors teach 

multimodality in the FYC classroom.  And, finally, in identifying the technologies used 
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by instructors, the researchers do not mention any of the technologies identified by the 

Horizon Report as being key emerging technologies helpful in multimodal composition. 

 

My Survey 

Creswell writes that “a survey design provides a quantitative or numeric 

description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that 

population” (153).  In the field of rhetoric and composition, surveys play an important 

role in research.  For example, surveys provide a statistical snapshot of conditions at a 

certain moment in time.  They can indicate, for instance, trends in teaching methods.  

And, they can also measure attitudes and opinions about what a FYC course should be 

and how FYC pedagogy should be shaped. 

Since better teaching and graduate preparation is an outcome for this study, this 

study is built upon Atkins‟s research, though it seeks a higher participation rate in the 

survey.  For example, to ensure a greater participation I contacted a larger number of 

schools as opposed to just relying on personal contacts, posting a survey link on listservs, 

and making calls at conferences.  Although, this study did use personal contacts, links on 

listservs, and calls at conferences in addition to contacting schools directly.  But, this 

study also builds on the research of the CCCC‟s committee in order to learn more about 

teaching multimodal assignments, specifically in FYC classrooms.  Since their survey 

was rather large (they asked 141 questions), they were unable to obtain a higher 

participation.  And, because they did not specify which classes respondents should keep 

in mind when responding –for example only FYC classes– the CCCC researchers were 

also unable to garner consistent answers nor able to draw conclusions about FYC.  Thus, 
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the study was limited to a small, but adequate number of questions that focused only on 

FYC. 

Floyd Fowler writes that the methodologies of sampling, designing questions, and 

collecting data, or the total survey design approach, must be questioned in order to 

determine the “quality of a survey and the credibility of a particular data set”  (8).  What 

follows then, is an explanation of how the sample was identified, the survey questions 

were designed, and the collection and analysis of the survey data was planned.   

 

Sample 

   Before distributing the survey online, though, the total population, or N, from 

which to take a sample, needed to be determined.  To determine the number of four-year 

institutions in the U.S. with PhD programs in Composition and Rhetoric, I turned to the 

Association of Departments of English (ADE) website.  This site listed 150 institutions 

that have PhD programs in English.
14

  To determine the number of community colleges 

in the U.S., I turned to the University of Texas at Austin‟s listing of community colleges 

by state.  At the time of this study, this site listed a total of 1,144 community colleges in 

the United States.  Because a total of 1,294 schools (150 plus 1,144) were identified, the 

potential population of institutions for this survey was rather large.   

According to Lauer and Asher, once a population size is determined, researchers 

then figure out “the size and type of sample by considering the question of feasibility: the 

number of units from which they can carefully collect good data and which they can 

                                                 
14

 Brown et al. used this site for their 2004 survey of English studies programs in rhetoric and composition 

studies, though they note that the site listed 179 PhD and 216 MA programs in English in 2004. 

http://www.utexas.edu/world/comcol/state/
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adequately analyze” (58).  Sampling, as Lauer and Asher go on to explain, “reduces to 

manageable size with reasonable results what otherwise might have been an almost 

impossible descriptive study” (59).  To reduce the population size to a more manageable 

sample size, I decided upon a mixed approach.  While this study needed a sample that 

was large enough (because the larger the sample the smaller the confidence limits), it 

needed a sample that was small enough to garner a high rate of good quality responses 

(Lauer and Asher 59-67).  To distribute to all of the schools in this population would 

have been difficult, time consuming, and not very feasible.  So, I had to choose a sample 

that was more economical, yet still sufficiently adequate and reflective of the total 

population.   

To begin determining the sample from the large population of institutions, I first 

contacted, via email, the FYC directors of the 55 universities that responded to Brown et 

al.‟s 2004 survey.  The decision to contact these 55 universities in particular was based 

on three factors:  1) Since these institutions participated in Brown et al.‟s survey, they 

would be likely to participate in my study.  2) Because these schools are from all over the 

United States, they would be an adequate reflection of the total population of graduate 

schools in the country.  And, 3) since the study sought feedback from a large number of 

graduate teaching assistants and faculty, these schools with PhD programs were chosen 

because they have more graduate teaching assistants and faculty than schools that just 

have MA programs.
15

   

                                                 
15

 I realized that in choosing these 55 universities, I left out universities that do not have PhD programs, but 

I felt I would have a better chance of gathering the appropriate data from the 55 universities mentioned in 

Brown et al.‟s study for the reasons listed in Chapter 3.  
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So, in the Spring of 2009, I sent the directors and/or department chairs an email, 

asking them to distribute my survey to graduate teaching assistants and FYC instructors 

at their school in the Fall of 2009.  Of the 55 directors and/or department chairs that I 

contacted, 47 initially responded.
16

  Responses I received ranged from “I am currently 

serving as the director of composition in our Department of Rhetoric and Writing and 

would be happy to work with you on your research this coming fall” to “Sorry, we will 

not be able to participate.”  For those contacted who were a little hesitant or unsure about 

the request to participate, I spent time in the Spring of 2009 exchanging emails to clarify 

any questions they had and provided them with a description of the survey.  

Then, to determine the sample of community colleges, this study relied on the 

University of Texas Austin‟s listing.  I chose to survey community colleges because they 

typically have a large population of adjuncts and contract faculty members.  Since 

contacting all 1,144 institutions on the University of Texas Austin‟s listing would not 

have been feasible, I chose to contact the FYC director at one community college in each 

state and ask them directly if he/she would be willing to distribute the survey‟s link in the 

fall.  Choosing one community college in each state helped avoid responses from only 

one area of the country, which would not have been an adequate reflection of the total 

population.  The selection for choosing the community college in each state was based on 

access to FYC directors‟ contact information, such as an email address and a phone 

number.  Of the 50 directors contacted, 36 initially responded.   

                                                 
16

 Instructors and graduate teaching assistants from 23 of these 47 institutions responded.  Those 

institutions are marked by an * in Appendix H. 
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Combining the universities with the community colleges that had agreed to 

participate, then, the starting population was 83 institutions in the Spring of 2009.  Since 

the starting population was of schools and not of participants, initially, I decided that I 

would be able to determine the number of participants reached if I asked each FYC 

director at each of the institutions to tell me the number of graduate teaching assistants 

and faculty that were in a program when the survey was distributed in the Fall of 2009.  

This, however, proved a little difficult for several reasons.  First, only fifteen of my 

contacts at universities and fourteen of my contacts at community colleges gave me an 

exact number when the survey was sent to them to distribute in the Fall of 2009.  Second, 

some of the directors who said they would participate in the Spring said they could no 

longer participate when I contacted them in the fall.  Third, some directors in the Fall did 

not respond at all or distribute the survey.  Fourth, some directors distributed the survey, 

but would not respond to my email or did by copying me with their email to those on an 

email list.  And, finally, some of the directors did not know the exact number because 

they distributed it to listservs and were not exactly sure who had access to them or if they 

were still teaching FYC.  The following chapter talks more specifically about which 

institutions did and did not participate. 

Furthermore, to account for the “no” responses that inevitably would happen 

when surveying and to give those graduate teaching assistants and faculty at institutions 

who were not contacted directly a chance to participate, I relied on another approach to 

reach potential respondents, an approach similar to the one used by the CCCC‟s 
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committee and by Atkins.
17

  First, I posted or had someone post a link to the survey on 

two listservs: Writing Program Administration (WPA) and KAIROS News, a weblog for 

discussing rhetoric, technology, and pedagogy.  Calls for participation at the TYCA 

Midwest Conference in October 2009 and at NCTE‟s annual conference in November 

2009 were also made.  And, finally, I relied on the help of my fellow colleagues by 

asking them to contact those in the field with whom they were personally connected and 

those I had not targeted via the means listed above.    

While the type of sampling described above is what Creswell calls a 

nonprobability sample or convenience sample, it was the best method for reaching 

potential respondents.  Although I did recognize that this type of sampling was vulnerable 

to a self-selection bias, since those who teach multimodal assignments would probably be 

more likely to participate in a survey about multimodal assignments, I could not have 

used a different sampling method, such as a stratified random sampling recommended by 

Umbach and Creswell.  Given the large number of potential respondents and not knowing 

exactly who these respondents were, a stratified random sample would not have worked.   

Unlike the CCCC‟s committee‟s survey, the survey in this study (and interviews) 

only focuses on FYC classrooms taught at both four-year and two-year institutions.  

Because of time, travel, and financial constraints, using an online survey was best in 

order to reach this rather large population.  Mailing a paper-based survey, logistically and 

economically, would not have been very effective since I would have spent a great 

amount of time and money putting together letters, collecting addresses, and waiting for 

                                                 
17

 Lauer and Asher write that “a sample should be somewhat larger to allow confidence limits to be based 

on the actual number responding” in order “to accommodate” a lack of response (67).   
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respondents to mail their surveys back.  Instead, the Internet and 

www.freeonlinesurveys.com was more convenient.   

So, locating the graduate teaching assistants and faculty who teach FYC 

throughout the country (along with their contact information) would have been difficult, 

particularly since not one up to date central or complete listing of them all exists.  

However, to summarize, I was confident that using several methods to reach potential 

participants would yield a diverse population for this survey.  Going into the data 

collection process, I expected to receive between 400 and 500 completed surveys from 

instructors at community colleges, instructors at universities, and graduate teaching 

assistants at universities across America. 

 

Designing Questions 

 To develop my survey questions (see Appendix D), this study relied on the 

research of Fowler, Creswell, and Umbach.  Fowler defines good questions as those 

questions which “maximize the relationship between the answers recorded and what the 

researcher is trying to measure” (76).  In other words, in order for valid survey research, 

the questions needed to measure what I thought they should measure.  Umbach warns 

that while “recent technological advances have made it easier than ever to conduct a 

survey,” using Web surveys could potentially lead researchers to become “complacent 

about best practices in survey design and implementation” (99).  To prevent this, he 

suggests, researchers should “consider all of the types of error introduced in the survey 

life cycle and seek ways to reduce it” (99).  Likewise, to avoid measurement error, 

Umbach suggests, evaluating survey questions by convening focus groups, consulting 

http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
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with experts, conducting cognitive interviews, and pretesting questionnaires (94).  

Creswell, furthermore, agrees that testing is important because it helps “to establish the 

content validity of an instrument and to improve questions, format, and the scales” (158).  

As Atkins and the CCCC committee did, I tested my initial online survey questions 

during a pilot study consisting of both faculty and graduate teaching assistants.
18

  To gain 

diverse feedback, the pilot study was conducted with two groups, one at Ball State 

University, a four-year Midwest institution with a Ph.D. program in rhetoric and 

composition and the other at Ivy Tech Community College, a large Indiana two-year 

community college.  The respondents were graduate teaching assistants and faculty 

members who taught FYC courses at Ball State and three writing instructors who taught 

FYC courses at Ivy Tech Community College.  Based on the feedback from the group, 

along with the feedback from my committee, the initial questions were revised several 

times.    

 The study‟s survey instrument uses two types of questions: closed ended 

questions and open ended questions.  According to Fowler, closed ended questions 

provide participants with a list of acceptable answers from which they can choose their 

response whereas open ended questions do not (87).  When possible, closed ended 

questions were used since Fowler says that closed questions are better because: 

                                                 
18

 Before I conducted my pilot study and before I administered the survey and conducted follow-up 

interviews, I sought permission from my institution‟s IRB.  I realized that I had an ethical obligation to 

those who would participate in my study.  As Paul Anderson suggests, one must make sure participants are 

fully aware of the purpose of the study, what they will be asked to do, what risks are involved, and what 

they length of time the study will take (68).  Therefore, before participants took my survey, I explained 

what the purpose of the study was, that their responses would be kept anonymous, and that the survey 

would take approximately ten to fifteen minutes.   

http://www.bsu.edu/irb/
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1) The respondent can perform more reliably the task of answering the question 

when response alternatives are given. 

2) The researcher can perform more reliably the task of interpreting the meaning 

of answers when the alternatives are given to the respondent. 

3) When a completely open question is asked, many people give relatively rare 

answers that are not analytically useful.  Providing respondents with a 

constrained number of answer options increases the likelihood that there will 

be enough people giving any particular answer to be analytically interesting. 

(78)  

Epistemologically speaking, information gathered from closed ended questions allows 

researchers to gain a better understanding of the population since they lead to statistical 

analysis.  By analyzing the statistics generated by the data, researchers can draw 

comparisons. 

However, the survey instrument also included open ended questions that provided 

an opportunity for respondents to elaborate and describe their responses.  The 

information gathered in open ended questions also provided background information for 

the statistical information gathered in closed ended questions and for follow-up interview 

questions.  The type of information sought in open ended questions would not be 

available in closed ended questions.   

 

“Introduction” 

In the pilot study, an introduction to the survey (see Appendix E) was included in 

order to inform the participants what the survey was about and how long it would take 
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them to complete.  Letting respondents know up front how much of their time the survey 

would take up was important because online surveys are popular and sometimes, as a 

result, are overlooked.  The survey was approximately ten to fifteen minutes in length so 

that participants would not feel overburden.  In the pilot study, the description of the 

survey‟s length and time commitment was placed last in the introduction after an 

explanation of the purpose of the survey.  After the pilot study, this description was 

moved to the beginning of the introduction so that participants would know right away 

how long the survey would take.  

Following the description of the survey‟s length and time commitment, 

participants were given a brief two sentence explanation of the survey‟s purpose so that 

participants would know the reason for the survey.  Because the purpose of the study was 

to investigate the ways graduate teaching assistants and instructors teach multimodal 

assignments in First-Year Composition (FYC) courses as well as to investigate the 

current preparation practices in the field of rhetoric and composition that help or hinder 

graduate teaching assistants and instructors in teaching multimodal assignments in FYC 

courses, a definition of multimodal assignments was included in the introduction.  

Originally, a definition of multimodal assignments did not appear in the introduction 

because the nature of what makes a text a multimodal text is interpreted differently by 

many scholars in the field, as noted in Chapter 2.  But, after the pilot study, the inclusion 

of a definition was necessary.  Almost all of the participants in the pilot study said that 

defining multimodal would be helpful for those completing the survey.  Therefore, in the 

introduction, the following definition appeared: “Multimodal assignments could be 

defined as those assignments that ask students to compose using multiple modalities such 
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as audio, video, still images, alphabetic writing and so forth.”  The introduction did not 

define multimodal assignments more exclusively because such a general definition would 

serve the purpose of guiding respondents (as the pilot study respondents suggested) 

without dictating specific concepts that might overly determine the data respondents of 

the larger survey might be prone to provide.  For the most part, the participants used the 

definition to answer the survey, though a few still made comments that they did not know 

what a multimodal assignment was despite my definition in the introduction to the 

survey.  I was able to locate those and depending on the question, I did not count their 

responses.  More will be said about this later in this and the following chapters. 

Also, in the introduction of the survey, a brief statement about how to answer the 

survey questions was also incorporated.  Because the CCCC‟s committee survey failed to 

ask participants to answer their survey‟s questions based on their experiences teaching 

only FYC courses at one institution, rather than teaching a combination of both upper and 

lower division classes at multiple institutions, the CCCC‟s committee could not make any 

substantive conclusions regarding how instructors taught multimodal assignments in FYC 

classrooms at one institution.  To avoid this mistake, I asked participants to base their 

responses on their experiences only teaching FYC courses (such as basic writing, 

developmental writing, research writing, expository writing, and/or 

persuasive/argumentative writing) at one institution. If an instructor taught at more than 

one institution, she or he could have taken the survey again and answered the questions 

based on her or his experience at another institution.  
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Finally, at the end of the introduction, respondents were given contact information 

for my dissertation chair and myself as well as contact information for Ball State‟s 

Institutional Review Board, which granted me permission to conduct this study. 

 

“The Questions” 

The first five questions of the survey helped identify characteristics of the 

participant‟s demographics and provided background information.  These five questions 

were modeled after CCCC‟s survey; however, since the survey focused on FYC, 

respondents recorded their answers based only on their FYC teaching experiences.  In 

Question 1, participants identified the type of instructor they were by selecting from the 

following categories:  full professor, assistant professor, associate professor, graduate 

student teaching at same school they are enrolled at, graduate student teaching at a 

different school, adjunct/part time instructor, contract/non tenure track and other.  Since 

each institution has their own ranking system, I choose categories that were most 

common.  However, besides the contract/non tenure track category, these categories do 

not distinguish which faculty are tenure track faculty and which are not.  As I will show 

in the following chapter, this lack of distinguishment proved difficult in the analysis of 

the data. 

A few weeks before the survey went out, one last minute change was made to 

Question 1 of the survey: “Which best describes you now? Check all that apply.”  

Originally, I had planned to only list common titles of positions held by faculty and 

graduate teaching assistants.  However, one member of my dissertation committee 

suggested adding another option to this question: “I‟ve never taught FYC courses until 
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this semester.”  I had not considered whether or not knowing if a participant was a first 

time FYC instructor made a difference or not.  In the end, adding this option would 

further provide a greater understanding of those who do and do not teach multimodal 

assignments.  So, after receiving IRB approval, the change to Question 1 was made.  This 

proved valuable because the question (even though it only asked if they never taught 

before and not if they were not teaching now) helped to indicate if any participant who 

was not teaching FYC courses at the present time of the survey, yet still answered the 

survey anyway.  This was the case with Vanessa, one of the participants in the interviews 

(see Chapter 5). 

Question 2, then, asked participants to write in where they teach composition 

courses, and Question 3 specifically listed FYC courses that participants could select.  In 

the pilot study, classes were not listed and instead Question 3 asked participants to 

describe the FYC courses they taught.  But, after reviewing the findings of the pilot 

study, I realized that some participants just listed the course name and number.  Looking 

up these courses to verify if they were in fact FYC courses and what kind of FYC courses 

they were would be difficult and time consuming since each school had a different name 

and number associated with FYC courses.  Instead, participants could choose from a list 

of common descriptions of FYC courses, although they did have the option to select 

“other” if participants still wanted to specify name and number.     

Questions 6 through 12 were specifically designed to measure the second research 

question:  “Are graduate teaching assistants equally as likely as faculty to teach 

multimodal assignments in FYC courses?”  To answer this question, the survey needed to 

measure graduate teaching assistants and faculty‟s attitudes and opinions about teaching 
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multimodal assignments in FYC courses, and I needed to determine if they felt teaching 

such assignments was important.  For example, the survey included a Likert Scale in 

Question 7 to find out how graduate students and faculty measure the importance of using 

multimodal assignments in teaching writing.  A comparison of their responses could then 

be made to see if both of these populations felt the same way.  Likewise, Question 8 was 

designed to give participants an opportunity to indicate the limitations they felt hindered 

an instructor‟s ability to teach multimodal assignments.  Again, a comparison of their 

responses could indicate if the two populations had similar views.  During the pilot study, 

though, respondents were originally asked if they had any “anxieties” about teaching 

multimodal assignments, but after reviewing the feedback from the pilot study, the word 

“anxieties” was replaced with “limitations” in order to further clarify the information 

requested by this question. 

  Before asking questions that would help answer the first research question (“In 

what ways do graduate teaching assistants and faculty teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses?”) I needed to know whether or not graduate teaching assistants and 

instructors were in fact teaching multimodal assignments.  After reworking the order of 

the questions several times and based on the results of the pilot study and discussions 

with committee members, Question 12, was designed to ask participants how often 

during a semester they assign a multimodal assignment.  This question fit best in the 

middle of the survey because if this question was first, respondents who did not teach 

multimodal assignments would not have provided valuable data.  If participants did not 

teach multimodal assignments and indicated this on Question 12, then there would have 

been no reason to answer Questions 13 through 18 since these questions specifically 
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sought to indicate the ways these two populations taught multimodal assignments.  

Therefore, these participants were asked to skip ahead to the final question.  Question 12 

proved to be the key question in this survey because it determined whether or not 

instructors taught multimodal assignments, and in analyzing the data, Question 12 was 

most often compared with the other questions on the survey. 

 Questions 13 and 14 were the most difficult questions to craft and required the 

most time testing different versions of them.  For the pilot study, these questions were 

actually three separate questions.  The first of which asked participants to describe what 

texts they and their students used to complete multimodal assignments.  The responses in 

the pilot study were not bad or confusing responses as they were all names of textbooks.  

However, many of the respondents could have specified other texts, such as web texts or 

articles.  Thus, in the final survey, the wording was changed to instead prompt 

participants to consider other resources besides textbooks, like handbooks, articles, 

library resources, and so forth.  In the end, Question 13 looked like this: 

 

Figure 3: Question 13 
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While Chapter 4 will talk more specifically about the data collected from this question in 

the next chapter, Question 13 could have been constructed differently to make the 

analysis of the answers easier.  In the final form above, Question 13 made sifting through 

the responses difficult and time consuming because the design of the question would not 

allow for www.freeonlinesurveys.com to graph or sort responses into categories like it 

had for other questions on the survey.  The responses had to be sifted through one by one 

and placed into a category.   

 After inquiring about texts graduate teaching assistants and instructors used, in the 

pilot study, pilot study participants were prompted to describe the other resources that 

they and their students used to help complete multimodal assignments.  However, when 

comparing this question to a later question that asked participants to list the technologies 

they used to teach multimodal assignments, I received some overlapping and conflicting 

data, not just from the actual survey findings, but also from the feedback I received from 

the pilot study participants themselves.  For example, several pilot study respondents 

listed several things as resources on one question and then listed them again as 

technologies on another question.  To avoid inconclusive data and to clarify the two 

questions, they were combined into one question.  Instead of prompting participants to 

list their own resources or technologies, in Question 14, respondents were provided a list 

of specific technologies.  This list was based on the technologies identified by New 

Media Consortium‟s 2008 Horizon Report as well as those listed by those in my pilot 

study.  In case participants did not use any of these on the list, an “other” option for 

which they could then list their own was included.  As indicated in the previous 

paragraph, to measure what other resources besides textbooks that participants used to 

http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
http://www.nmc.org/horizon/
http://www.nmc.org/horizon/
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teach multimodal assignments, the word “resources” replaced the word “texts” in 

Question 13 to give participants who did not rely solely on texts, as in textbooks, to 

indicate so. 

 Question 15 was another tricky question.  For the pilot study, respondents were 

requested to rank modes used by students most often in completing multimodal 

assignments.  They were given a scale from 1 to 9, where 1 = most often and 9 = least 

often.  This was confusing for some of the pilot study participants because some of them 

indicated that they did not have the option to not rank the modes that students did not use 

at all in their classrooms.  After the pilot study, this question was changed to a Likert 

Scale which gave participants the option of choosing “never used” when appropriate. 

 Questions 16 through 18 continued to answer the second research question.  

Question 16 prompted participants to consider the terms as identified by Rice, Williams, 

Selfe, Ball and Moeller (see Appendix F).  Since a part of teaching any assignment 

requires instructors to assess what it is students are doing or have done, Question 17 told 

participants to indicate whether or not they used their own rubric, a department rubric, or 

no rubric to assess major and/or minor multimodal assignments.  Question 18 was based 

on Ball and Moeller‟s contention that form and content are not split and should therefore 

be taught as functioning together. 

 The last two questions of the survey were designed to help answer the final two 

research questions: “What kinds of training do graduate teaching assistants and faculty 

receive to prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?”  And, “Do 

graduate teaching assistants and faculty feel the kinds of training they receive adequately 

prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?  If not, what needs to 
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change?”  Question 19 specifically asked:  “In what ways do you learn teaching strategies 

to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?”  While Question 20 simply wanted 

participants to indicate whether or not they were willing to participate in a follow-up 

interview, it was an important question as it helped answer the fourth research question.   

 Question 20 also needed to follow the first 19 questions which were designed to 

gather statistical data to test a hypothesis, as often the case in quantitative research.  The 

next step in answering the four research questions needed to be a qualitative one.  

Question 20, then, made this shift possible.  As mentioned earlier, qualitative researchers 

sometimes closely align with a social constructivist view of knowledge, believing 

knowledge to be a result of social human interaction.  Therefore, data collection works 

differently with qualitative research than it does in quantitative research.  For example, 

using grounded theory, researchers often follow this inductive process in qualitative 

research:  collect data, analyze it, code it, and then draw a hypothesis.  In quantitative 

research, the process is often the opposite because it is deductive, where the researcher 

starts with a hypothesis and then collects data.  

Finalizing the 20 questions for this survey was a time consuming process, one that 

involved testing and retesting, but one that was extremely important.  As noted earlier in 

this chapter, the success of a survey can depend on choosing the correct wording for 

survey questions to choosing a question order that is appropriate and logical.  Using one 

vague or misleading word or moving one question before or after another, would change 

the results of the survey.  However, after one final online testing of the survey, the survey 

was ready for distribution. 
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Collecting and Analyzing Data 

In the Fall of 2009, I directly contacted those I had contacted in the previous 

spring who said they would be willing to participate as well as those who did not respond 

in the previous spring.  Contact was made through an email that contained the link to the 

survey which they could then distribute to their FYC graduate teaching assistants and 

faculty at their institutions.  When participants logged on to the link to the survey, they 

were greeted with the introduction to the survey.  As mentioned earlier, this introduction 

contained information about the purpose of the study, my contact information, and 

information about my IRB clearance.  Participants then responded to each question one at 

a time, while www.freeonlinesurveys.com calculated their responses.  Because the survey 

was online, monitoring responses at any moment throughout the survey‟s lifetime was 

possible.  This enabled me to determine which institutions had or had not participated.  

To ensure high participation from the participants at the schools I initially contacted 

directly, follow-up emails were sent to the contacts to remind their graduate teaching 

assistants and faculty to participate in the study if they had not done so.  The follow-up 

emails were sent out within two to four weeks of the initial email. 

After the survey was completed, a review of all of the findings through 

www.freeonlinesurveys.com‟s secure network followed.  Fowler describes four levels of 

measurement that can be obtained from surveys.  Data can be measured as nominal data, 

ordinal data, interval data, or ratio data.  This survey mostly measured nominal and 

ordinal data because of the types of questions on the survey.  Nominal data is used to put 

people into unordered categories (Fowler 89).  For example, Question 1 of the survey 

asks participants to choose which best describes their teaching position.  The data 

http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
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collected from this question is considered nominal data.  Unlike nominal data, ordinal 

data sorts people into ordered categories (Fowler 89).  For instance, the data from 

Questions 7, 8, and 9 is ordinal data because these questions prompted participants to rate 

their responses according to the categories of strongly agree, agree, neither agree, nor 

disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree.   

To analyze the responses gained through closed-ended questions, the ones that 

were numerically calculated, the website did not only calculate the data, but also graphed 

or charted the data for me.  Since www.freeonlinesurveys.com automatically stored all 

responses digitally, making comparisons of responses between participants less time 

consuming, the review process was quick and convenient.  For example, if I wanted to 

find out how only graduate teaching assistants responded, I had the option to do so by 

viewing only their responses.  Viewing individual responses for each of these participants 

helped me draw conclusions in the analysis.  Likewise, since 

www.freeonlinesurveys.com converted all the responses into a Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheet, managing the data and approaching it from different viewpoints by selecting 

and comparing different findings was possible.  Both www.freeonlinesurveys.com and 

the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet proved to be valuable in that they allowed me to sift 

through the data in different ways, allowing me to see and resee, circle and recircle. 

Axinn and Pearce write that, “Different data collection methods lead more 

naturally to either statistical or interpretive analysis” because of the “differences between 

the statistical analysis of data coded as numbers and the interpretive analysis of data 

coded as text” (13).  While Grant-Davie posits that, “coding is usually understood to 

mean the process of identifying units of analysis and classifying each unit according to 

http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
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the categories in a coding system,” he goes on to say, coding can also “be used broadly to 

include all that a researcher does to the data” which means that “division and 

classification are interpretive acts” (272-273).  Because no preexisting system had been 

developed for the kinds of data sought in this survey, the development of categories 

based on the responses collected was necessary.  In other words,  

 Creating categories triggers the construction of a conceptual scheme that  

  suits the data, to change or drop categories, and to make a hierarchical  

  order of them.  At its most useful, the process of establishing categories is  

  a very close, intense conversation between a researcher and the data that  

  has implications for ongoing method, descriptive reporting, and theory  

  building.  (Ely et al. 87)   

Reading each response, I noted key words and phrases in order to develop 

categories, which is discussed in the next chapter.  Some questions in the survey were 

easier to code than others.  For example, Question 17 was fairly easy to code since the 

majority responded to this question by selecting a specific answer.  On the other hand, 

Question 13 was difficult because of the sheer volume of responses that did not fit nicely 

into specific categories.  Ultimately, I had to make hard decisions about the resources and 

place responses into more general categories, as shown in Chapter 4.  Even after all the 

piloting of the survey, as I was coding, I also discovered that I should have worded a few 

questions differently or included more answers to pick from.  For instance, in Question 9, 

many participants wrote in that their departments did not encourage or discourage 

multimodal assignments.  Including an option of “neither” for participants in this 

question could have helped. 
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 In terms of the validity of a coding system, Grant-Davie points out that 

researchers “should discuss the patterns revealed by coding in light of whatever” they 

“know about the subject” (280).  I do want to point out, though, as the researcher, my 

bias could be reflected in my choice of categories.  As Grant-Davie explains, “Coding is 

interpretive, and no interpretation can be considered absolutely correct or valid” (281).  

Instead, Grant-Davie continues, “We can only measure the validity of interpretations 

relatively, comparing them with the assumptions and practices that define a particular 

discourse community” (281).  So, after coding the data, my sense of the assumptions and 

practices in the field of rhetoric and composition were used to draw conclusions about the 

data collected.  For example, in analyzing the data for Question 8, a question that asked 

about the limitations preventing respondents from teaching multimodal assignments, 

participants wrote in various responses that had to be coded and then placed into 

categories.  The categories, as shown in Chapter 4, were developed based on my 

knowledge of writing pedagogy and my knowledge of the field of rhetoric and 

composition.   

 

Part II:  Qualitative Research   

In Part I of this chapter, survey methods as they aligned with quantitative research 

were discussed.  Part II, then, explains the reasons for choosing qualitative research as 

part of a mixed methods approach.  Conducting interviews helped to ensure that the 

survey was successful in measuring what it initially planned to measure to ensure the 

validity of the research study.  Conducting interviews provided data that could be cross 

checked with the survey data to allow for multiple perspectives.  While interviewing was 
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not as extensive as a case study, it was more economical and practical given the time 

frame for this project.  Since interviews are not as time consuming as conducting case 

study research, several interviews rather than just one or two (which usually happens in a 

case study) could be conducted.  Several interviews led to a more complete and more 

complex idea of the participants‟ background information.  Although, I do not mean to 

say here, or anywhere I speak of background information, that only qualitative research, 

like interviewing, is capable of bringing background information to the forefront.   In 

combination with the survey findings, the interviews helped paint a picture of the 

participants. 

Furthermore, not only did the interviews offer a better idea of the participants‟ 

background information, but they helped answer the fourth research question: “Do 

graduate teaching assistants and faculty feel adequately prepared to teach multimodal 

assignments in FYC courses?  If not, what needs to change?”  Because a question like 

this required respondents to elaborate and describe, the responses would have been 

difficult to quantify numerically.  Although their responses could have been codified and 

counted, this method would not have served the purpose of using grounded theory to 

analyze the data.  The rest of this chapter examines grounded theory as it applies to 

interviewing.   

Interviewing allows researchers to develop a better image of the population under 

study because interviewing allows for participants to elaborate on their backgrounds.  

Steinar Kvale writes, in InterViews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research 

Interviewing, that the interview “attempts to understand the world from the respondents‟ 

points of view, to unfold the meaning of peoples‟ experiences, to uncover their lived 
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world prior to scientific explanations” (1).  In order to understand the composition world 

from participants‟ points of view, less structured interviews were chosen for this study.  

As Axinn and Pearce contend,   

 Some researchers consider less structured interviewing to be the opposite  

  of survey interviewing…An unstructured or semi-structured interview can  

  be much more flexible, allowing the respondent to change the course of  

  the conversation and bring up new issues that the researcher had not  

  preconceived.  This flexibility is much more likely to yield new   

  hypotheses than highly structured surveys. (6)   

Allowing participants to elaborate on their responses in the survey within the interview 

was important because elaboration offers a researcher the opportunity to move beyond 

the generalizations of the survey findings in order to paint a more specific picture of the 

participants themselves.   

 For instance, Lunsford and Ede talk in depth about the interviews they conducted 

as part of their study on collaboration in order to develop an image of “writers planning, 

gathering information, drafting, and revising collaboratively” (20).  For Lunsford and 

Ede, the interviews they conducted proved to be “particularly valuable resources” since 

they were able to draw from the surveys they conducted earlier in their research and 

because their interviews‟ open-ended questions enabled them “to explore issues and 

problems at much greater length” (8).  The picture I hoped to gain in answering the fourth 

research question through interviewing was similar to what Lunsford and Ede found. 
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Follow-up Interviews 

 Participants for follow-up interviews were selected based on their answers to the 

survey as well as their willingness to participate in the interview.  Question 20 of the 

survey indicated whether or not participants wanted to be contacted for a follow-up 

interview.  To develop the follow-up interview questions, I determined which questions 

and answers on the survey provided an opportunity for further description or elaboration.  

As noted in Chapter 5, one participant answered Question 2 on the survey with a date 

instead of indicating where he taught which is what the question asked.  So, to find out 

where this participant taught, in one of the follow-up questions, I asked him to clarify.   

 Although questions were based on the survey responses, questions were also 

based on a few follow-up questions (see Appendix G) that I asked the pilot study 

participants. However, to develop all the follow-up questions, the following was kept in 

mind:  “In the interview itself, the main questions should be in a descriptive form: „What 

happened and how did it happen?‟…The aim is to elicit spontaneous descriptions from 

the respondents rather than to get their own, more or less speculative explanations of why 

something took place” (Kvale 130).  For example, respondents who did not feel prepared 

to teach multimodal projects, could have been asked:  “What happened?”   I also 

developed my follow-up questions as the interviews were conducted and information I 

had not previously considered was gathered.  (See Chapter 5 for further discussion.) 

 To collect data from the interviews, written conversations were recorded via 

Microsoft Outlook email, Gmail chat, and yahoo chat, and phone conversations were 

recording using a recording device.  Gmail chat, yahoo chat, and the emails provided me 

with a written history of their responses.  Originally, this study planned to only ask 
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participants to participate in interviews via AOL instant messenger, but as noted in 

Chapter 5, this was not as convenient as other means of interviewing.  Originally, too, 

this study did not plan to conduct interviews over the phone because the amount of time 

spent writing their responses down, a process subject to human error, would have been 

too much given the timeframe of this project.  But, four participants said they could only 

do the interview by phone and since I did not want to lose an opportunity to speak with 

them, I went ahead and interviewed them over the phone, recorded their responses, and 

then transcribed their responses.  Interviewing four participants by phone, though, was 

not as time consuming as it would have been if I had conducted all the interviews by 

phone.   

 While www.freeonlinesurveys.com tracked participants‟ responses and therefore, 

allowed for a comparison and contrasting of the data collected from each participant via 

coding, a different approach to analyzing the interview data was used.  Although, as 

Kvale writes, “[a]nalysis is not an isolated stage, but permeates an entire interview 

inquiry” (205).  Analyzing the text of the interviews employed the use of grounded 

theory, a theory that began with sociologists, Barney Glaser and Anselm Strauss (Strauss 

and Corbin 9).  Grounded theory, according to Glaser and Strauss,  

  Is a theory that was derived from data, systematically gathered and   

  analyzed through the research process.  In this method, data collection,  

  analysis, and eventual theory stand in close relationship to one another.  A  

  researcher does not begin a project with a preconceived theory in mind  

  (unless his or her purpose is to elaborate and extend existing theory).   

  Rather, the researcher begins with an area of study and allows the theory  

http://www.freeonlinesurveys.com/
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  to emerge from the data.  Theory derived from the data is more likely to  

  resemble the „reality‟ than is theory derived by putting together a series of  

  concepts based on experience or solely through speculation (how one  

  thinks things ought to work).  Grounded theories, because they are drawn  

  from data, are likely to offer insight, enhance understanding, and provide a 

  meaningful guide to action. (12)  

As noted earlier, this kind of approach is quite the opposite of quantitative research 

procedures which usually start with a hypothesis and then moves to the collection of data 

to prove or disprove that hypothesis.  In qualitative grounded theory, a theory of the data 

is developed from the data.  This clearly reflects the epistemology that views knowledge 

as the result of a social interaction.  

 While Kvale lists five approaches to meaning analysis, his description of the most 

used analysis, what he calls an ad hoc analysis, related best to this study.  In an ad hoc 

analysis, researchers use multiple techniques.  For instance, Kvale gives this example:  

  The researcher may read the interviews through and get an overall   

  impression, then go back to specific passages, perhaps make some   

  quantifications like counting statements indicating different attitudes to a  

  phenomenon, make deeper interpretations of specific statements, cast parts 

  of the interview into a narrative, work out metaphors to capture the  

  material, attempt a visualization of the findings in flow diagrams, and so  

  on.  Such tactics of meaning generation may, for interviews lacking an  

  overall sense at the first reading, bring out connections and  structures  

  significant to the research project. (203) 
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The ad hoc approach to and interplay of techniques in analyzing the interview data 

closely resembled three steps: description, conceptual ordering, and theorizing, as 

described by Strauss and Corbin.  Description involves depiction or a telling of a story, 

where as conceptual ordering involves classifying to form an overarching explanatory 

scheme, and theorizing involves constructing from that scheme (25).  By using these 

three steps, as well as seeing and reseeing, circling and recircling as Lunsford and Ede 

did with their data, I was able to make implications for the future of multimodal 

composition in FYC, particularly as they related to the changes that need to be made in 

order for teachers to be successfully prepared to teach multimodal projects in FYC 

courses.  Using description in the form of storytelling helped to demonstrate why changes 

were warranted in the field. 

 In summary then, the data collected in the interviews included descriptions of 

events, workshops, writing assignments, training procedures, departments and their 

programs.  The data also included the participants‟ perspectives on and explanations for 

the writing assignments they assign and for the institutions and programs in which they 

teach.  The data collected in the interview specifically indicated the following: 1) 

participants‟ knowledge of multimodal composition and their understanding of the 

definition of multimodal composition.  2) Examples of traditional writing assignments 

and multimodal composition assignments and whether or not they feel adequately 

prepared to teach them.  3) Participants‟ programs and institutions‟ procedures for 

training new teaching assistants and instructors to teach FYC.  And, 4) participants‟  

suggestions for improving the training in their programs and institutions.  (See Chapter 5 

for an explanation of the themes.) 
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 While this chapter outlines the quantitative and qualitative methods used to gather 

data, the next two chapters report on and analyze the data collected from the survey and 

interviews.  In particular, Ch. 4 explores the findings from Questions 1-20, offers an 

explanation of the findings, and sets up the discussion for Ch. 5 which details the findings 

from the thirteen follow-up interviews.



 

 

Chapter Four: Survey Analysis 

 

 

There are no inherent limitations. It's a matter of the instructor's approach and guiding 

philosophy. 

    -Survey participant 

 

 The purpose of conducting the survey was to help specifically answer the first 

three research questions of this study and to provide further insight for the fourth research 

question.  To better present the findings of the survey, each section of this chapter 

answers one of the first three research questions.  The fourth research question will be 

addressed in the following chapter using the findings from the interview portion of this 

study. 

 Since this survey reached 418 people, the sample size was 418, the number of 

people who responded to at least one part of the survey.  From this sample, the usable 

responses for each of the questions were determined.  For example, the responses by 

those who indicated that they were not currently teaching FYC were discounted.  The 

responses by those who indicated that they did not teach multimodal assignments in 

Question 12 (“How often during a semester do you assign a multimodal assignment?”) 

but still answered questions 13-19 were discounted as well since these questions 

specifically asked participants about their teaching of multimodal assignments. 
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    The participants in this study were FYC instructors at community colleges, small 

colleges, and universities in the United States.  Though, despite instructing respondents to 

limit their responses to only one school in Question 2 (“Where do you teach first-year 

composition courses?”), 23 participants listed more than one community college, small 

college, or university.  Not wanting to lose their valuable data, I ultimately decided to 

keep their responses.  However, when calculating the total participants for community 

colleges, small colleges, and universities, the participants were not counted twice if they 

taught at two community colleges, two small colleges or two universities.  For example, 

if a participant indicated that he teaches at x community college and y community 

college, I only counted that individual as one community college instructor.  This 

happened in nine cases.  However, if a participant indicated that she teaches at x 

university and y community college, she would be counted once as a university instructor 

and once as a community college instructor.  This happened in 14 cases.   

Also, in Question 2, some of the participants did not specify a particular school, 

but instead wrote “community college” or “university.”  For these responses, I included 

them in the totals by separating them into two categories: 1) community colleges and 

small colleges and 2) universities.  However, Question 2 did receive a few unidentifiable 

responses.  For example, one participant wrote in “computer classroom.”  Because this 

participant did not leave an email address in Question 20 (“Would you be willing to be 

contacted for a follow-up interview?”), his/her response was not counted.  Likewise, I 

was unable to determine another participant‟s school because the participant abbreviated 

it.  The abbreviation “ACC” could refer to several schools such as Atlanta Christian 

College, Austin Community College, or Alpena Community College.  Since this 
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participant did not include an email address as well, I had no choice but to rely on the 

second school this person wrote in his/her answer.  Since this person also wrote in a 

specific community college, I placed this person in the community college category. 

 For those participants with unidentifiable responses in Question 2, but who did 

leave an email address in Question 20, I was either able to determine what institution they 

taught at by the email address or was able to email the participant and ask.  In one 

instance, a participant was asked during an interview.  Having access to participants‟ 

email addresses proved helpful, likewise, when creating a Google map of the schools 

represented by survey participants. For example, if a participant indicated she taught at a 

particular school that was not easily identified by Google maps, an email was sent out to 

her that asked for the specific location. 

 In Question 1 of the survey, participants identified the type of instructor they were 

by selecting from the following categories:  full professor, assistant professor, associate 

professor, graduate student teaching at same school they are enrolled at, graduate student 

teaching at a different school, adjunct/part time instructor, contract/non tenure track and 

other.  Participants could select more than one category and eight participants did.  Nine 

participants selected “other” and wrote in one of the following: contract/tenure track, 

tenure track, instructor, professor emeritus, or full time/non tenure track. Of the total 

sample, 138 participants identified themselves as graduate students, either teaching FYC 

at the school in which they were involved in or at a different school.  Of the total sample, 

148 participants identified themselves as instructors at either a community college or a 

small college.  Of the total sample, 266 participants identified themselves as instructors at 
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a university.
19

  Combined, these community college, small college, and university 

instructors teach a variety of different FYC courses: basic writing, developmental 

writing, research writing, expository writing, persuasive/argumentative writing, writing 

within an integrated curriculum, and writing within a freshmen seminar, as indicated by 

Question 3 (“Which first-year composition courses do you teach?”).  Forty-six 

participants indicated that they had not taught FYC until the Fall 2009 semester when this 

survey was conducted.  The following chart further represents the type of participants in 

this study.
20

 

Figure 4: Participants in Survey 

 

                                                 
19

 These numbers include those who indicated that they taught at both a community college and a 

university.  See explanation about this in Chapter 3. 
20

 “Other” in this chart refers to those who identified themselves as one of the following: contract/tenure 

track, tenure track, instructor, professor emeritus, or full time/non tenure track.  Please note that for this 

question on the survey, participants were to select all that applied.  
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 The community colleges, small colleges, and universities represented in this study 

are listed in Appendix H.  Participants in this study represent 54 community and small 

colleges and 65 universities.
21

  In the screen shot image of the Google Map for this print 

version, small colleges and community colleges are in pink and universities are in blue.  

The University of AK is not shown.
22

  As demonstrated by this map, the survey gathered 

responses from instructors in nearly every state of the country. Only 7 states were not 

represented.
23

 

 

Figure 5:  Google Map of Participants‟ Institutions 

 
                                                 
21

 This includes those participants who indicated more than one community college, small college, or 

university in their response. 
22

 At this point, I want to return to a point I made in the first chapter.  That is, it is here in the discussion of 

my results that I wish this dissertation would have had more multimodal and multimedia capabilities.  As I 

mentioned in the introduction to my study, I am limited to Adobe and Microsoft Word because ultimately 

this dissertation will be filed in print form.  However, I think using a web application like Google maps to 

map the schools that were represented in this study would have been extremely valuable to readers of this 

study. Unless readers of this print version actually log on to Google maps, they will be unable to better 

visually see where the schools are located and unable to use the links to the actual schools in order to find 

out further information about the schools in which these participants teach. 
23

 Hawaii, South Dakota, North Dakota, Iowa, New Mexico, Delaware, Connecticut. 

http://maps.google.com/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=en&msa=0&msid=107975051742803068650.000475b1985ede8c7f5ef&z=3
http://maps.google.com/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=en&msa=0&msid=107975051742803068650.000475b1985ede8c7f5ef&z=3
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 As explained in Chapter 3, the purpose for gathering responses from participants 

throughout the United States was to find out if and how all graduate teaching assistants 

and instructors were teaching multimodal composition, not just if and how some graduate 

teaching assistants and instructors were teaching multimodal composition in some 

schools in some areas of the country.  In other words, this study needed to make 

conclusions about the state of multimodal composition pedagogy in the entire country, 

not just at a few schools in a few areas of the country.  The purpose of the study was not 

to pinpoint areas or schools within the country and investigate if and how they differed 

from other areas or schools.  Although an analysis of the data collected in this study 

could certainly reflect differences among schools and areas in the country, such a 

comparison would be beyond the scope of this study and would require an additional 

research question.  However, a closer examination of the schools marked on the Google 

map reveals that of the 54 community and small colleges, seven are located in the 

southwest, nine are located in the northwest, 25 are located in the northeast, and 13 are 

located in the southeast.  Of the 65 universities, 17 are located in the southwest, eight are 

located in the in the northwest, 27 are located in the northeast, and 13 are located in the 

southeast.  Of the four regions of the country, then, more schools (52) are located in the 

northeast.  Twenty-six schools are located in the southeast and 24 schools are located in 

the southwest.  The northwest has the least number of schools in the survey with 17.   

Of the total 405 participants who answered Question 12 on the survey, which asks 

participants how often they teach multimodal assignments a semester, 258 indicated that 
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they at least teach one multimodal assignment a semester.
24

  In other words, almost 

63.7% of participants teach at least one multimodal assignment a semester.  As a result of 

obtaining a sample size of 405 for this question, the confidence limit in this study is 

approximately + or – 4.9%.
25

  This means for a sample size of 405 FYC instructors, 

63.7% plus or minus 4.9% teach at least one multimodal assignment a semester.  In other 

words, in any sample of 405 FYC instructors, at least 233 teach one multimodal 

assignment a semester (258 - 19.8 (or 4.9% or 405) = 232.8) and at most 278 teach one 

multimodal assignment a semester (258 + 19.8 = 277.8).  A finding such as this tells us 

that more than half (258 of 405) FYC instructors teach multimodal assignments. 

The following sections of this chapter shed more light on this finding.  The 

sections also address the first three research questions by examining the answers to the 

questions on the survey.  In doing so, each section will look more closely at the 

differences between Group A (assistant, associate, and full professors) and Group B 

(graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract faculty).  To better present the data in 

graphs and charts and to better draw comparisons within the analysis of the data, this 

study divided the participants into these groups.  These two groups are based upon 

Moxley and Meehan‟s claim that graduate teaching assistants and adjuncts are less likely 

than other faculty with benefits to learn new technologies as was discussed in Chapter 1.       

 

 

                                                 
24

 This number was calculated by adding all those participants who selected that they either taught 

multimodal assignments one time, two times, three times, four times, or more than four times in a semester.  
25

 This number was arrived at by consulting Lauer and Asher‟s Confidence Limits Table (58).  In Lauer and 

Asher‟s table, they list a sample size of 400 as having a confidence limit of + or – 4.9%. 
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Research Question 1:   In what ways do graduate teaching assistants and faculty 

teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?   

 To help answer this research question, survey Question 4 and Questions 13-18 

were analyzed by filtering the results according to those who taught at least one 

multimodal assignment a semester and those who did not (Question 12).  Discounting the 

responses of those who did not teach, yet still answered Questions 13-18, I was able to 

see that graduate teaching assistants and faculty teach multimodal assignments in various 

ways.
26

   

 Question 4 provided some clarity for this finding in that it provided insight into 

the type of classroom environment in which these instructors teach FYC.  This question 

asked participants to specify whether 1) they taught in a networked computer classroom, 

2) did not teach in a computer classroom, but had access to a computer, 3) taught online 

or 4) did not have access to a computer.  The majority of respondents (228, 54.9%) 

indicated that they did not teach in a computer classroom, but did have access to a 

networked computer and a data/LCD projector that they could use for class.  Of these 

respondents, 99 (43%) said they did not teach multimodal assignments.  About 37% 

(155) said they, as well as their students had access to computers in the classroom.  Of 

these respondents, 32 said they did not teach multimodal assignments.  This means that 

79% of those who teach in a computer classroom teach at least one multimodal 

assignment, while 57% of those who do not teach in a computer classroom, but have 

access to a computer upon request teach at least one multimodal assignment a semester.  

                                                 
26

 I discounted these answers even if an instructor, who did not teach multimodal assignments, received 

multimodal compositions from students in his/her classes without asking for them. 
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Only 19 participants (4.6%) indicated that they did not teach in a computer classroom nor 

could request a computer to use in their classroom.  Of these 19, nine indicated they do 

not teach multimodal assignments.  Thirteen participants teach online (3.1%) and four of 

these 13 do not teach multimodal assignments.   

 Question 4‟s findings mean that those in Group B who teach in a computer 

classroom are only slightly more likely to teach multimodal assignments than those in 

Group A as the following table demonstrates. 

 

Figure 6: Question 4 Percentages for Both Groups 

 Group A Group B 

Participants 

who teach in a 

computer 

classroom or 

can request 

access to 

computers 

Teach MM* 

 

Do Not Teach 

MM 

 

Teach MM 

 

Do Not Teach 

MM 

 

 

57 

 

30 

 

187 

 

91 

Total number 

of participants 

who responded 

to Q 4** 

 

94 

 

301 

Percentages  57/94 = 60.6% 30/94 = 31.9% 187/301=62.1% 91/301 = 30.2% 

*MM = Multimodal in this figure and in all subsequent figures and appendices. 

** This number includes those who selected they either teach online or do not have  

access to computers. 

 

Of those in Group A who teach multimodal assignments, 60.6% either teach in a 

computer classroom or can request access to computers.  Likewise, of those in Group B 

who teach multimodal assignments, 62.1% either teach in a computer classroom or can 
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request access to computers.  Therefore, one group is not more likely than another group 

to teach multimodal assignments because of access to computers.     

 However, in order to compare graduate teaching assistants with the rest of Group 

B and with Group A, the findings for Question 4 were filtered again.  Figure 7 reveals 

that graduate teaching assistants who teach in a computer classroom or can request access 

to computers are about 14% more likely to teach multimodal assignments than Group A 

and the rest of Group B.   

 

Figure 7: Question 4 Comparison of GTAs with Group A and Rest of Group B 

 Graduate Teaching Assistants Group A and Adjuncts and 

Contract Faculty 

Participants 

who teach in a 

computer 

classroom or 

can request 

access to 

computers 

Teach MM 

 

Do Not Teach 

MM 

 

Teach MM 

 

Do Not Teach 

MM 

 

 

93 

 

33 

 

151 

 

88 

Total number 

of participants 

who responded 

to Q 4 

 

130 

 

265 

Percentages  93/130 = 71.5% 33/130 = 25.4% 151/265 = 57% 88/265 = 33% 

 

  

 Respondents who do teach multimodal assignments whether in a computer 

classroom or not do so in various ways.  This is evident in the types of resources they 

used to teach these assignments.  For example, in Question 13 (“What texts do you and 

your FYC students use for help to complete multimodal assignments?”), participants 
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indicated approximately 80 different texts and 68 different online resources that help 

students and teachers complete multimodal assignments.  The texts ranged from 

handbooks, such as the DK Handbook by Anne Wysocki and Dennis Lynch, to textbooks, 

such as Everything‟s an Argument by Andrea Lunsford and John J. Ruszkiewiscz, to 

books, such as Seeing is Believing: How Hollywood Taught us to Stop Worrying and 

Love the Fifties by Peter Biskind.   

 

Figure 8:  Instructor‟s Texts 

  

 The online resources that they and their students use to complete multimodal 

assignments ranged from social networking sites (Facebook and MySpace), to blogs 

(Blogger), to course management systems (Blackboard and WebCT), to Google 

applications (Google Scholar and Google Video).  Among online resources, YouTube 

videos, such as those featured in the “In Plain English Series,” were mentioned the most 

by respondents.  For a thorough list of the resources participants indicated on Question 

13, see Appendix I.  The more than 75 texts indentified by both groups in Question 13 

indicate that the field of rhetoric and composition has not subscribed to one method of 

http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.myspace.com/
http://www.blogger.com/
http://scholar.google.com/
http://video.google.com/
http://www.youtube.com/
http://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=in+plain+english&search_type=&aq=0&oq=in+plain
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teaching students to compose multimodally.  The use of 80 different texts and 68 online 

resources also makes clear that instructors‟ methods are unique to their classrooms.  This 

point will be elaborated on in the analysis of other survey questions later on in this 

chapter because other survey questions reveal that teaching multimodal composition is 

more of an individual endeavor, a similar finding to the CCCC‟s survey.
27

   

 While Question 13 received a large number of responses that identified specific 

texts and online resources, Question 13 garnered responses like “too much trouble to fill 

all this out.”  This was a response I thought I was going to be able to avoid after 

reshaping the question based on the pilot study results.  Likewise, Question 13 garnered 

some data that was too general and/or too difficult to identify.  For instance, in the 

question, the instructions specified that participants should write down textbooks, 

articles, and so forth, but instead of specifying which textbooks, articles, and so forth, the 

participants just wrote in “textbooks” “articles” and so forth.  They also wrote in 

resources that were hard to identify.  For example, even though participants specified a 

textbook, the name of the textbook was wrong.  For instance, one participant wrote:  

Writing in College and Beyond.  A search through amazon.com and google.com revealed 

no such text.  Perhaps, this participant meant Writing: A Guide to College and Beyond by 

Lester Faigley, Intersections: Readings for College and Beyond by Kelly et al., or a text 

created by a specific school for use in their FYC courses.  Since the text could not be 

conclusively identified, it was placed in a category with other unidentified resources.  

 Like Question 13, Question 14 (“What technologies and/or applications do you 

                                                 
27

 By individual endeavor, I mean instructors are more likely to undertake the task of creating multimodal 

composition pedagogy than their departments.  In other words, instructors are learning how to implement a 

multimodal pedagogy on their own and choosing which texts and materials to incorporate in the classroom. 
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use to teach multimodal assignments?”) yielded varied responses.  Participants who teach 

multimodal assignments specifically named websites like Google, Weebly, and Twitter as 

well as course management systems (CMS) like Blackboard and WebCT.  However, the 

majority of the participants specified that they use Microsoft Word, presentation software 

such as Microsoft PowerPoint, and email.  Figure 9 is a graph of all participants‟ 

responses combined.
28

  

 

Figure 9:  Question 14 Results 

“What technologies and/or applications do you use to teach multimodal assignments?” 

 

                                                 
28

 “Other” in the graph refers to other technologies identified by participants, such as an online book, online 

comic strips, or library websites.  Also, note that responses given by those who do not teach multimodal 

assignments were not counted. 

http://www.google.com/
http://www.weebly.com/
http://www.twitter.com/
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Appendix J includes a table that specifies the resources that each type of participant 

selected.  For example, of the 101 graduate students who teach multimodal assignments 

and who answered Question 14, 69 specified that they use Microsoft Word.  In other 

words, 68.3% of graduate students teaching multimodal assignments teach using 

Microsoft Word.  This percentage was similar to the percentage of adjuncts (69%) who 

use Microsoft Word.  The percentage was even higher for contract faculty (83.3%) in 

Group B.  The numbers, likewise, were just as high for Group A participants: assistant 

professors (65.2%), associate professors (76%), and full professors (78.6%).  The two 

groups did not show any major differences in their uses of the other technologies listed in 

Question 14.  The similarities reveal that one group is not more likely than another group 

to teach multimodal assignments using a specific technology.  However, a comparison 

between graduate teaching assistants and Group A and the rest of Group B, reveals that 

graduate teaching assistants are 20% more likely to teach blogs than the other instructors 

in the survey.  In terms of the other technologies, graduate teaching assistants were just as 

likely to teach the other technologies as Group A and the rest of Group B. 

 While Question 14 garnered many responses from participants, participants 

potentially could have interpreted this question differently and thus, the findings may be 

ultimately limited for this question.  For instance, while the question asks participants 

about the technologies they use to teach multimodal assignments, this question does not 

ask how they use these technologies to teach multimodal assignments.  Course 

management systems, for example, received a large number of responses, but course 

management systems are limited in how students can use these to actually create a 

multimodal text.  Instead, course management systems are more conducive for the 
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posting of or collecting of assignments and examples digitally.  So, participants may have 

used course management systems to upload examples of multimodal documents that 

could be used to teach multimodal assignments or to accept multimodal assignments from 

students.  This may mean that participants had differing ideas of when they were teaching 

multimodal composition and when they were not.  

 For Question 15 on the survey, participants were asked to rank how often students 

in their classes use different modes to complete multimodal assignments (see Appendix 

K).  Students in survey participants‟ classes overwhelmingly used alphabetic writing and 

very often images to complete multimodal assignments.  Audio, photographs, video, 

hyperlinks, and music were sometimes used while gestures were hardly ever used.  As 

mentioned in the analysis of Question 13, instructors use various methods to teach 

multimodal assignments, which could mean that teaching multimodal composition is an 

individual endeavor and not a department wide endeavor.  An analysis of Question 15 

shows that while it might be an individual endeavor, members in both groups do agree, 

for instance, that multimodal composition should almost always include alphabetic 

writing and very often the use of images. 

 While instructors frequently use alphabetic writing and images, the various ways 

respondents teach multimodal assignments are reflected in what they teach, as indicated 

by the answers to Question 16 on the survey.  Visual impact, visual organization, and 

contrast received the most responses while chora, commutation, and appropriation 

received the least number of responses (see Appendix L).  A closer analysis of the 

participants‟ responses points to a few differences within the two groups and between the 

two groups.  For instance, only 5% of graduate students teach interactivity, a percentage 
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much lower than any of the other percentages for the rest of the participants (see Figure 

10).  Group B, as a whole, taught interactivity less often than Group A.  Only 19.5% of 

Group B taught interactivity compared to Group A‟s 41.9%.   

 

Figure 10: Question 16: Graduate TAs compared to Group A and Rest of Group B  

“When you teach multimodal assignments, do you teaching the following:” 

 Group A and 

Adjuncts and 

Contract (170) 

Graduate TA 

(101) 

Juxtaposition 60 (35%) 48 (47.5%) 

Nonlinearity 39 (23%) 24 (23.7%) 

Appropriation 31 (18%) 19 (18.8%) 

Commutation 6 (3%) 6 (5.9%) 

Chora 1 (0.6%) 4 (3%) 

Contrast 83 (49%) 54 (53.4%) 

Repetition 68(40%) 56 (55.4%) 

Alignment 53 (31%) 43 (42.5%) 

Proximity 40 (23.5%) 44 (43.5%) 

Navigation 54 (32%) 30 (29.7%) 

Interactivity 61 (36%) 5 (5%) 

Visual Impact 94 (55%) 62 (61%) 

Visual Coherence 89 (52%) 61 (60%) 

Visual Salience 28 (16%) 23 (22.8%) 

Visual Organization 92 (54%) 72(71.2%) 

 

 In two categories (appropriation and alignment), Group A had both the highest 

percentage and the lowest percentage, and in one category (proximity), Group B had both 

the highest percentage and the lowest percentage.  Full professors, for example, were the 

least likely to use appropriation and assistant professors were the most likely to use 

appropriation.  Graduates were 20% more likely to teach proximity than the rest of Group 

B and Group A combined.  These differences, however, do not warrant a conclusion that 
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one group is more likely to teach multimodal composition than the other group based on 

what they teach. 

 On the other hand, a closer analysis of the participants‟ responses points to more 

similarities within the two groups and between the two groups than differences among 

them.  For example, in terms of commutation, chora, contrast, repetition, visual impact, 

and visual salience, all the percentages for the six types of instructors were within 16%.
29

  

The number of responses for this question suggests that one group is not more likely to 

teach multimodal assignments differently than the other group.  

Although respondents could select responses from a list in Question 16, they 

could also write in their own responses.  The responses that participants included in 

Question 16 under the option “other” supplied some interesting information.  For 

example, some instructors wrote, “I don‟t know these terms.”  And, for example, while 

instructors wrote that they taught juxtaposition, nonlinearity, appropriation, and so forth, 

they made comments in the option “other” like, “I would never use those terms for my 

FYC class.”  These respondents did not specify, however, why they did not use those 

terms.  Finding out why these instructors did not use those terms would have been 

beyond the scope of this study since not all of these instructors wished to be contacted (as 

indicated in Question 20 on the survey).  While the above responses reflect similar 

sentiments participants had about multimodal composition terminology, no other pattern 

emerged from the data collected for the option of “other” in Question 16.    

                                                 
29

 For instance, in terms of contrast the highest percentage was 54.1% and the lowest was 40%, a difference 

of 14.1%. 
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 The small number of responses for Question 16 (only a few categories were 

above 60%) could mean participants were unfamiliar with these terms or were familiar, 

but did not want to spend time answering this question.  Question 16 was also limited in 

that participants could have interpreted the terms in different ways.  For instance, this 

question was based on the terms defined in the texts listed in Appendix F.  Participants 

may not have been familiar with these texts and thus, relied on their own definitions. 

 As in Question 16, Question 18 sought to find out what participants teach when 

they teach multimodal composition.  While participants teach multimodal assignments in 

various ways, overwhelmingly instructors do not teach mode before content.  Figure 11 

demonstrates the similarities between the two groups. 

 

Figure 11: Question 18 Percentages 

(“Chose the sentence that best describes your situation:”) 

                                         Group A                                            Group B 

 Assist 

Prof 

Associate 

Professor 

Full 

Professor 

Adjunct Contract Graduate Total 

I teach 

content 

first, 

then 

mode 

7 9 5 25 13 25 84 

           (21/61 = 34.4%)        (63/184 = 34.2%) 

I teach 

content 

and 

mode 

function 

together 

15 16 9 32 19 55 147 

           (40/61 = 65.6%)        (106/184 = 57.6%) 

I teach 

mode 

first, 

then 

content 

0 0 0 4 3 8 15 

             (15/184 = 8.2%) 

 22 25 14 61 35 88  246 

  

 

                     61                                                       184 
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Group A (34.4%) is equally as likely as Group B (34.2%) to teach content first.  Group A 

(65.6%) is only slightly more likely than Group B (57.6%) to teach content and mode as 

functioning together.  Some members of Group B (8.2%), though, did specify they taught 

mode first.  Despite Ball and Moeller‟s call for the teaching of content and form as 

functioning together, as noted in Chapter 2, some instructors in both groups teach one or 

the other first.  Figure 12 shows that graduate teaching assistants are just as likely as 

Group A and the rest of Group B to teach content and mode as functioning together.  

Graduate teaching assistants are slightly less likely than Group A and the rest of Group B 

to teach content first. 

 

Figure 12:  Question 18:  Graduate TAs compared to Group A and Rest of Group B 

 Group A 

and 

Adjuncts 

and 

Contract 

Graduate 

Teaching 

Assistants 

I teach 

content 

first, 

then 

mode 

59 (38%) 25(28.4%) 

        

I teach 

content 

and 

mode 

function 

together 

91 (60%) 55(62.5%) 

        

I teach 

mode 

first, 

then 

content 

7 (4.5%) 8 (9%) 

  

Total 157 88 
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Unlike the previous two questions discussed, Question 17 sought information 

about how instructors assess multimodal assignments.  In Question 17, 54.8% of all 

participants said they use their own rubric when assessing students‟ multimodal 

assignments while only 11.2% rely on a department‟s rubric designed specifically for 

multimodal texts (see Figure 13).  Almost 8.3% said they used a department rubric that 

was not designed for assessing multimodal texts.  The finding that more than half (54.8% 

or 131 out of 239) of the participants rely on their own grading rubric to assess 

multimodal composition could mean, at least in terms of assessment: 1) teaching 

multimodal assignments is more of an individual effort than a department wide effort, 

and 2) either departments do not have a rubric designed for multimodal composition or 

they do, but instructors do not use them. 

Figure 13:  Results for Groups A and B Combined 
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In the chart below (Figure 14), the responses are separated for Question 17.  Within 

Group A, the percentages were similar for those who use their own grading rubric.  While 

the percentages in Group B for adjuncts and contract faculty who use their own rubric 

were similar, 20% fewer graduate teaching assistants used their own rubric.  In addition, 

23.5% of graduate teaching assistants use their department‟s grading rubric designed for 

multimodal assignments and 11.8% use a rubric not designed for multimodal 

assignments.    

Figure 14: Results for Groups A and B Separated 

                                                 Group A                                   Group B 

Q17 Assistant 

Prof.(23) 

Associate 

Prof.(21) 

Full 

Prof.(14) 

Adjunct 

(63) 

Contract 

(33) 

Graduate 

Assist. 

(85) 

Total 

Use own 

rubric 

 

19 

 

(19/23 = 

82.6%) 

 

18 

 

(18/21 = 

85.7%) 

 

13 

 

(13/14 = 

92.8%) 

 

54 

 

(54/63 = 

85.7%) 

 

26 

 

(26/33 = 

78.8%) 

 

50 

 

(50/85 = 

58.8%) 

 

131 

Use 

depart.‟s 

rubric 

designed 

for MM 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

2 

 

 

20 

 

(20/85 

=23.5%) 

 

 

27 

Use 

depart.‟s 

rubric 

not 

designed 

for MM 

 

 

1 

 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

 

6 

 

 

3 

 

 

10 

 

(10/85 = 

11.8%) 

 

 

20 

 

While 20 out of 27 participants who use a department‟s rubric designed for multimodal 

assignments are graduate students, these graduate students only represent four different 

institutions.  Seventeen of these same participants indicated that their department had 
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workshops that discussed ways to incorporate multimodal assignments into writing 

classroom pedagogy (indicated in Question 5).  Thirteen indicated that their department 

required them to teach multimodal documents (indicated in Question 9). Fifteen of these 

participants also indicated that graduate courses emphasize teaching multimodal 

assignments (indicated in Question 6).  Further analysis of Questions 6 and 9 will be 

discussed in the following section while further analysis of Question 5 will be discussed 

later in this chapter.  However, a comparison of the graduate teaching assistants with 

Group A and the rest of Group B reveals a difference among those who use their own 

grading rubric (see Figure 15). 

 

Figure 15:  Question 17:  Graduate TAs compared to Group A and Rest of Group B  

Q17 Group A and 

Adjuncts and 

Contract (154) 

Graduate 

Assist. (85) 

Use own 

rubric 

 

130 

 

(130/154 = 87%) 

 

50 

 

(50/85 = 

58.8%) 

Use depart.‟s 

rubric 

designed for 

MM 

 

 

7 

 

(7/154 = 4.5%) 

 

 

20 

 

(20/85 

=23.5%) 

Use depart.‟s 

rubric not 

designed for 

MM 

 

 

10 

 

(10/154 = 6.4%) 

 

 

10 

 

(10/85 = 

11.8%) 
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Group A and adjuncts and contract faculty were 28.2% more likely to assess multimodal 

assignments using their own grading rubric than graduate teaching assistants. 

 Thus, after an analysis of the findings for Questions 4 and 13-18 on the survey, 

Research Question 1 can be answered in the following ways: 

1) While Groups A and B are equally as likely to teach multimodal assignments, 

those who have access to computers are more likely to do so.  Graduate teaching 

assistants who teach in a computer classroom or can request access to computers 

are only slightly more likely to teach multimodal assignments than Group A and 

the rest of Group B. 

2) Both groups use a variety of resources to teach multimodal assignments, which 

means the field of rhetoric and composition has not subscribed to one method for 

teaching multimodal assignments.  In other words, instructors, including graduate 

teaching assistants, teach multimodal assignments in ways that are unique to their 

classrooms. 

3) Each group uses the same technologies and modes (Question 14  and 15) for 

completing multimodal assignments. In terms of technologies and modes, no 

major differences among the two groups support the claim Group A is more likely 

than Group B to teach multimodal assignments.  Although, graduate teaching 

assistants are more likely to use blogs when teaching multimodal assignments 

than Group A and the rest of Group B. 

 4) Although Group A and Group B are equally as likely to teach multimodal 

 assignments, Questions 16 and Questions 18 revealed differences in what they 
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 taught.  Graduate teaching assistants were more likely to teach proximity but less 

 likely to teach interactivity than Group A and the rest of Group B. 

 5) In terms of assessing multimodal assignments, both groups were more likely to 

 use their own grading rubric.  However, Group A and adjuncts and contract 

 faculty were more likely to use their own grading rubric than graduate teaching 

 assistants. 

  

Research Question 2: Are graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract 

faculty equally as likely as assistants, associates, and full professors to teach 

multimodal assignments in FYC courses? 

 While Research Question 1 was best answered by an analysis of Questions 4 and 

Questions 13-18, the answer to the second research question can be best answered by 

analyzing Questions 6-12 of the survey.  A first glance of the numbers for Question 12 

(“How often during a semester do you assign a multimodal assignment?”), may seem to 

indicate that graduate, adjuncts, and contract faculty (Group B) are more likely than 

assistant, associate, and full professors (Group A) to teach multimodal assignments.  The 

percentages for the 405 respondents are presented in the pie charts in Appendix M and in 

the tables in Appendix N.  Combining graduate students, adjuncts, and contract faculty 

who teach multimodal assignments yields 199 participants or 49% of the total 

respondents for this question.  Compared to the total number of full, assistant, and 

associate professors (62 or 15% of the 405), it seems that more graduate students, 

adjuncts, and contract faculty teach multimodal assignments than assistant, associate, and 

full professors.    
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More useful, however, is a comparison of the percentages for each type of 

instructor.  For instance, of the 130 graduate students who answered Question 12, 72% 

(94 participants) said that they teach at least one multimodal assignment.  Of the 114 

adjuncts, 60.5% (69 participants) said that they teach at least one multimodal assignment. 

Of the 56 contract faculty, 64.2% (36 participants) said that they teach at least one 

multimodal assignment.  The percentages for Group B are similar to the percentages for 

Group A.  Twenty-seven full professors, 34 assistant professors, and 34 associate 

professors answered this question.  Fourteen full professors (51.8%) teach multimodal 

assignments, 23 assistant professors (67.6%) teach multimodal assignments and 25 

associate professors (71.4%) teach multimodal assignments.  Appendix N puts the 

numbers into better perspective.    

 To better answer Research Question 2, the total number of graduate students, 

adjuncts, and contract faculty who teach multimodal assignments were combined and 

divided by the total who responded to this question.  Then, the same was done for full, 

assistant, and associate professors.  The following table helps to clarify the calculation: 

 

Figure 16: Percentages for those who Teach Multimodal Assignments 

Group A Group B 

Assistant + Associate + Full = Total 

34 + 35 + 27 = 96 

 

(Who do teach MM)  

Assistant + Associate + Full = Total 

23 + 25 + 14 = 62 

 

62/96 = 64.5% 

Graduate + Adjunct + Contract = Total  

130 + 114 + 56 = 300 

 

(Who do teach MM)  

Graduate + Adjunct + Contract = Total  

94 + 69 + 36 = 199 

 

199/300 = 66.3%  
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Based on this data, the conclusion that graduate students and faculty without benefits are 

less likely to teach multimodal composition is wrong.  Based on this data, Group B is 

only slightly (1.8%) more likely to do so.  In fact, given the confidence limit of + or – 

4.9%, these two groups are equally as likely to teach multimodal assignments.  However, 

a larger difference in percentages exists when graduate teaching assistants are compared 

to Group A and the rest of Group B (see Figure 17). 

 

Figure 17:  Question 12: Graduate TAs compared to Group A and Rest of Group B 

Group A and Adjuncts and Contract Graduate Teaching Assistants 

Assistant + Associate + Full = + Adjuncts + 

Contract = Total 

34 + 35 + 27 + 114 + 56 = 266 

 

Who do teach MM: 

Assistant + Associate + Full + Adjuncts + Contract 

= Total 

 

23 + 25 + 14 + 69 + 36 = 167 

 

167/266 = 62.8% 

Graduate total = 130 

 

Who do teach MM = 94  

 

94/130 = 72.3%  

 

 

According to the calculation in Figure 17, graduate teaching assistants are 9.5% more 

likely to teach multimodal assignments than assistant, associate, and full professors and 

adjunct and contract faculty. 

 The findings for the other questions on the survey, particularly Questions 6-11, 

illustrate why Group A and Group B are equally as likely (as well as equally unlikely) to 

teach multimodal assignments.  For example, in Question 6 of the survey, graduate 

student participants specified the type of graduate courses at their institution and whether 
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or not their courses emphasized teaching multimodal composition.  Figure 18 and Figure 

19 represent the responses to Question 6. 

 

Figure 18: Question 6 Table 

Graduate courses… Graduate Students  
who do teach MM 

Graduate Students 
who do not teach MM 

Total 

Emphasize teaching 
writing with technology 
(E Tech) 

63 9 72 

Emphasize teaching 
multimodal assignments 
(E MM) 

65 10 75 

Do not emphasize 
teaching writing with 
technology (N Tech) 

22 17 39 

Do not emphasize 
teaching multimodal 
assignments (N MM) 

22 21 39 

 

Figure 19: Question 6 Chart 
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Overwhelmingly, graduate students who teach multimodal assignments take graduate 

courses that emphasize teaching writing with technology and emphasize teaching 

multimodal assignments.  Based on these findings, 87.5% of the graduate students who 

answered this question take graduate courses that emphasize technology and 86.6% of 

graduate students who answered this question take graduate courses that emphasize 

teaching multimodal assignments.  These findings mean: 1) graduate programs have 

recognized the value of teaching writing instructors to teach multimodal assignments, and 

2) graduate students who take courses in these programs are more likely to apply what 

they learned because they are more likely to teach multimodal assignments.  

 Furthermore, the findings for Question 6 can be compared/contrasted with 

Question 7 because Question 7 measures the respondents‟ attitudes towards teaching 

multimodal assignments, particularly in the first part of this question (see results located 

in Appendix O).  Graduate students who teach multimodal assignments were more likely 

to believe that multimodal assignments play an important part in teaching students to 

write than those graduate students who do not teach multimodal assignments.  Likewise, 

adjuncts and contract faculty who teach multimodal assignments were more likely to 

think multimodal assignments play an important part in teaching students to write than 

those who do not teach multimodal assignments.  Similarly, the members in Group A 

were also more likely to think multimodal assignments play an important role in teaching 

students to write.    

 However, members of both Group A and Group B who teach multimodal 

assignments agree or strongly agree that multimodal assignments are more time 

consuming than traditional writing assignments as reflected in their responses to the 
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second part of Question 7.  Group A along with adjuncts and contract faculty are only 

slightly more likely than graduate teaching assistants to agree and strongly agree that 

multimodal assignments are more time consuming (see Figure 20).   

 

Figure 20: GTAs who SA and A that Multimodal Assignments are More Time 

Consuming as Compared to Group A and Rest of Group B 

Graduate Teaching Assistants (129) Group A and Adjuncts and Contract (261) 

SA A NA D SD SA A NA D SD 

14 42 44 25 4 38 97 80 40 6 

Those who SA and A = 14 + 42 = 56 

56/129 = 43.4% 

Those who SA and A = 38 + 97 = 135 

135/261 = 51.7% 

SA = Strongly Agree, A= Agree, NA = Neither Agree nor disagree, D = Disagree, SD = Strongly Disagree 

 

 The findings in Question 7 were consistent with the responses in Question 8 in 

that many participants wrote in limitations that might hinder an instructor from teaching 

multimodal assignments that were similar to the second and third part of Question 7 (see 

Appendix P).  For example, 31 respondents who teach multimodal assignments, including 

15 graduate students, five adjuncts, and eight contract faculty, listed time as a hindrance 

when teaching and learning to teach multimodal assignments in Question 8.  For instance, 

some felt that they did not have enough time to learn how to use technology or enough 

time to prepare to teach multimodal assignments.  Others thought they did not have 

enough time to teach multimodal assignments because they have too much other “stuff” 

to teach.  The answers to Question 8 confirm the findings of Question 7 since the 
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majority who teach multimodal assignments believe them to be more time consuming.  

However, whether they taught multimodal assignments or not, all graduate teaching 

assistants who answered Question 8 were just as likely to write in “not enough time” as 

all the other instructors who answered this question. 

 In terms of other hindrances, only five participants in Question 8 listed copyright 

as a hurdle to overcome when teaching multimodal assignments.  This is a relatively low 

number given the number of people who responded to the survey.  This low number is 

also reflected in the findings for the last part of Question 7.  In Question 7, with the 

exception of the full professors in the study who do not teach multimodal assignments, all 

types of respondents from graduate students in Group B to associate professors in Group 

A were more likely to disagree or neither agree/disagree that copyright laws make it 

difficult to teach multimodal assignments than they were likely to agree that copyright 

laws make it difficult to teach multimodal assignments.  Because so many participants do 

not believe copyright laws and fair use policies make teaching multimodal assignments 

difficult, instructors would not chose to teach multimodal assignments based on copyright 

laws and fair use policies. 

 More often than not, issues of technology influenced whether or not participants 

taught multimodal assignments.  For instance, 92 participants (both groups combined) 

listed instructors‟ limited access to technology as a problem for developing multimodal 

composition pedagogy.  Only 25 participants believed students had limited access to 

technology.  Respondents also felt that not knowing how to use technology could be a 

problem for instructors more so than for students.  For instance, an adjunct who teaches 

multimodal composition stated, “To be frank, the only limitations I've witnessed come 
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from [i]nstructors. The key is to make faculty comfortable and often professors are set in 

their ways and timid about the incorporation of technology.”  A combination of both 

groups‟ responses shows that 47 participants feel instructors lack technological 

knowledge while only 23 participants feel students lack technological knowledge.   

Making faculty who are not tech savvy more comfortable with the technology students 

use will require encouragement and help from those who are tech savvy.  Catherine 

Gouge, in her article, “Hybrid Courses and the Future of Writing Programs,” shares a 

similar sentiment about teaching hybrid courses.  Gouge talks about the need for writing 

instructors to actively play a role in shaping how hybrid courses are shaped in the 

curriculum and in doing so, says, 

  Innovative uses of instructional technologies by early adopters   

  understandably influence the expectations and practices of students,  

  administrators, and even faculty who do not consider themselves tech- 

  savvy.  As a result, the face of on-site instruction has changed a good bit  

for all composition instructors, primarily through the electronic tools: 

email, discussion boards, and websites. (340) 

While Gouge talks here about hybrid courses, the same can be said about multimodal 

composition.  Those early adopters of the technology used to teaching multimodal 

composition have had and will continue to have influence on those who have yet to adopt 

such technology in their pedagogy.  These early adopters will likely need to play a more 

active role in helping others.  

 Fears of technology were not the only limitations participants wrote about in 

Question 8.  Other possible limitations written down by respondents included having no 
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departmental or institutional support for such assignments.  In fact, some of the 

participants mentioned they had to follow department standards that would not allow for 

anything other than traditional essay assignments.  One contract faculty member in Group 

B, for instance, said that the “lack of realistic, forward-thinking mindsets of 

administrators” was a hindrance, while someone else stated, “if you want to teach multi-

modal assignments, they are secondary to so many things because of department 

requirements: alphabetic essay assignments (20 page minimum in a quarter[,] MLA, 

grammar and mechanics, essay genre, essay method, research skills, required reading, 

etc.).”  Another assistant professor (Group A) who does not teach multimodal 

assignments had a similar response and said, “[my university‟s] composition rules and 

regulations work against innovation” and “we are currently stuck in a current-traditional 

pedagogy…sigh.”  This lack of support response ties into the responses that had to do 

with limited resources and training.  For example, one assistant professor (Group A) who 

does teach multimodal assignments wrote,  

  Poor preparation and/or support for multimodal instruction is the greatest  

  obstacle. Graduate programs need to incorporate multimodal writing into  

  pedagogy courses; writing programs need to incorporate multimodal  

  pedagogies into their professional development workshops; and teachers at 

  every rank need to take initiative in order to ensure they are prepared to  

  teach twenty-first-century writing when they teach writing in any setting  

  or form.   

The responses above for Group A and Group B reflect a desire for programs to offer 

more support for those who do want to teach multimodal assignments.  Such support 
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would need to include proper training and access to texts and examples of multimodal 

composition.  Many, especially those who felt they lacked knowledge in multimodal 

composition, said they did not have adequate texts or examples of multimodal 

composition that they could use in their classrooms and they did not have the access to 

the proper training needed to teach multimodal composition. 

 One of the more interesting findings for Question 8 has to do with the 

respondents‟ desire to learn how to teach multimodal assignments.  The purpose of 

Question 8 was to gather the opinions and attitudes of instructors about teaching 

multimodal composition, and several instructors‟ opinions and attitudes reflected either a 

desire or a lack of desire to teach multimodal composition.  Several of those who teach 

multimodal assignments pointed out that perhaps the reason why instructors might not 

teach multimodal composition had to do with a lack of desire.  However, others held the 

opposite opinion.  For instance, an adjunct said that while he/she was not able to attend 

workshops because they conflicted with class times and therefore, did not “have a good 

comfort level with that mode of instruction,” he/she would still like to use multimodal 

assignments.  Not teaching multimodal assignments was, in this case, not due to a lack of 

desire.   

 On the other hand, an adjunct who does not teach multimodal assignments said, 

“Why should I go through the time and hassle of learning multimodal?”  A response like 

this and responses like “The focus is not on the writing where it should be for 

fundamental writing courses” or “it‟s tough to teach students technology” get at the very 

nature of FYC and ultimately, reflect how instructors answer the larger question: “What 

is FYC?”   While some members in both groups believed that traditional methods were 
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best for FYC, others shared the belief that: “Critical thinking and writing beyond mono-

modal alphabetic text is of great consequence for our students.”  In other words, as 

another respondent put it, teachers need to have a willingness to change their “approach 

to thinking about the purpose of writing.”  These last two sentiments closely align with 

Jody Nicotra‟s belief that “traditional definitions of writing as a discrete textual object 

produced for a definable audience by a single individual or group of individuals working 

in concert have become constrictive, to say the least,” even as digital technology has 

rapidly expanded the nature of composing in academic, professional, and civic 

environments (W260).  The responses here make clear those who teach multimodal 

assignments recognize that including such assignments is 1) necessary and 2) difficult 

when met with resistance from those that value traditional writing more. 

 While respondents in this study made calls for more program support for teaching 

multimodal assignments, more participants in the survey taught at institutions that 

encouraged multimodal assignments than taught at institutions that did not encourage 

such assignments as was discovered in Question 9 of the survey (see Appendix Q).  

Question 9 asked participants whether their departments 1) required them to teach 

multimodal assignments, 2) encouraged, but did not require them, 3) did not encourage or 

4) prohibit them from teaching multimodal assignments.  Respondents in Group B who 

taught multimodal composition were more likely to indicate that they taught at an 

institution that required multimodal assignments.  In fact, only two adjunct instructors 

indicated that they did not teach multimodal assignments even though they taught in a 

department that required them.  Only one adjunct who does not teach multimodal 

composition indicated that his/her department prohibits multimodal assignments.  Thirty-
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four graduate teaching assistants teach at institutions that require multimodal 

assignments.  Figure 21 below shows that the majority of Group B who teach multimodal 

assignments (111 out of 199) teach in a program that encourages multimodal 

assignments, which is almost 22% higher than those in Group A. 

 

Figure 21:  Percentages for Question 9 

Group A Group B 

Those who Teach 

MM (62) 

Those who do not 

Teach MM (34) 

Those who Teach 

MM (199) 

Those who do not 

Teach MM (101) 

Depart E 

MM 

Depart 

Does 

Not E 

MM 

Depart E 

MM 

Depart 

Does 

Not E 

MM 

Depart E 

MM 

Depart 

Does 

Not E 

MM 

Depart E 

MM 

Depart 

Does 

Not E 

MM 

21 

(21/62 = 

33.9%) 

23 

(23/62 = 

37%) 

13 

(13/34 = 

38%) 

19 

(19/34 = 

55.9%) 

111 

(111/199 

=55.8%) 

36 

(36/199 

=18.1%) 

31 

(31/101 

=30.1%) 

50 

(50/101= 

49.5%) 

21/396 = 

5.3% 

23/396 = 

5.8% 

13/396 = 

3.2% 

19/396 = 

4.8% 

111/396 

= 28% 

36/396 = 

9% 

31/396 = 

7.8% 

50/396 

=12.6% 

E= Encourage(s) 

The majority of Group A, especially those that do not teach multimodal composition, 

believes their departments do not encourage multimodal assignments. 

 Like Question 9, Question 10 on the survey asked instructors to reflect on their 

departments.  In Question 10 (Appendix R), instructors specified whether or not their 

departmental policies placed emphasis on either traditional composition or multimodal 

composition.  Overwhelmingly, the participants indicated that their departmental policies 

place more emphasis on traditional essay writing.  In other words, 238 instructors‟ 

departments place more emphasis on traditional essay writing versus the 23 instructors‟ 

departments that place more emphasis on multimodal composition.  In addition, 107 

instructors indicated that their departmental policies place an equal emphasis on 
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traditional and multimodal composition.  Of the 238 respondents who teach in a 

department that values traditional writing more, 131 teach multimodal assignments 

anyway.  This finding suggests classroom practices are moving ahead of department 

policies.  So, while respondents wanted more program support for multimodal 

composition, instructors were forging ahead without it.  

 One way instructors are forging ahead is through the publication of scholarship.  

For instance, 58 participants (7 of whom do not teach multimodal composition in FYC) 

indicated in Question 11 that they have already published a multimodal text and 74 

participants (14 of which who do not teach multimodal composition in FYC) said that 

they were planning to publish a multimodal text.  These findings reiterate how individual 

instructors are interested in multimodal composition despite working in departments that 

place more emphasis on traditional writing. 

 To answer Research Question 2, an examination of Questions 4 and Questions 13-

18 shows the following: 

1) Group A and Group B are equally as likely to teach multimodal composition 

since 62 out of 99 members in Group A (64.5%) and 199 out of 300 members in 

Group B (66.3%) teach such assignments.  Graduate teaching assistants are only 

slightly more likely (72.3%) than assistant, associate, and full professors and adjunct 

and contract faculty (62.8%) to teach multimodal assignments. 

2)  Graduate teaching assistants are more likely to teach multimodal composition 

when graduate programs offer courses that emphasize teaching with technology 

and multimodal assignments. 
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 3) According to graduate teaching assistants as well as the other instructors who 

 participated in the survey, a lack of time and a lack of technological 

 knowledge make teaching multimodal assignments difficult. 

4) The majority in both groups, including graduate teaching assistants, wants 

more program support, through training and materials, and wishes program 

requirements would value multimodal composition. 

 5)  Despite wanting more support, individual instructors are advancing the study 

 of multimodal composition through research and publication while teaching in 

 departments that place more emphasis on traditional writing.   

 

Research Question 3: What kinds of training do graduate teaching assistants and 

faculty receive to prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses? 

 Just as the ways in which instructors teach multimodal assignments vary, the 

ways in which instructors learn teaching strategies to teach multimodal assignments vary 

(see answers to Question 19 in Appendix S).  Mostly, strategies are self-taught or learned 

with the help of other faculty.  A hundred more participants selected self-taught than any 

other strategy in Question 19; in other words, 214 participants said they learned to teach 

multimodal assignments on their own.  Almost 92% of Group A was self-taught while 

77.5% of Group B was self-taught.  The large number of self-taught responses for this 

survey question could indicate that instructors are taking the initiative to learn 

multimodal composition and new technologies on their own. 

 The next most popular strategy was help from other faculty.  Nearly 47% of 

Group A and 42.1% of Group B chose to get help from other faculty.  In other words, 114 
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participants went to other faculty for help, while 61 participants sought help from others 

outside their institution.  However, contract faculty are 22.2% more likely to get help 

from other faculty than any other instructors in this survey.  Of the 54 participants who 

indicated that they sought the help of graduate students, 44 were graduate students, which 

means only ten non-graduate students (5 of which were associate professors) sought the 

help of graduate students.  For this same survey question, in terms of materials that 

helped instructors learn how to teach multimodal assignments, 68 participants consulted 

online tutorials, 30 consulted instructional videos, 90 consulted textbooks, and 111 

consulted websites.  

 While Question 8 showed that participants felt that not having access to proper 

training may prevent an instructor from teaching multimodal assignments, clearly 

instructors do have access to training.  For instance, while 238 instructors work in 

departments with policies that place more emphasis on traditional essay writing, 83 

respondents, half of which were graduate students, stated they learned to teach 

multimodal composition via department workshops and 46 respondents stated that they 

learned via institutional workshops. 

  Similar to Questions 9 and 10, Question 5 asked participants to reflect on their 

departments.  In total, 37% of the participants indicated that their departments‟ 

workshops demonstrated specific technological tools and software applications (see 

Figure 22).  Approximately 41% of participants specified their departments‟ workshops 

discussed how to incorporate multimodal assignments in their pedagogy, while 35% 

indicated their departments did not have workshops on multimodal assignments.  Group 

A (50%) was more likely than Group B (30%) to indicate that their departments did not 
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have workshops on multimodal assignments.  However, graduate assistants (46%) were 

more likely to specify that their departments‟ workshops demonstrated technological 

tools and discussed ways to incorporate multimodal assignments into their pedagogy than 

any of the other instructors.  Of all the instructors, though, adjuncts were the least likely 

to attend workshops. 

 

Figure 22:  Workshops 

 Group A Group B 

Q 5 
Department 
Workshops… 

Assistant 
Professor 
(34) 

Associate 
Professor 
(35) 

Full 
Professor 
(27) 

Adjunct 
(114) 

Contract 
(56) 

Graduate 
(130) 

Demo 
specific tech 
tools 

 
11 (32%) 

 
13 (37%) 

 
8 (29.6%) 

 
39(34.2%) 

 
16(28.6%) 

 
60 (46%) 

Explain 
Software 

 
8 (23.5%) 

 
17(48.6%) 

 
8 (29.6%) 

 
34(29.8%) 

 
17(30%) 

 
64 (49%) 
 

Discuss MM 
Assignments 

 
10 (29%) 

 
14 (40%) 

 
8 (29.6%) 

 
35(30.7%) 

 
18(32%) 

 
79(60.1%) 
 

Does not 
have MM 
workshops 

 
18 (53%) 

 
15(42.9%) 

 
15(55.5%) 

 
31(27%) 

 
24(42.3%) 

 
35(27%) 

Does not 
attend 
workshops 

 
1 (2.9%) 

 
1 (2.9%) 

 
3 (11%) 

 
37(32%) 

 
6 (10.7%) 

 
13 (10%) 

 

 

 More about the types of training instructors receive will be discussed in the next 

chapter during the analysis of the interviews.  The interviews also shed some light on 

Research Question 3 in addition to answering Research Question 4.  The use of the 

survey to answer Research Question 3, though, revealed:  
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 1) Overwhelmingly, members in both Group A and Group B are self-taught in 

 terms of learning strategies to teach multimodal assignments.  

2) Graduate students were more likely to attend department workshops and seek 

help from other graduate students, while adjuncts were least likely to attend 

workshops. 

3)  Less than half of the participants (41.4%) indicated their departments‟ 

workshops discussed ways to incorporate multimodal assignments in their 

pedagogy.  However, graduate teaching assistants were the most likely to specify 

that their departments discussed ways to incorporate multimodal assignments in 

their pedagogy. 

 The findings of the survey clearly indicate that both Group A and Group B are 

equally as likely to teach multimodal assignments. The next step in this research project, 

then, details the findings of the interviews regarding the types of training these groups 

received in order to prepare them to teach multimodal assignments.



 

 

   

Chapter Five: Interview Analysis 

 

 

Even very conventional technical papers can be multi-modal: Students have to translate 

back and forth among verbal, graphic, and numeric languages, and, when they are asked 

to do this rhetorically, to consciously reflect on the choices they make when translating 

from one medium to the other, I'd say it's multi-modal. 

        -Meredith 

 

 After the survey had been distributed for about four weeks and the results had 

been sifted through, the interviewees were determined.  Those who wished to be 

interviewed indicated in the last question of the survey that they would be willing to 

participate.  This list of 138 participants (34% of survey participants) was separated into 

six categories:  

1) Graduate TAs who do not teach multimodal assignments (9) 

2) Graduate TAs who do teach multimodal assignments (34) 

3)  Community college and small college instructors who do not teach multimodal 

assignments (16) 

4)  Community college and small college instructors who do teach multimodal 

assignments (26) 

5)  University instructors who do not teach multimodal assignments (10) 

6)  University instructors who do teach multimodal assignments (43)
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After the participants were separated into these categories, two participants from 

each category were randomly selected for interviews.
30

  When this project was first 

conceived, the plan included interviewing fifteen respondents, but after the interviews 

began, this number was not necessary.  Not only did these twelve provide valuable and 

interesting data, they sufficiently answered my fourth research question and provided 

further information that helped to answer my other research questions.  The interviewees 

also confirmed the other survey participants‟ survey responses.  

 However, one additional participant, John, was chosen for an interview because of 

his unusual responses to survey questions.  For example, John answered Question 2 on 

the survey with a date instead of indicating where he taught, which is what the question 

asked.  He was the only participant that had unusual answers like this who was willing to 

participate in an interview.  Because I wanted to make sure that John understood the 

survey so his data (such as where he taught) could be included in the survey results, he 

was chosen for an interview.  So, the total number of participants interviewed was 

thirteen.   

The interviews took place in late October and early November in 2009.  The 

interviewees had several options in which they could participate in the interview.  

Although in the beginning of this study, the plan was to conduct interviews only by way 

of AOL instant messenger, not all participants had access to this or wanted to use it.  

Most agreed to participate in the interview via an instant chat/messenger application like 

Gmail chat or Yahoo chat.  Four participants chose to conduct the interview over the 

                                                 
30

 To randomly select participants, I assigned each potential interviewee in each category with a number.  

Then, using a random number generator, I selected participants. 

http://stattrek.com/Tables/Random.aspx
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phone while their responses were recorded, and one chose to respond through emails.  

After the interviews were conducted, the ad hoc approach to and interplay of techniques 

in analyzing interviews, as described in Chapter 3, was employed.  

 As mentioned in Chapter 3, the interview questions were developed based on 

participants‟ responses to the survey and a few predetermined questions (Appendix G).  

For instance, since the interviews sought to answer the fourth research question (“Do 

graduate teaching assistants and faculty feel the kinds of training they receive adequately 

prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses?  If not, what needs to 

change?”), all participants were prompted to describe how their department trains new 

instructors and/or graduate teaching assistants to teach FYC.  Then, they were also asked 

if they felt this training was adequate, and if they indicated that it was not, they were 

asked what their institution could do to improve training. 

 While the interviews helped to answer the fourth research question, they also 

provided insight into the first three research questions by helping to paint a picture of the 

participants‟ background information.  They also provided an understanding of 

multimodal composition and the types of multimodal assignments participants teach.  The 

information and insight gained from the interviews revealed several themes: 

1)  The respondents held different perspectives on defining multimodal 

composition. 

2)  The respondents provided a description of FYC assignments, some of which 

were multimodal assignments.  

3)  The respondents described the graduate teaching assistant training at their 

institutions and how it could be improved. 



Lutkewitte 131 

 

4)  The respondents described instructor training at their institutions and how it 

could be improved. 

5)  The respondents described impediments that prevented improvement at their 

institutions. 

The following sections of this chapter offer an analysis of the interviews and an 

explanation of these five themes so as to paint a more comprehensive picture of the 

training FYC instructors receive from their institutions. 

 

Defining Multimodal Composition 

 The participants in the interviews held different ideas and opinions regarding 

multimodal composition.  The range of definitions mentioned in Chapter 2 was evident in 

the responses given by interviewees.  For example, as explained in Chapter 2, multimodal 

texts could be placed on a continuum somewhere between traditional essays and new 

media texts, although “where” is not exactly clear.  In demonstrating why “where” is not 

exactly clear, two questions were posed: Does putting one picture in an otherwise 

traditional alphabetic essay qualify an essay as a multimodal text?  And, to what degree 

of combining modes makes a text multimodal?  Figure 23 and Figure 24 represent the 

interview participants and their definitions of multimodal composition. 
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Figure 23:  Interviewees who do not Teach Multimodal Assignments 

Interviewee Definition of Multimodal Composition 

(MM) 

Vanessa 

(Southern University) 

MM refers to the use of diverse methods 

to teach composition. 

Natalie 

(New England University) 

MM requires careful attention to how 

visual elements and linguistic elements are 

juxtaposed in order to create meaning. 

Andrea  

(Northern New England Community 

College) 

The use of media other than paper, pencil 

or word processer.  Incorporate blogs, 

primary electronic sources, like video or 

wikis. 

John 

(Southwestern College) 

Did not know how to define MM. 

Gary 

(Large Eastern University) 

MM offers students the opportunity to go 

beyond simply words typed on a page. 

Sarah 

(Large Southwestern University) 

MM involves using different modes.  A 

MM assignment involves building a 

website or putting together a blog.  MM 

comes together in multimedia. 

Linda 

(East Coast Community College) 

Did not know how to define MM. 
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Figure 24: Interviewees who do Teach Multimodal Assignments 

Interviewee Definition of Multimodal Composition 

(MM) 

Erin 

(Midwestern University) 

Specified on survey that she teaches MM 

assignments 3 times a semester. 

MM involves an added level of analysis, 

discernment, and critical thinking not 

gained by simply experimenting with texts.  

MM texts are not traditional essays but can 

include video clips, audio, advertisements, 

etc 

 

Megan 

(Midwestern University) 

Specified on survey that she teaches MM 

assignments 2 times a semester. 

MM requires multiple types of literacy.  

Nora 

(Southeastern Community College) 

Specified on survey she teaches MM 

assignments more than 4 times a 

semester. 

MM refers to the use of diverse methods to 

teach composition. 

Sean 

(New England College) 

Specified on survey he teaches MM 

assignments more than 4 times a 

semester. 

MM involves more than 'just' textual 

rhetorics.  It requires literacies and 

proficiencies in other areas. MM is not just 

decoration or a frill.  Students should see 

the connections between how arguments 

are made or ideas are communicated in one 

realm or genre, and have to consider the 

similarities or differences that arise 

working in other media or genres.  

Kate 

(Eastern University) 

Specified on survey she teaches MM 

assignments 2 times a semester. 

MM could be an essay about an image or 

the creation of a website. 

Meredith 

(Midwestern University) 

Specified on survey she teaches MM 

assignments 3 times a semester. 

MM involves translating back and forth 

among verbal, graphic, and numeric 

languages, and consciously reflecting on 

the choices made when translating from 

one medium to the other. 
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 Like many of the interview respondents who teach multimodal texts, Kate, an 

assistant professor at a small Eastern University, described the multimodal assignments 

she assigns in her classes.    For instance, in one of her classes, students have to complete 

two essays on visual rhetoric and in doing so must include a photo.  She explained that 

her students put the photo in the essay, plus other photos by the same person.  Sometimes 

they even dropped in a YouTube video as well.  However, she explained in her interview 

that in her more advanced classes, her students are required to make websites and include 

a variety of media.  Her descriptions of the assignments in both her FYC classes and 

advanced classes reflect the range in multimodal composition definitions.  Again, does 

putting one picture in an otherwise traditional alphabetic essay qualify an essay as a 

multimodal text?  According to Kate, when her students write about a photo they have 

included in their essay, they are participating in multimodal composition.  On the other 

hand, though, students in her classes who create websites are also composing 

multimodally. 

 Kate was not the only interviewee unsure of where to place multimodal 

composition along the continuum.  As an adjunct teaching at a Northern New England 

community college, Andrea defined a multimodal composition assignment as “one that 

might use media other than paper and pencil or word processing and a traditional paper 

textbook.”  To put it another way, she says, “Perhaps [multimodal assignments] 

incorporate blogs, primary electronic sources, video, wikis.”  Her response seems to 

imply that multimodal composition cannot happen with paper, pencil, or even necessarily 

word processors.  The examples she gives of multimodal composition are all electronic 

examples (blogs, video, and wikis).  To her, multimodal composition must be electronic. 
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 Similar to Andrea‟s response, Gary, a contract faculty member at a large Eastern 

university who does not teach multimodal composition, was not as clear in his definition 

either.  He wrote that, “A multimodal assignment would be any assignment that requires 

the student/offers the opportunity to the student to go beyond simply words typed on a 

page.” Gary recognizes that multimodal composition requires more than just traditional 

writing. For Gary, an assignment like Kate‟s would not be a multimodal assignment 

because such an assignment asks students to write an essay about a photo and does not 

invite students necessarily to “go beyond words typed on a page.” 

Like Gary, Megan, a graduate TA who teaches multimodal composition at a large 

Midwestern university, had a similar understanding of a multimodal composition 

assignment, defining it “as any assignment that requires multiple types of literacy to 

complete,” including a PowerPoint presentation which requires proficiency in visual, 

alphabetic, and aural literacy. 

 Natalie, one of the graduate teaching assistants who indicated that she never 

taught multimodal assignments, had quite a different definition of multimodal 

assignments than Kate, Andrea, Gary, and Megan.  While Natalie (N) talked about 

assignments that involved having students create pamphlets, posters, web pages, and 

public announcement videos, she was adamant about not calling these multimodal 

assignments.  The portion of her interview where she discusses what she feels is a 

multimodal document is worth quoting at length here:
31

 

 R:  What do you consider a multimodal document? 

                                                 
31

 R stands for researcher. 
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 N:  A document where there would be more interplay with the visual elements 

 and the linguistic elements. We're so text focused and text based, that we never 

 really get to engage students in the visual side of rhetoric. 

 R:  By interplay, what do you mean? 

 N:  Careful attention to how the two elements are juxtaposed in order to create 

 meaning. 

 R:  Interesting.  So, your students don't pay attention to this as they are creating 

 their pamphlets, posters, and websites? 

 N:  Not as much as one would think. Usually, they have all of this information 

 that they have gathered over the course of a semester and about a week to turn it 

 into a public document.  This assignment is the last in the course.  So they tend to 

 throw in whatever image they can cut and paste in, if they even have an image.  

 Some get bogged down by not knowing how to edit or synthesize the research 

 they've done, and the document becomes just a big blob of words. 

Natalia‟s idea of multimodal composition falls more closely in line with those that 

believe multimodality means more than just combining multiple modes, such as 

Meredith, whose quote begins this chapter.  To Natalie and Meredith, an associate 

professor at a large Midwestern university, the act of just putting an image into a 

document does not necessarily qualify it as a multimodal document as someone like Kate 

believes.  To them, multimodal composition means much more.  In Natalie‟s words, it 

means students must pay “careful attention to how the two elements are juxtaposed in 

order to create meaning.”  Multimodal composition means composing multimodally for a 

specific purpose. 
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 Natalie and Meredith‟s definitions of a multimodal assignment closely align with 

how Sean, another interviewee from a New England college, defines a multimodal 

assignment.  Sean, who has a background in new media, believes such an assignment 

“involves more than 'just' textual rhetorics and requires literacies and proficiencies in 

other areas.”  Furthermore, he goes on to say that incorporating modes such as videos or 

images should not be included “just as decoration or a frill.”  In other words, multimodal 

composition should have more interplay between modes.  Students should be able to see 

the “connections between how arguments are made or ideas are communicated in one 

realm or genre, and have to consider the similarities or differences that arise working in 

other media or genres.”  In Natalie, Meredith, and Sean‟s opinion, multimodal 

composition comes closer to the definition of new media (but is not necessarily new 

media) than any of the other participants.  

 Not all of the interview participants‟ definitions of multimodal composition fit 

somewhere on the continuum between traditional essays and new media texts.  Three 

participants in the interviews had different understandings of multimodal composition 

than the respondents mentioned above, while one did not know what it meant at all.  

When Vanessa, a new graduate TA at a large Southern university who does not teach 

multimodal composition, was asked to define the word multimodal, she responded by 

saying “a combination of diverse modes used inclusively.”  As the interview progressed, 

she talked about different approaches or methods a teacher might use to engage students 

in the learning process.  She described using games, telling stories, even taking students 

outside of the classroom.  Unclear about where she was headed with her responses, I 

prompted her to define “mode”.  She replied by saying “methods, different ways of 
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teaching.”  To her, multimodal composition meant using different methods to teach 

composition to students.  It was not about the text students produced in class or the 

process students went through, but it had to do with the way the teacher taught 

composition.  This point was rather interesting because, although she defined modes as 

“methods, different ways of teaching,” later in the interview, as she was describing FYC 

assignments, she talked about assignments in which students had to use different modes.  

At that point, she discussed a project involving the formation of a webpage as well as 

other assignments involving “media, visuals, graphics, charts, tables, etc.”   

 Likewise, Nora, a Southeastern community college adjunct, seemed to believe 

that multimodal composition was also about using different methods to teach 

composition.  After Nora described a few of the multimodal assignments she used in her 

classes, she started talking about different ways of teaching.  For example, she mentioned 

that she uses DVDs in her classes.  My suspicion that Nora believed multimodal 

composition referred to multiple teaching methods was further solidified when, after the 

interview, Nora insisted on emailing me some sample assignments she uses in her FYC.  

The assignments were assignments in which students turned in a traditional essay, and in 

some cases, a works cited page to go along with the essay.  Nora also emailed me a 

grading rubric that went along with these assignments, and they, too, were only focused 

on traditional essay assignments.  The assignment prompts instructed students to write 

about certain topics, like movies, TV shows, and the media.  Perhaps, Nora thinks, like 

Kate, that when students write about texts like movies, TV shows, and media they are 

participating in multimodal composition.  
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 Finally, when I spoke to John who teaches at a Western college, he did not know 

what I meant by multimodal assignments nor did Linda, an adjunct at a community 

college in the Eastern part of the country.  Both John and Linda were not very familiar 

with the term and were a little unsure what a multimodal assignment would look like.  

Linda even informed me that she had never heard of the term until she took the survey. 

Perhaps, the differences in these participants‟ definitions reflect a much larger 

debate in the field of rhetoric and composition.  That is, while some instructors in this 

field think of the teaching composition in terms of “product,” others think of the teaching 

of composition in terms of “process”.  In the case of the interviewees, those like Kate 

who believe students participate in multimodal composition when they insert a photo into 

an otherwise traditional essay, tend to view writing as a product.  On the other hand, 

those like Natalie who believe that in order for students to engage in multimodal 

composition, they must be aware of the interplay of multiple modes, tend to view writing 

in terms of a process. 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, scholars, such as Selfe, Wysocki, Shipka, and so 

forth, believe multimodal composing involves a conscious awareness of “how” modes 

work together to create meaning.  The focus is on the “how” of composing, or process of 

composing, rather than the “what,” or the product of composing.
32

  In other words, 

multimodal composition demands composers make rhetorical decisions about the modes 

they are using to reach a particular audience.  In the following section of the chapter, 

instructors describe assignments that either place more emphasis on product or more 

                                                 
32

 The use of “process” here does not necessarily refer to “one” process that has been formalized and thus 

can be repeated over and over again.  Scholars in composition, like Gary Olson, for example, argue that no 

“one” process can be used for every new composition.  The use of “process,” rather, refers to a conscious 

regard for the decisions one makes when composing multimodally.    
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emphasis on process.  That is to say, the assignments reflect the range in multimodal 

composition definitions as defined by the interview participants. 

 

Examples of Assignments 

 Instead of asking participants to submit examples of multimodal assignments, 

participants were told to describe the multimodal assignments they use in their FYC 

classes.
33

  For instance, at the institution in which Megan teaches, every FYC instructor is 

required to assign a persuasive brochure assignment that students create by using both 

written and visual elements.  However, as Megan goes on to explain in her interview,  

  [T]he brochure comes at the end of the semester, after students have  

  turned in their  largest  assignment and when instructors are grading those  

  10 pagers. The department advisors have explained that this is so that we  

  can put our energy into grading the written papers and can "ease up" a  

  little by just teaching a brochure assignment. Most instructors grade the  

  brochure rather generously because they feel like they don't have the  

  qualification to make a really fine distinction between an adequate and an  

  excellent brochure. 

At least at Megan‟s institution, a multimodal assignment, like the brochure assignment, 

does not carry as much weight or importance as a traditional essay assignment.  Rather, 

while teachers are participating in the serious business of grading traditional papers and 

devoting their “energy” on the written word, they fill in the remainder of the semester 

                                                 
33

 Nora was the only individual whom I interviewed to actually send me samples of assignments even 

though I did not ask for them.  



Lutkewitte 141 

 

with a less important assignment, like an easy brochure assignment.  Megan seems to 

realize that while her institution forces teachers to assign a multimodal document, the 

teachers are not, or at least do not feel, prepared or qualified to assess such multimodal 

documents.  Furthermore, Megan implies that her department believes multimodal 

documents are easier than traditional essays because they should come at the end of the 

semester after students have spent long hard weeks working on ten page essays.  Like 

Megan, Natalie also allows her students to create brochures, although the decision to 

create them is ultimately up to the students.  For her public document assignment in her 

research writing course, students need to create a product that allows them “to convey 

their knowledge to a larger community.”  For instance, while Natalie explains that 

students in the past have made pamphlets that could be distributed to their target 

audience, others in her class have made posters that could be placed in a public location.  

Students have also made web pages or public service announcement style videos in her 

class.  However, while Natalie teaches public document assignments and while students 

can create pamphlets, videos, and so forth, she does not, as indicated earlier in this 

chapter, necessarily consider these multimodal documents because students do not take 

them seriously.  They do not pay attention to the rhetorical decisions they are making 

when they compose with multiple modes.  So, in both Megan and Natalie‟s case, 

multimodal composition was not a serious study. 

 On the other hand, Meredith described several assignments she uses in her FYC 

courses that are taken more seriously than Megan and Natalie‟s assignments.  Meredith 

talked about one project, for instance, in which students participate in several different 

composing practices.  She says that this particular project “involves a paper, an oral-
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visual presentation, and a wiki,” and that “while the sub-parts are conventional 

assignments, students are nonetheless invited to think about the different demands, 

possibilities, and constraints each medium offers.”  In explaining the assignments in 

Meredith‟s classes, she talked about the conscious decisions students had to make about 

using multimodal practices, something that Natalie recognized her students were unable 

to do (which is why Natalie thought the texts students composed in her classes were not 

multimodal texts).  Meredith described at length the relationship between teaching 

rhetorical practices and teaching multimodal assignments as is reflected in the 

introductory quote to this chapter.  To further illustrate this relationship and the decisions 

students make in her class, she posits that “How much framing is needed to help an 

audience understand and follow a technical talk orally is somewhat different from the 

framing needed to help an audience read the same content in print.”  She made clear that 

students in her classes were instructed to think about the possibilities, affordances, and 

limitations involved in using different modes to compose their assignments. 

 Unlike Megan, Natalie, and Meredith, Kate‟s understanding of what constitutes a 

multimodal assignment is slightly different.  In her writing and research class, Kate 

requires multimodal essays twice a semester.  She explained in her interview that she has 

her students complete two essays on visual rhetoric, essays she considers multimodal.  

For the first assignment, students in her class go to the art museum, write about what they 

saw, and include a photo in their essay. For the second assignment, students have to find 

a photo online and then write about its argument.  Students put the photo into their essay 

along with other photos taken by the same person.  Sometimes, Kate says, they even 

include YouTube videos with their essays as well.  So while they are turning in rather 
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traditional essays, students are writing about and including images in these essays, which 

to Kate constitutes multimodal composition. 

 Just like the definitions of multimodal composition, the different types of 

multimodal composition assignments, as described by interviewees, can be placed on a 

continuum between traditional essay assignments and new media assignments.  Where on 

the continuum each of the assignments lies depends on whether students who are 

completing these assignments are aware of the interplay of modes they are using.  An 

assignment that asks students to write about a different mode, like an image, would more 

likely reflect a traditional essay assignment, as was the case for Kate‟s museum 

assignment.  Such an assignment does not invite students to think of other possibilities 

for communicating what they saw at the museum.  The decision of “what” their final 

product should look like was already made for them.  Such an assignment as Kate‟s 

privileges the written word and sets up the visual as something only to be analyzed, not 

produced.  The privileging of the written word reflects the visual‟s place in the 

curriculum as an afterthought (or a less serious matter of study, as was the case for 

Natalie and Megan).  Not taking multimodal composition seriously perpetuates the 

written word/visual dichotomy that George speaks of in 2002, as mentioned in Chapter 2.     

On the other hand, an assignment that asks students to understand and compose 

using multiple modes would more likely lie closer to new media assignments on the 

continuum between traditional essay assignments and new media assignments.  In 

completing assignments such as Meredith‟s, students consider how the rhetorical 

decisions for composing in one mode differ from the rhetorical decisions one makes 
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composing in another.   In other words, students consider how different modes (or a 

combination of modes) can communicate different meanings to different audiences.  

 Although several interviewees who do not currently teach multimodal 

assignments were interviewed, some of these participants wanted to or felt that they 

would have to teach multimodal composition in the near future.  For example, Gary said 

that “eventually change will have to come and employing some form/degree of 

multimodal assignment will probably be part of that change.”  Furthermore, while Andrea 

does not teach multimodal composition assignments, she did say that she wanted to and 

said that she had been trying to design one for awhile.  Inspired by another professor‟s 

(Prof. Bestemann of Colby College) use of wikis, she was considering a class-constructed 

wiki.  Likewise, Sarah also said that it was something that she was definitely interested 

in.  She just needed to find time to learn it, a sentiment other interviewees eluded too as 

well.   

 A lack of time for learning how to teach multimodal assignments will be 

addressed in the following section since a lack of time reflects a lack of preparation or 

training.  Perhaps, the differences between the assignments described above by the 

interviewees reflect the different types of training they have received as either a teaching 

assistant or as a new instructor.  In the following section, interviewees describe the ways 

in which they were or were not trained to teach multimodal assignments in FYC 

classrooms.  
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TA Training 

 This study wanted to find out if new instructor and graduate TA training included 

training in the teaching of multimodal composition.  As participants described how their 

department trained new faculty and new TAs to teach FYC, only a few specified they had 

access to workshops or training sessions that taught instructors how to incorporate 

multimodal assignments into their classrooms.   

 Early in the interview process, I spoke with two graduate TAs who did not teach 

multimodal assignments.  They both were graduate TAs at large universities, one in the 

South and one in New England.  Vanessa was a first semester graduate student seeking a 

MA in American/English Literature, but she was also enrolled in a TA prep course so that 

she could teach FYC.  Her interview included a telling story of the lack of training new 

TAs received when they first enter graduate school at her institution.  During the 

interview, she indicated that she was enrolled in a TA composition prep course that 

frustrated her for several reasons.  For one, Vanessa thought the TA class needed more 

opportunities for the discussion of readings and assignments.  At the start of the course, 

she wished the expectations had been clear and that the instructors for the course would 

have slowed down and not rushed through the readings and assignments.  Secondly, as 

part of her prep course, Vanessa was required to observe other teachers teaching writing.  

However, she noted that the TAs were not assigned to one particular class throughout the 

semester; they were required to conduct two observations per month in different 

classrooms.  The classes she was to observe were determined by the TA prep course 

instructor and then emailed to her ahead of time.  Instead of feeling like these 

observations were helpful, Vanessa felt frustrated because they took place without much 
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chance for discussion.  The teaching of multimodal composition was not part of her TA 

prep course.    

 As a graduate TA, Natalie had quite a different experience than Vanessa.  She 

attended a week-long training session at the beginning of the semester that was run by the 

head of the TAs.  During that week-long session, the TAs went “through all the basics, 

from daily classroom management to final portfolio review.”  However, the training did 

not end after this week-long training session.  Natalie describes that TAs have,  

  [A] weekly support meeting as well as meetings with the head of TAs to  

  check in on their classroom experience, receive feedback from   

  observations, and go through grading rubrics together. Then all TAs attend 

  beginning of the semester department meetings, where pedagogy and  

  practices are discussed in breakout sessions.  Then the department   also  

  hosts monthly brown bag seminars.  These are optional, so many TAs and  

  adjuncts do not attend them.  Personally I have attended every one of them 

  since I've been at [this university].  Topics at the brown bags have ranged  

  from publishing and abstract workshops to using Sakai and incorporating  

  reflection throughout the semester. 

On the survey, Natalie indicated that the graduate courses she was taking at her 

institution did not emphasize teaching multimodal assignments.  But, for the most part, 

Natalie did not seem dissatisfied with the training she received since she recognized that 

most of the TAs had already had training before they came to her university. 

 Megan describes a similar TA training experience in that she, too, attended a 

week-long training session at the beginning of the semester.  She was “trained in general 
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questions of policy and pedagogy as well as the tools to teach the first unit of the 

semester.”  Then, she said additional training was offered throughout the semester.  For 

example, Megan talked about how the first-year teaching assistants took a course on 

pedagogy and pedagogical theory.  

 While the graduate students mentioned above did not indicate any specific 

training sessions they participated in that involved learning how to teach multimodal 

assignments, one graduate student did mention instruction in multimodal composition.  

Erin, a TA at a large Midwestern university, had this to say about her multimodal 

composition training: 

  [O]ur Comp program has two orientations per year[,] one at the beginning  

  of the fall and one at the beginning of the spring semester[;] our program  

  directors and the assistant directors (4 Grad Students) host short   

  workshops on topics that are pertinent to teaching in our program. This  

  last fall was the first time an entire session was devoted to teaching  

  multi-modal texts as a part of the Comp sequence. In the past we have  

  discussed issues surrounding how to USE multi-modal texts (i.e. video  

  clips, audio, advertisements, etc.) to teach analysis...[but] this session went 

  beyond that and explained three basic ways to actually have students  

  CREATE a multi-modal text instead of just an essay to meet the   

  assignment requirements. 

Her emphasis on the words “use” and “create” here are interesting because she was the 

only interviewee who talked about a department that recognized that not only do students 

need to be aware of multimodal texts, but they also need to know how to create with 
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them.  In other words, the focus for the workshop was on the process of creation, on how 

to teach students to compose multimodally.  It was not about teaching students to write an 

essay in which they analyze a multimodal text.  As referenced in Chapter 2, Wysocki and 

Selfe, as well as other scholars, point out why teaching students to compose 

multimodally, rather than just having students write about multimodal texts, helps 

prepare college students for the types of writing they will do in the academia and beyond.   

 Later in the interview, Erin revealed she was actually the one to lead this 

workshop on multimodal composition.  She said she was the one who showed her 

colleagues how to use Audacity, videos, and web pages in order to help students 

complete the assignments that Erin and her colleagues were required to teach in their 

sequence.  So, Erin, a graduate student, was the one training other instructors and TAs 

about multimodal assignments. 

 During the interviews with graduate students, many expressed a lot of interest in 

learning more about multimodal composition whether or not they were currently teaching 

them.  For example, Natalie wrote in her online chat that “there is an interest on the 

graduate students' part for this type of training, but there hasn't been the time for it or the 

resources.”  Although graduate students had an interest, some of the interviewees were 

hesitant about forcing multimodal composition training.  For instance, Megan pointed out 

that training in multimodal composition pedagogy might be difficult  if TAs are already 

overwhelmed by the teaching of writing.  As she elaborated on what she meant by TAs 

being overwhelmed, she had this to say: 

  It's natural that they should be scared to teach writing, but they still feel  

  like experts in writing; they're English grad students, and many of them  
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  majored in English during their undergraduate years. They're passionate  

  about the written word.  They like to write and talk about writing –they  

  spent thousands of hours and thousands of dollars to study it.  But visual  

  rhetoric? Aside from a few who come from art or film, most of them have  

  no formal training in composing images. They feel qualified to teach and  

  evaluate writing, but feel like [they] lack the expertise to teach and   

  evaluate visual design.   

Megan‟s sentiments describe an attitude many of the interviewees, as well as scholars 

mentioned earlier, have recognized among writing instructors, that is, a focus on and love 

of the written word which impede a willingness or desire to consider other possibilities 

for composing.   

 While Megan was hesitant about making TAs learn multimodal composition 

pedagogy a requirement, she did mention that those graduate students and instructors 

who were interested in multimodal composition or new media were involved voluntarily 

in a group called the New Media Club.  Megan described the club as “far less structured” 

and  “like „show and tell,‟ with people signing up to share how to use tools like prezi for 

teaching and also how they teach new media (like using Facebook to organize study 

groups) in their classrooms.”  While this club was optional, Megan realized that it did 

offer her an opportunity to learn multimodal composition.   

 Although each TA in the interviews described a training program unique to their 

institution, each felt their program could do more to support TAs.  In terms of training 

TAs to teach multimodal composition, they also identified areas for improvement and 

suggested ways their programs and departments could help them learn strategies for 
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incorporating multimodal composition assignments into FYC courses.  These suggestions 

will be identified later in this chapter after the discussion on instructor training.  

 

Instructor Training 

 Many of the adjuncts who teach FYC had similar training experiences to the 

TAs‟.  Andrea, an adjunct at a Northern New England community college who does not 

teach multimodal assignments, described her informal training as “basically a department 

meeting at the end of professional development that begins each semester.”  Although she 

did not specifically say how much time was spent at the department meeting (whether it 

was an hour or an all day meeting), she indicated that they spent their time going over 

policies and data from the college‟s research projects.  She also received a booklet and 

noted that the chair of the department was available for issues that arise during the 

semester.  In terms of whether or not she felt this training adequately prepared her to 

teach FYC courses, her response was mixed.  While she felt she had plenty of content to 

teach, meaning she had sample syllabi to draw from, she did not feel prepared to manage 

a classroom. Andrea also seemed unsure about how to implement multimodal 

composition assignments in her classroom.  Although she expressed a lot of interest in 

such assignments and in the use of technology to implement such assignments, she 

pointed out that she had not yet had time to discuss the matter with her chair, and 

therefore, had not yet had a chance to include multimodal assignments in her classes.  

 Andrea‟s response was similar to Nora and Kate‟s responses.  Nora, for instance, 

indicated that she wished adjuncts received more training, not just in multimodal 

pedagogy.  Her training took place in a two-week-long lecture series.  Likewise, Kate 
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was also a bit frustrated by the inadequate training she received.  She indicated that she, 

“got a 30 minute intro to teaching 150” at her university and that she “had to beg for a 

short meeting with the person who was then director of comp to explain what English 

400 was” and how she was supposed to teach it.  She went on to mention that her time as 

a graduate student had somewhat prepared her to teach FYC, although none of that 

preparation was geared toward multimodal composition.  Neither Andrea, Nora, nor Kate 

mentioned any training designed specifically to help new instructors teach multimodal 

composition at their institutions. 

 Little training also describes Linda‟s situation.  During her interview, Linda 

posited that she received no training from her department prior to teaching her FYC 

courses.  In fact, she said that she was actually hired the day before the semester began.  

In her words, she was “given a book and told to put something together” the night before, 

and she did.  To paint a fair picture of her situation, though, she did say she had access to 

a mentor throughout the semester, and she was offered a few optional workshops she 

could attend if she wanted.  Whether or not they were geared towards teaching 

multimodal composition, she did not know for sure since she did not attend the 

workshops.  

 During the interviews, one of the more interesting conversations was with Gary, 

since Gary is actually in charge of teaching new lecturers and graduate TAs at his 

institution.  In the following excerpt, he describes the training he runs: 

  We begin with a full one-week orientation session, the week prior to  

  classes starting in the fall. Pretty much 9-5 every day. They are given the  

  syllabus, assignment sheets, texts, etc. We cover grading practices,   
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  classroom management, etc. We continue with a once a week seminar – 

  English  602– which runs the full academic year (two semesters). New  

  folks, whether you're a 22-year-old grad student who's never stood in front 

  of a class, or a seasoned pro who's spent 20 years teaching comp…all take  

  the class. It's a combination of how do you teach [FYC] at [this institution] 

  and how does one teach/teach comp in general. The final piece of the  

  puzzle  is that we provide teaching mentors –folks who've been with us for 

  a while and have had some success– to the new folks. A mentor might be  

  responsible for a group of 4-6 new folks. They meet every other week or  

  so.  Discuss classroom issues, provide feedback, do  observations in class,  

  etc.  

 While Gary, as well as a few other interviewees, does not have specific training in 

multimodal composition at his institution, a few participants indicated that their 

institution did indeed have workshops devoted to multimodal composition.  For example, 

while she was unable to attend, Sarah revealed that in 2009, her department included a 

workshop specifically titled “Multimodal Composition” as part of a series of workshops 

on tools and technologies.  Praising her department for its ability to offer many 

workshops, Sarah said, “They don‟t want to pressure you, but there are a lot of 

opportunities for you to use technology.”  Although Sarah did not attend the multimodal 

workshop, she was quite aware of the opportunities afforded to her to learn multimodal 

composition.  

 Unlike Sarah, however, a few instructors did participate in multimodal 

composition training.  For example, Sean, an instructor who teaches multimodal 
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assignments at a New England college, talks about a presentation led by Cynthia Selfe 

about using a FYC assignment on public service announcements as part of his 

multimodal composition training at his institution.  In her presentation, Sean explained, 

Selfe used video, audio, print, and online examples.  Because of this experience, Sean 

then “worked with grad students to look at those materials, and plan ways to use those 

ideas and assignments in their own classes.”  Sean‟s department was the only department 

mentioned in the interviews that brought in experts from outside their institutions to train 

instructors to teach multimodal practices. 

 Like the graduate TAs, many of the instructors also expressed interest in 

multimodal composition pedagogy.  For example, Andrea mentioned that while she does 

not teach multimodal assignments, she wants to and also wants to publish a multimodal 

document herself.  At the conclusion of the interview, Andrea commented that even the 

interview itself helped her see she had not explored the idea of multimodality in depth.  

Gary also had similar feelings.  When asked about the training he provides his instructors 

and new TAs, he said, “I think if we're realistic about where students are right now and 

what they're capable of, what they expect from a college education, we will have to start 

looking into a more widespread use of multimodal assignments.”  The majority of the 

participants in the interviews seemed to be open to the idea of incorporating, or learning 

to incorporate, multimodal assignments in their FYC courses.  In fact, of the thirteen 

interviewed only one participant seemed unlikely to or unwilling to include multimodal 

assignments in the near future.   The majority of graduate students (mentioned in the last 

section) and instructors (mentioned in this section) share a common belief that programs 

could do more to encourage and support the teaching of multimodal composition. 
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Improving Training 

 After participants discussed the training they received, each participant made 

suggestions about how their department could improve training.  I received a wide range 

of responses, some which indicated that instructors wanted better training in how to teach 

FYC in general and some which indicated that instructors wanted specific training in how 

to teach multimodal composition.  As mentioned in the previous two sections, several of 

the participants seemed frustrated by their department‟s training and were adamant about 

the types of changes they would like to see.  Moreover, the participants also provided 

some reasons why they suspected that their training did not include training in 

multimodal composition as well as why they felt their training was either adequate or 

inadequate.   

 However, not all participants were very familiar with the training their 

departments conduct for new faculty and TAs.  When John, for instance, was asked about 

training in his department, he responded that he was not aware that his department trained 

new faculty.  He went on to explain the types of instructors at his institution, saying that 

they were mostly instructors who taught part time at elementary and high schools and 

relied on premade syllabi to teach FYC.  While his response might be a little extreme 

compared to the other interviewees, his response is interesting that someone in his third 

year of teaching at an institution felt that way about his department‟s lack of ability to 

train new faculty. 

 A lack of ability to help also characterizes what some of the other interviewees 

mentioned about their programs.  Some said their programs did not offer mentors for new 

TAs and faculty, as was the case for Vanessa, or their programs assigned mentors who 
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were not helpful, as was the case for Nora.  Nora, for example, had an opposite schedule 

with her mentor and was not able to work with her at all.  While they were offering 

suggestions for improvement, both Vanessa and Nora wanted someone whom they could 

talk to about teaching FYC.  Nora said that because her mentor was unavailable, she 

would just ask whoever she could catch in the hallways.  Vanessa, as indicated in the 

section on TA training, felt frustrated by her TA prep course and wished the professors 

who taught the class would have given her more opportunities for discussion.  When 

asked if she was assigned a mentor, Vanessa said no and that her fellow graduate students 

just talked with each other.  Vanessa added that none of her professors ever suggested 

they go and talk with anyone.  The only suggestion they did make was to refer them to a 

computer assistance lab for help with technical issues, not for help in teaching FYC. 

 While the majority felt training needed improvement, all participants were not 

dissatisfied with their departments‟ training.  For example, as mentioned earlier, Sarah 

praised her department‟s ability to provide plenty of workshops.  And, Gary, who 

happens to be the one in charge of training new faculty, said that he, too, feels his 

department provides adequate training for those who teach FYC.  Gary was even cautious 

about making suggestions that his department provide more ongoing training and 

professional development in terms of multimodal composition. He stated, “We are just 

now looking at that issue. It gets more complicated once folks have been doing it for a 

while, get set in their ways, take on multiple sections, have multiple time-commitments, 

etc.”  He was not the only one who was cautious about suggesting ways to improve 

training in multimodal composition.  While she recognized that TAs might feel 

overwhelmed, Megan did suggest that her department needed to “include more 
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significant training on visual rhetoric,” especially since they are required to teach a 

brochure assignment. 

 Even Erin, who ran workshops on how to use Audacity and Movie Maker, was 

hesitant about making suggestions for improvement.  She wrote, “I do not think forcing 

anyone to go this direction is realistic or productive.  I feel that instruction in the creation 

of multi-modal texts is important to preparing students for a job market that is more and 

more technologically centered, but I am also aware that they have the chance to pick up 

some of these skills in other places.”  While many of the participants were interested in 

learning more about multimodal composition and  while many had suggestions for 

improving training that would make it possible for them to teach multimodal 

composition, they were clearly aware that making the necessary changes would be 

difficult. 

 However, to combat instructors‟ feelings of uncertainty and their fear of new 

technology, Kate suggested that her department have a workshop and online training 

materials which provide a clear statement of why multimodal composition is needed.  She 

feels that training should answer these questions in particular: “Why go to the extra 

trouble?  How do students benefit?  How do I deal with the tech issues?”  Kate was not 

the only one to suggest more workshops.  Many of the interviewees felt that their 

departments should conduct workshops, more so than any other means of training, to help 

them to incorporate multimodal assignments into their pedagogy. 

 The discussions about workshops during the interviews revealed ways that 

graduate teaching assistants are helping to improve training in multimodal composition.  

Erin, one of the first graduate students interviewed, is a perfect example of how TAs are 
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shaping the direction of FYC.  During the interview, Erin explained how her knowledge 

of multimodal composition helped to make her department more aware of the importance 

of including multimodal assignments in FYC.  She wrote, “I came in as a Comp/Rhet 

student when there wasn't really any program and my requests for more multi-modal 

instructional opportunities helped spur on the changes.”  She does admit, though, she had 

to work hard to make these changes.  For example, she had to convince one of her 

professors that technology should be addressed in FYC.  To her, taking risks to 

incorporate multimodal composition are worth it.  She said, “I am just lucky enough to be 

outspoken and stubborn enough to want to pursue this because I feel it is in the best 

interest of myself, my students, and other generations of scholars who could benefit from 

learning in more than one mode.”  Thus, Erin has developed workshops in which she 

shows other graduate teaching assistants and faculty how to incorporate multimodal 

composition in the FYC classroom.  In making suggestions for improvement and in 

developing workshops to train instructors, Erin faced several challenges, challenges that 

many in Group A and Group B who want to teach multimodal composition face on a 

consistent basis.  Such challenges will be addressed in the following section of this 

chapter. 

 

 Impediments to improvements 

While Erin was more aware of why changes needed to be made and was actually 

a willing participant, if not an initiator, of that change, most of the interviewees at least 

recognized that change would likely come.  Gary, for instance, at his large university in 

the East, believed that although multimodal assignments, at the moment, did not play an 
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important role in teaching students to write, they would.  He noted, “Eventually change 

will have to come and employing some form/degree of multimodal assignment will 

probably be part of that change.”  But, the participants in the interviews were, as alluded 

to earlier, also aware of the difficulty in making a change.  As the interviews were 

conducted, I sensed several concerns among the interviewees in terms of making 

improvements to training.  The range of concerns included concerns about students‟ 

attitudes, students‟ access to technology, instructors‟ ability to work with technology, 

instructors‟ willingness to make changes, using standard syllabi and texts, and the state of 

their departments.   

 Unlike Kate who claimed that her students love learning when it involves 

technology, Nora talked extensively about the lack of motivation among students in her 

class.  While Kate said that her students were more engaged when she required her 

students to use technology, Nora held quite an opposite belief.  When asked if she felt her 

students would have the same attitude towards a traditional assignment as they do for a 

nontraditional assignment, Nora replied by stating the students would still be lazy no 

matter what she requested them to do.   

 Laziness was not the only concern for Nora.  She was also concerned about 

assigning any assignment that would require the use of a computer because she was not 

sure if everyone in her classes had access to one outside of class.  Gary had a similar 

concern about students‟ access to technology.  He said, “We can't assume that all students 

have access to the technologies that might allow for something beyond a traditional 

essay.”  Later, he commented, “We still have the technological hurdles to overcome–

access etc. One or two of our colleges have begun requiring their students to own/operate 
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certain technology, but the university as a whole is not there right now.”  Nora and 

Gary‟s sentiments about access to technology are interesting because Question 4 of the 

survey found nearly half the respondents did not teach in a computer classroom, but had 

access to a computer they could use in their classroom, and nearly 40% of the 

respondents indicated that they, along with their students, either had access to computers 

in their classrooms or their classes were online classes.  Perhaps, Gary‟s response is 

understandable given he does not teach in a networked computer classroom and cannot 

request a computer to use for his class.  However, Nora specified that she teaches in a 

networked computer classroom where everyone has access to a networked computer.  

Yet, during her interview, Nora said she did not want to require her students to create a 

PowerPoint, for instance, because she did not know what kind of computer or software 

they have at home. 

 The concern that students do not have access to technology could be closely 

related to another concern indicated by interviewees, that is, a concern for a generational 

gap among younger instructors and older instructors.  Erin noted that “The younger 

faculty members in the department see the need for this shift, but frankly are being 

blocked by the older members.”  Similarly, Gary said that while training instructors to 

teach multimodal assignments would be a good idea, some instructors might not be 

willing to change their pedagogy.  He wrote, “Some of the resistance may be 

generational. Some of it is folks who simply view what we do, particularly FYC, as being 

defined as x number of typewritten papers, period.”  He was optimistic, though, saying, 

“time moves along, students become more multimodal in their approach to everything, 

including school, their capabilities and expectations head in that direction, and we will 
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eventually have to acknowledge that.”  Both Erin and Gary realize older instructors might 

be unwilling to learn new ways to teach composition. 

 Another reason why multimodal composition pedagogy might be difficult for 

instructors to implement, as indicated by several participants, is the use of standard 

syllabi in FYC courses.  Gary pointed out that he does not use multimodal assignments in 

his FYC courses because he has to follow a curriculum designed by several folks at his 

institution.  He was not the only one who either was required to use standard syllabi or 

had access to them.  In these cases, programs are dictating what assignments instructors 

must teach in their classrooms, which means instructors do not chose whether or not to 

teach multimodal assignments on their own.  In these cases, entire programs, then, would 

have to make a change.  Changing standard syllabi and choosing new standard texts, for 

instance, are not easy tasks.  Likewise, a change to a multimodal composition curriculum 

would mean departments would have to invest in more training and resources in order for 

successful implementation in all FYC classrooms.  Such training and resources take time, 

money, and faculty involvement.    

 Of course, not all departments mentioned in the interviews require teachers to all 

teach in the same way or use the same text and syllabi.  Erin described her department as 

a “VERY open” department due to the fact that her department consolidated their 

Technical Writing and Comp/Rhet programs into one new Professional Writing Program.  

While Erin pointed out that they had an assigned sequence of essays, the way they teach 

those was up to each of the instructors.  However, even having an open department does 

not mean instructors will or have the ability to teach multimodal composition 

assignments. 
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 Like Erin, several of the participants in the study talked extensively about the 

state of their departments as they were describing their FYC training.  When participants 

elaborated on how their departments trained new instructors and/or new graduate 

teaching assistants, several indicated their departments were in states of transition.  A few 

departments, like Meredith‟s, were headed in a direction that would allow for more 

emphasis on multimodal composition, while other departments were not in a good 

position to make the necessary changes to successfully implement a multimodal 

composition pedagogy.  For example, Natalie indicated that her department Writing and 

Rhetoric recently broke free from the English department and was struggling to establish 

itself on its own.  As a result, time and resources were limited.  She also indicated some 

“bad blood” between English and Writing that got “passed onto the graduate students” 

even though “all TAs teach in both departments.”  To Natalie, this bad blood seemed to 

get in the way of implementing changes. 

 Likewise, Sean pointed out that because FYC was located in the department of 

Writing, Literature, and Publishing, FYC seemed to belong to literary studies and 

therefore, needed to teach students how to write essays for literature courses.  Although 

Sean later revealed that FYC at his institution had taken on its own identity to a greater 

degree under its current direction and as a result instructors had more opportunities for 

multimodal assignments, he recognized that FYC still had a long way to go at his 

institution.  He added that other obstacles had to be overcome in order to implement even 

more opportunities for multimodal composition: 

  I think the biggest hurdle is gaining recognition for FYC as its own  

  discipline, to allow us to more easily organize training, conferences,  
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  speakers, etc. to introduce these ideas…When the value and legitimacy of  

  multimodal assignments needs to be "sold" to administrators or other  

  faculty within a department, it can make it hard to commit time and  

  resources to encouraging those efforts. Particularly when the faculty  

  teaching FYC  are largely grad students or adjuncts, and don't have much  

  departmental or institutional influence. 

Based on what Erin, Natalie, Sean, and other interviewees have said about their 

departments, improving training might mean, first, FYC needs to have a more prominent 

role in the department in which it is housed.  However, selling the idea of multimodal 

assignments to those in a department who do not teach FYC, will be a challenge, because, 

as Jennifer Sheppard has recently noted, “Many administrators and colleagues within 

other areas of English studies do not see the intellectual and practical significance[…]and 

do not recognize the time and intellectual effort necessary to teach and support such 

composition” (123).  While she is talking here about teaching the production of digital 

texts (which are multimodal), her sentiments are reflective of what Erin, Natalie, and 

Sean had to say about the difficulty in convincing other members in and out of their 

departments to see not just multimodal composition as a serious study, but also FYC as a 

serious study.       

 Finding time to learn how to teach multimodal assignments will also be a 

challenge for instructors as many interviewees indicated that they were working as part-

time instructors or were graduate students working on a degree.  Sarah, for instance, 

whose expertise was in Children‟s Literature, made clear that while she was very 

interested in learning how to teach multimodal assignments, she did not have time to 
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attend her department‟s workshops, mainly because she was working on her degree and 

teaching full time. 

 Several of the concerns listed in this section are similar to those concerns 

mentioned on Question 8 of the survey as were noted in Chapter 4.  To summarize, while 

the majority of the interviewees wished their departments would do more to train 

instructors to teach multimodal composition, they were quite aware of the challenges 

their departments would have to overcome in order to do so.  In addition to not having 

enough time, challenges included overcoming FYC‟s lower status in departments, 

convincing faculty to change their pedagogy, making sure all students have access to the 

appropriate technology, and offering more workshops and resources.        

 

Further Reflection 

 During the interviews, especially when interviewees were relaying information 

about their departments, I would have liked to have asked all participants about their 

degrees.  Some participants in the interviews provided information about their degrees, 

but having this information from all participants would have provided a better 

understanding of who was charged with FYC teaching duties and why they may or may 

not teach multimodal composition assignments.  Several of the participants in the 

interviews indicated that they had or were working on degrees in other areas housed in 

the English department besides Rhetoric and Composition.  One participant mentioned 

her degree would be a MA in Literature while another indicated that she had a MFA.  

Would having a degree in an area of expertise outside of Rhetoric and Composition make 

a difference in their understanding of what a multimodal assignment was, how to teach 



Lutkewitte 164 

 

one, or even their willingness to teach one?  Although the interviews only somewhat 

indicate that this might be a factor, further research is needed to determine this more 

conclusively.   

 The type of degree one holds raises some interesting questions about FYC.  First, 

most likely those who have a degree in something other than Rhetoric and Composition, 

like Literature or Creative Writing, will, at one point or another, find themselves teaching 

FYC courses, based on the fact that most universities have more FYC courses than 

literature and creative writing and most graduate teaching assistantships require graduates 

to teach FYC courses.  However, most likely those who have a degree in Rhetoric and 

Composition will not find themselves teaching Literature or Creative Writing classes.  

Are those who have a degree or are working on one in something other than Rhetoric and 

Composition, like Literature or Creative Writing, less likely to teach multimodal 

composition?  And if so, are they less likely to teach multimodal composition due to a 

lack of Rhetoric and Composition courses in their degree programs?  I cannot answer this 

question completely, but did find what Natalie had to say about her department‟s split 

from the English department enlightening. After she mentioned that not many TAs 

attended brown bag sessions, I asked her what she thought would need to happen in order 

for TAs to involve themselves with these sessions.  She said, “For one thing, TAs who 

are working on degrees in English would need to actually want to come to them.”  I asked 

her why there was no motivation for English degree seekers to attend and that is when 

she informed me of the bad blood between English and Writing.  In terms of her degree, 

Natalie later said the following, “It will say English with a concentration in Rhetoric and 

Composition.  But I have never taken an English class at this university.  All the work I 
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do, takes place on the opposite side of campus from the English department.”  

Interestingly, Natalie, whose studies were concentrated in Rhetoric and Composition, was 

teaching FYC courses alongside other graduate students who were earning English 

degrees in other concentrations.   

 

Conclusion 

 In answering the four research questions, the interview questions, particularly 

those that prompted respondents to speak about their FYC training, revealed participants‟ 

desire for programs to more adequately support, but not force multimodal composition.  

They also recognized that this support is and will be a difficult task for departments.  

Although both individual instructors, like Erin for instance, and programs, like Sarah‟s, 

have taken active steps in educating instructors about multimodal composition, 

interviewees believe their departments could have more workshops (more so than any 

other means of training) which teach instructors how to incorporate multimodal 

composition assignments.  However, interviewees believe these workshops should be 

optional.  

 Both the quantitative research (Chapter 4) and the qualitative research (Chapter 5) 

conducted in this study make clear that despite a lack of program wide support, 

instructors in Group A and Group B are teaching multimodal composition, although more 

so as an individual undertaking than as a department collaboration.  The following 

chapter of this study will share some final thoughts on the survey and interview findings 

and detail several implications for the future of multimodal composition in FYC classes.



 

 

Chapter Six: Summary, Implications, and Conclusion 

 

 

 

Change is not easy or automatic, but possible if people conceptualize institutions as a 

rhetorical system, pay attention to its contexts and constituent parts (including operating 

procedures and working conditions), and acknowledge their own involvements and 

commitments. 

     -Stuart Selber, “Institutional Dimensions.” 

 

 The final chapter of this dissertation begins with a summary of the outcomes for 

each of the four research questions and addresses some of the limitations of this study.  

Then, it raises questions generated from this study and explores several implications for 

the future of multimodal assignments in FYC.  Particularly, sections in this chapter 

addresses implications concerning the nature of FYC in terms of multimodal 

composition, the digital divide between older and younger faculty and students, and the 

infrastructures needed to support the teaching of multimodal composition.  Finally, the 

chapter concludes with recommendations for instructors and programs who wish to 

implement multimodal composition in FYC courses.
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Research Question 1:   In what ways do graduate teaching assistants and faculty 

teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses? 

 The findings for this study clearly point out that assistant, associate, and full 

professors (Group A in this study) along with adjuncts, contract faculty, and graduate 

teaching assistants (Group B in this study) teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses 

in various ways in both computer classrooms and traditional classrooms.  The various 

ways include the use of: 

 • Resources like textbooks, online articles, handbooks, and so forth. 

 • Technologies like Microsoft Word, email, presentation software, and CMS. 

 • Modes such as alphabetic writing, audio, and images. 

 • Terminology to describe what they teach like juxtaposition, contrast, repetition, 

 visual coherence, and visual organization.   

 • Their own grading rubric to assess their students‟ multimodal composition 

 assignments. 

Graduate teaching assistants who have access to computers are 14% more likely to teach 

multimodal composition assignments and 20% more likely to teach using blogs than 

Group A and the rest of Group B.  Graduate teaching assistants are also just as likely to 

teach content and mode as functioning together as the other members of the two groups.  

However, graduate teaching assistants are 31% less likely to teach interactivity when they 

teach multimodal assignments. 
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Research Question 2: Are graduate teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract 

faculty equally as likely as assistant, associate, and full professors to teach 

multimodal assignments in FYC courses? 

 In answering the second research question, this study found that, in fact, graduate 

teaching assistants, adjuncts, and contract faculty (Group B) were equally as likely as 

assistant, associate, and full professors (Group A) to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses.  This was particularly evident in the findings for survey Question 12 as 

64.5% of Group A and 66.3% of Group B specified they teach multimodal composition.  

Participants indicated a lack of time and a lack of technological knowledge as reasons 

why instructors might find teaching multimodal composition difficult.   

 

Research Question 3: What kinds of training do graduate teaching assistants and 

faculty receive to prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses? 

 In terms of learning how to teach multimodal composition, overwhelmingly, both 

Group A and Group B are self-taught.  Seeking help from other faculty was another 

popular way both groups learned to teach multimodal assignments.  However, graduate 

teaching assistants, in particular, rely on other graduate students for help more so than 

any other group of participants.  Less than half of the participants (41.4%) indicated their 

departments‟ workshops discussed ways to incorporate multimodal assignments in their 

pedagogy.  However, graduate teaching assistants were the most likely to specify that 

their departments discussed ways to incorporate multimodal assignments in their 

pedagogy. 
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Research Question 4:  Do graduate teaching assistants and faculty feel the kinds of 

training they receive adequately prepare them to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses?  If not, what needs to change? 

 Most helpful in answering this final research question were the follow-up 

interviews.  During the interviews, participants defined multimodal composition in their 

own words in various ways: as employing different methods for teaching composition, as 

writing an essay about images, as creating a website or other multimedia text, as using 

multiple modes to communicate a message to a particular audience, or as understanding 

how multiple modes work together to create meaning. The participants in the interviews, 

for the most part, felt their departments could do more to improve training, although they 

also recognized that doing more would be difficult given the constraints their departments 

were currently trying to overcome.  However, interviewees did wish they had more 

access to other faculty who could help them, and they also wished they had more access 

to optional workshops that could provide instruction on implementing multimodal 

composition pedagogy.  

 

Limitations 

 While I mention several limitations throughout the chapters of this text, I would 

like to summarize the limitations here to add some perspective on the study‟s findings 

mentioned above in this chapter.  As noted in Chapter 3, the survey could have been 

susceptible to self-selection bias because those who are teaching multimodal composition 

or those who are interested in multimodal composition might be more likely to fill such a 

survey out.  In addition, those writing program administrators who I initially contacted to 
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distribute the survey link also could decide whether or not they were interested enough to 

participate.  If they were not interested in teaching multimodal composition, then they 

might not have agreed to distribute the survey link to those who were.  However, to a 

certain degree, I believe this study was able to overcome the self-selection bias as several 

participants indicated they had never heard of multimodal composition before taking the 

survey.   

 Another limitation was that this study heavily targeted community colleges and 

universities with PhD programs, thus ignoring smaller universities with only MA 

programs.  However, with the calls for participation posted on listservs and announced at 

conferences, as well as emails to colleagues, some instructors at smaller universities with 

only MA programs were able to participate in the study. 

 Other limitations included the design of several survey questions as discussed in 

Chapter 4.  For instance, the small number of responses for Question 16 on the survey 

could mean participants were unfamiliar with these terms or were familiar, but did not 

want to spend time answering this cumbersome question.  Question 16 was also limited 

in that participants could have interpreted the terms in different ways.  For instance, this 

question was based on the terms defined in the texts listed in Appendix F.  Participants 

may not have been familiar with these texts and thus, relied on their own definitions. 

 Finally, while I included a definition of multimodal composition assignments in 

the introduction to the survey, participants may have had their own definition in mind 

when completing the survey.  For instance, when asked about what they teach when they 

teach multimodal assignments in Question 16, participants ultimately had to negotiate 

between when they were teaching multimodal assignments and when they were not.  
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Such negotiation could be different for each participant.  As I sifted through the data, I 

made sure I acknowledged this potential negotiation.  However, I feel that by providing 

participants with a definition at the beginning of the survey, most participants were able 

to focus their responses in regards to this definition, especially since the survey only had 

20 questions. 

 

Future Implications 

 Yet, despite these limitations, this survey was successful in measuring if and how 

FYC instructors teach multimodal assignments and did provide a current snapshot of the 

field.  The findings in this study can help writing programs prepare for the future of 

rhetoric and composition.  The following section, then, outlines several implications for 

the future of FYC in terms of using multimodal assignments in the classroom. 

 

“The Nature of FYC” 

 In Chapter 2‟s literature review, this study outlined the nature of multimodal 

composition in FYC and in doing so, posed the big question, “What is FYC?” While this 

study did not set out at the beginning to answer this question, and while the survey and 

interviews cannot answer this question conclusively, the findings speak to this question 

and to the question:  “Does not teaching students multimodal assignments in a writing 

classroom put students at a disadvantage?”  The stakes are high for those instructors who 

wish to ignore multimodal composition, but even higher for students who miss out on 

opportunities to learn how to compose multimodally.  Recently, Selfe, in “The Movement 

of Air, the Breath of Meaning: Aurality and Multimodal Composing,” argues students 
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should be presented with opportunities for “developing expertise with all available 

means of persuasion and expression, so that they can function as literate citizens in a 

world where communications cross geopolitical, cultural, and linguistic borders” (618).   

 Based on the study‟s findings, clearly writing instructors are teaching multimodal 

assignments, although some differences in understanding what constitutes a multimodal 

assignment have been revealed.  Differences in understanding multimodal composition 

could be the result of the different types of education and degrees participants received.  

FYC taught by an adjunct who holds a degree in Literature and is hired the day before a 

semester begins is different from FYC taught by a full time Rhetoric and Composition 

faculty member who has taken graduate courses in FYC and is trained in multimodal 

composition.  Obviously, in this example, these instructors‟ understanding of FYC and 

multimodal composition differ.  So, what is lost then, when two instructors with two 

different backgrounds teach the same courses, one focused on traditional essay writing 

and one focused on multimodal composition?   

 I think in the near future, those of us who teach writing will have to answer this 

question more decisively if we are to adequately prepare students for an increasingly 

multimodal world.  For now, Selfe has it right when she says that the stakes are high if 

we do not teach multimodal composition.  In discussing these stakes, she explains, 

  They involve fundamental issues of rhetorical sovereignty: the rights and  

  responsibilities that students have to identify their own communicative  

  needs and to represent their own identities, to select the right tools for the  

  communicative contexts within which they operate, and to think critically  

  and carefully about the meaning that they and others compose.  When we  
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  insist on print as the primary, and most formally acceptable, modality for  

  composing knowledge, we usurp these rights and responsibilities on  

  several important intellectual and social dimensions, and unwittingly, limit 

  students‟ sense of rhetorical agency to the bandwidth of our own interests  

  and imaginations. (“The Movement” 618)  

I am not saying we must completely redefine what we mean by writing, nor am I saying 

we should teach one (traditional writing or multimodal composition) in place of another, 

but rather I, like Jodie Nicotra and Cynthia Selfe, am suggesting that we must at least 

have a willingness to expand our definition of writing so that we do not take away 

students‟ rights and responsibilities.  I am arguing that, as Selfe puts it, “a single-minded 

focus on print in composition classrooms ignores the importance of[…]other composing 

modalities for making meaning and understanding the world” (“The Movement” 618).  

To demonstrate my points here, I will present three brief anecdotes about the creation of 

this research study.   

 At the very beginning of this study, as I was writing my proposal and working out 

my ideas, I wrote “first-year writing” instead of “first-year composition.”  Quickly, I was 

told to use “composition” instead of “writing.”  In another instance, I was struck by a 

comment my dissertation chair made on one of my first drafts.  He circled the word 

“write” and then wrote “compose?” above it.  At the time of both of these incidents, I did 

not think much about the implications of using “composing” as opposed to “writing” as a 

way to talk about what I teach.   

 However, during the time I was sifting through my data, I attended a composition 

faculty meeting to discuss the outcomes for the FYC courses in my department.  While 
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we were revising and crafting the language of the outcomes for the courses, a faculty 

member said that he preferred the term “composition” instead of “writing.”  I was struck 

by his comment, and from that point on, I began to think more deeply about whether a 

shift from “writing” to “composition” implies something more than “writing,” as in more 

than one mode to compose.   

 As noted in Chapter 5, FYC has long struggled to establish itself as a serious, 

intellectual matter worth studying.  The name “First-Year Composition” carries with it 

some unfavorable misconceptions that prohibit outsiders from understanding FYC‟s 

value.  These unfavorable misconceptions have been difficult to combat and as a result, 

scholars and instructors, have questioned its purposes and have considered alternatives to 

the idea that “writing” can be or even should be taught in two freshmen semesters.  For 

example, in (re)evisioning FYC as “Introduction to Writing Studies,” Douglas Downs 

and Elizabeth Wardle write: 

  When we continue to pursue the goal of teaching students “how to write in 

  college” in one to two semesters –despite the fact that our own scholarship 

  extensively calls this possibility into question– we silently support the  

  misconceptions that writing is not a real subject, that writing courses do  

  not require expert instructors, and that rhetoric and composition are not  

  genuine research areas or legitimate intellectual pursuits. (553)     

Debates about what FYC should be called and what should be taught in such courses are 

not new.  Nor will these debates go away anytime soon.   

 The naming of our curriculum is ultimately tied to what and how we teach FYC.  

FYC courses rely on word processing programs, as indicated by Questions 14 and 15 in 
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the survey. However, these word processing programs were designed with the production 

of linear texts in mind; although in the past ten years, they have been revised to include 

more multimodal capabilities.  As I have pointed out throughout this study, though, new 

technologies that move away from linear word processing are increasingly moving into 

FYC courses, thus sparking new debates over what we should and should not teach. 

In her 2004 address at the College Communication and Composition Conference, 

for instance, Kathleen Blake Yancey brought these debates to the forefront in light of 

what she called a new “writing public made plural” which results from the presence of 

technology in students‟ lives (“Made Not Only” 300).  New technologies and their 

adaption in classrooms have and will most likely continue to fuel debates about what we 

teach and what we name what we teach.  A new language for talking about what we teach 

is inevitable.  Foreseeing composition in the 21
st
 century as one involving networks of 

writers working together, she explains composition will need a “new vocabulary” and “a 

new set of practices” to account for what we do in and out of the classroom (“Made Not 

Only” 308). As she did in 2004, Yancey returns, five years later, to call into question 

what “writing” should be now that we have entered a new era in literacy, an era she 

named the Age of Composition.  In this era, “composers become composers not through 

direct formal instruction alone,” but “through what we might call an extracurricular social 

co-apprenticeship” (“Writing” 5).  What she means is that students are engaged in and 

learning to write/compose through their social interactions on networked computers using 

a variety of media. 

 Yancey is not the only one to recently call into question what constitutes what we 

should and should not do in writing courses and what we should and should not call it.  In 
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a recent exchange in response to Selfe‟s article “The Movement of Air,” which is 

mentioned earlier in this study, Doug Hesse and Selfe debate what we call what we do.  

Selfe takes a stand and says, “I‟ll throw down publicly as an adherent of 

rhetoric/composing as the more capacious choice; to me, it suggests an openness to 

multiple modalities of rhetorical expression” (“Response to Doug Hesse” 606).  She later 

writes, she does not want to ignore „writing‟ altogether since she does not want to make 

an either/or argument (“Response to Doug Hesse” 606).   

 While Hesse and Selfe argue over the terms, “writing” and “composing,” perhaps, 

the terms “writing” and “composing” can no longer adequately name what students do in 

the classroom.  Maybe, try as they might, scholars and instructors cannot rid these two 

terms of their histories and misconceptions.  Some scholars (George, 2002, Marbeck, 

2009, Bezemer and Kress, 2008) make strong cases for the use of the term “design,” 

citing it might be more appropriate and might offer more opportunities for students to 

think about how meaning can be constructed in multiple ways, not just through traditional 

writing.   

    

“The Digital Divide” 

 Definitions of “writing” and “composing” are different for those who are 

technologically skilled and those who are not, and different for young and old instructors 

and young and old students.  As discovered in the interviews, some instructors‟ 

reluctance (and even resistance) to the incorporation of multimodal composition 

pedagogy in their FYC classrooms stems from their unfamiliarity with technology.  This 

unfamiliarity, as some of the interviewees noted, is reflective of a generational gap 
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between young and old FYC instructors and a digital divide between those instructors 

(and students) who grew up with technology, particularly computer technology, and those 

who did not.   

However, the interviewees in this study are not the only ones to notice the gap 

between old and young instructors.  As a self-described “senior faculty” member, 

Journet, for instance, explains the challenges she had to overcome as she became a 

multimodal composition convert.  One such challenge was the difficulty she had in 

overcoming her long-time commitment to alphabetic literacy, a commitment that made 

her reluctant to “employ technologies for anything other than the production and 

reception of written text” (“Inventing Myself” 107).  In telling her conversion story, 

Journet points out the difficulty that many older instructors have in seeing the value of 

changing their pedagogical practices at late stages in their careers (“Inventing Myself” 

108).  Journet‟s sentiments are echoed again by Hawisher and Selfe, two years later, 

when they write, “People raised on and successful in print communication may find it 

difficult to accept that multimodal literacy is fast overtaking traditional print literacy” 

(57).  Both Journet and Hawisher and Selfe see those older instructors who were trained 

in traditional writing pedagogy as unwilling and/or unable to consider other possibilities 

for what we do in the classroom because of print literacy‟s strong tradition as the literacy 

we must teach.   

They also see those older instructors who were trained in traditional writing 

pedagogy as unwilling and/or unable to adapt to the types of technologies younger 

instructors are using.  As a result, Journet and Hawisher and Selfe make note of the 

divide between younger, techno-savvy instructors and older instructors who are not 
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familiar with current technologies.  Both the survey findings, particularly for Question 8, 

and interview findings reflect this digital divide.  As noted, for instance, in Chapter 4, 47 

survey participants (19 of which were graduate teaching assistants) indicated a lack of 

technological knowledge as a reason why instructors might find implementing 

multimodal composition difficult.  

Yet, the digital divide is not just between older faculty and younger faculty, but 

exists also between faculty and students as well regardless of the ages of each.  In 2008, 

Stephanie Vie dubbed this divide “Digital Divide 2.0” because instructors are struggling 

to keep up with the technologies that their students are fluent in (10).  Vie describes the 

techno-savvy generation of students as multitaskers who “possess technological know-

how and access to computers but lack critical technological literacy skills” (10).  

Instructors cannot assume that students who have access to technology and who use it are 

doing so in critically thoughtful ways.  Vie calls for instructors to “catch up” and learn 

how to include the technologies students do use in their classrooms.   

Vie‟s call is the same call Hawisher and Selfe make a year later.  Hawisher and 

Selfe claim instructors should be worried since undergraduates and graduates “raised on 

visual media find school increasingly irrelevant” (57).  While Hawisher and Selfe are 

mainly referring to composition students in their article, their concern certainly applies to 

all students in the university.  The digital divide between techno-savvy students and 

instructors and those instructors who are not well versed in newer technologies can affect 

all disciplines of study.  So, the field of rhetoric and composition may not be unique in 

this regard.  However, instructors in the field of rhetoric and composition will have a 

unique role in preparing students for the types of communication they will use in the 
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academy and beyond.  Instructors (young and old) in the field of rhetoric and 

composition will need to lead the way in educating students on how to critically use 

newer technologies to communicate since students need to be informed by what these 

instructors know about rhetorical practices.  Learning rhetoric is, for example, about 

reflectiveness and control so that one may be more intentional and effective in what one 

does. 

The field of rhetoric and composition will also have a unique role in shaping 

academic infrastructures.  Although, many scholars, including Hawisher and Selfe, as 

well as Vie and Journet, realize that working within vast academic infrastructures and 

learning how to use technologies in the classroom in ways that will engage students who 

are already using them will be difficult without supportive help from others: faculty, 

administrators, technological departments, and so forth.  The following section of this 

chapter discusses the part FYC instructors do and will play in the technological 

infrastructures on their campuses because these infrastructures do and will continue to 

either widen the digital divide, thus alienating faculty resistant to technology even more, 

or help to close that gap.      

   

Recommendations 

 The scholars mentioned in this chapter argue that the terms “writing,” 

“composing,” and “designing” are different and thus, have different implications for the 

teaching of FYC.  In the future, I would like to more thoroughly explore the relationship 

between the ways the terms “writing,” “composing,” and “designing” have been used 

throughout composition‟s history, and would encourage other FYC instructors to do the 
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same.  For instance, do terms like “designing” and “composition” move away from the 

monomodal nature of traditional writing?  In other words, is “writing” more associated 

with the alphabet and “designing” and “composing” more associated with other modes 

for making meaning?  Should departments use one term in place of another?    

 Such questions have been reworked, reworded, and reimagined over time 

(“Should writing be studied?” – John Trimbur, 2002, “What is writing, really?” –Yancey, 

2004, “Who owns writing?” –Hesse, 2005, “Is the curricular space that our field inhabits 

„rhetoric/composition‟ or is it „writing/composing?‟” –Hesse 2010).  Yet, such questions 

should not be ignored because when writers and scholars stop asking questions about 

what we do, they fall into complacency.  And, in the depths of complacency, 

misconceptions are born and perpetuated.  Hesse makes the point that everyone in the 

profession, from the top to the bottom and everyone in between, needs to participate in 

these debates and needs to critically think about how we should answer these questions 

because the stakes are high for students (“Response to Cynthia L. Selfe” 603).  If we are, 

as Yancey claims, in a new era that demands a new vocabulary for talking about what we 

do and what our students do, then everyone, especially instructors, needs to have an 

active role in naming the curriculum.  However, such naming has been and will continue 

to be a difficult task.  As Douglas Hesse reminds us, what composition owns is marked 

“by what parts of the college catalog it controls, whom it hires, and what its budgets say” 

(“Who Owns” (346).  Political, economical, and social influences certainly play a part in 

every department and institution which could be a reason why this study‟s findings, as 

well as the CCCC‟s survey, found that teaching multimodal composition was an 

individual endeavor rather than a department-wide endeavor.  However, I do not mean to 
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imply that one should not teach oneself to learn multimodal composition or new 

technologies.  I find the fact participants indicated that they were mostly self-taught to be, 

in a way, encouraging because it means individuals have taken it upon themselves to 

learn and implement multimodal composition despite a lack of help or direction from 

their departments.  These are the individuals who will have a great impact in shaping the 

future of composition. 

Although, implementing multimodal composition pedagogy in an environment 

that either has not recognized its value yet or does not encourage such pedagogy will be 

challenging for those who wish to teach multimodal composition assignments.  Although 

the findings in this study indicate that a number of institutions and composition programs 

are currently accepting of teachers who adapt multimodal composition in their FYC 

courses, I do not foresee that all composition programs will make a quick transition from 

traditional pedagogy to multimodal pedagogy.  Instead, I envision a transition much in 

the same way Tulley did for her program at the University of Findlay; that is, I envision 

such a transition will require several small steps (outlined below) in order to reach the 

much larger goal of a multimodal composition program.  As Tulley describes throughout 

her web text, “Taking a Traditional Composition Program „Multimodal,‟” her program‟s 

Multimodal Composition Initiative required careful planning, research, help from others 

inside and outside of the institution, instructors who were willing to learn, and above all, 

patience for overcoming challenges.  While I recognize that not all composition programs 

are similar to Tulley‟s, I do believe all programs will need the same careful planning, 

research, help from others inside and outside of the institution, instructors who were 

http://homepages.findlay.edu/tulley/default.htm
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willing to learn, and patience for overcoming challenges when implementing their own 

multimodal composition pedagogy. 

Multimodal composition and new technology, as the data in this study suggests, 

have and will have major roles in our curriculum, particularly since more instructors and 

students are choosing to use technology in ways that produce multimodal texts.  If all 

levels of the academic hierarchy are to work together to name what happens in the 

classroom, then a first step must be to educate members on all levels about what does and 

does not happen in the classroom.  Such an education would have to start by addressing 

these questions:  Why is FYC a serious matter of study?  Why should FYC include 

multimodal composition?  And, what technologies should teachers use to teach 

multimodal composition? 

Instructors, including graduate teaching assistants, who teach multimodal 

composition and who use new technology play and will continue to play a large role in 

answering such questions.  These instructors, as part of this first step, need to 

demonstrate the value of using technology and multimodal composition in ways that do 

not necessarily violate the already held conceptions of those who do not understand 

technology and/or multimodal composition or those who do and choose not to 

acknowledge them.  These instructors need to reach out to individuals who hold onto the 

misconstrued belief that teaching multimodal composition means just teaching “computer 

science,” as one of the survey participants believed.  Erin, one of the interview 

participants, as mentioned in the previous chapter, demonstrates how instructors can 

work to convince other faculty, in her case, her superior, to see the value of using 

technology to teach multimodal composition assignments in FYC.  After presenting 
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research to her superior, she was given the task of training faculty and graduate assistants 

to consider multimodal assignments in their classrooms.  

FYC instructors have an obligation to instruct students on how to compose for 

society; communication in society almost always now includes some type of technology, 

technology that alters and shapes the communication itself, as Yancey, Selfe, and other 

scholars mentioned in this text have argued.  Even if they are not experts and even if they 

fear new technology, FYC instructors cannot and should not ignore technology and 

technological decision making when such decisions affect FYC.  Instructors do not need 

to know everything about technology nor do they need to know everything about 

multimodal composition.  As Erin puts it, “one of the best things I like about teaching 

multi-modal texts is that my students add a depth to my own vision of the information 

that wasn't there before.”  While Erin also believes her classroom is not the only place 

students should (and will) learn how to create multimodal texts, instructors cannot and 

should not allocate all decisions about technology to others in the academic hierarchy, 

especially if those others are not familiar with our FYC program and its goals. I believe, 

as does Gouge, that writing courses and programs and the technology put in place should 

support program goals and help to achieve program outcomes.  In other words, a 

program‟s “structure and modes of delivery should reflect the values espoused by the 

program” (Gouge 342).  Not only will instructors who use technology to teach 

multimodal composition need to educate those within their departments, but they will 

also need to educate those outside of their departments who are responsible for the 

technology in the classrooms so that program goals can be met successfully.  



Lutkewitte 184 

 

 To explain what I mean by educating those outside composition departments, I 

return to two texts mentioned in Chapter 2: Selber‟s “Institutional Dimensions of 

Academic Computing” and DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill‟s “Infrastructure and 

Composing: The When of New-Media Writing.”  Selber, in “Institutional Dimensions of 

Academic Computing,” builds on DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill‟s scholarship and calls 

for writing instructors to be more involved “in the technosocial scenes unfolding on their 

campuses” (13).  However, Selber goes on to claim that not only do individual instructors 

need to be involved in these scenes, but departments need to be involved as well.  He 

uses an example of a composition wiki to demonstrate first his point that decisions about 

technological infrastructure cannot go ignored by composition departments.  For instance, 

he writes that “support for the composition wiki comes from specific instructors, 

students, and open-source communities, not the department” (“Institutional Dimensions” 

19).  The example he uses makes clear that involvement is on an individual instructor 

level rather than a department level. 

 However, Selber‟s wiki example also demonstrates a much larger problem: 

departments lose out on making important decisions that can have major effects on 

students when departments do not participate in the technological discussions on their 

campuses.  Selber notes, “Given what is at stake, it is surprising that the field has not 

engaged itself more energetically in the task of conceptualizing and critiquing the 

institutional dimensions of academic computing” (“Institutional Dimensions” 13).  I do 

believe, as does Selber and DeVoss, Cushman, and Grabill, that composition departments 

have to take a more active role in shaping computing infrastructures, particularly if they 

are to incorporate multimodal composition assignments into their curriculum. 
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 To do so, perhaps, the next step, one that many programs and departments have 

already taken, is to form a task force to work with those outside of the department in 

order to influence the technological decisions that can support multimodal composition 

pedagogy.  Or, perhaps, departments could become more involved in the multimedia 

programs and centers already established on their campuses.  Instructors who are actively 

learning new technologies and effective ways of incorporating multimodal composition 

assignments in their FYC classrooms should lead the way and should be called upon by 

departments for their knowledge.  By actively participating in technological discussions 

and working to ensure writing instructors are well equipped in current technological 

practices, writing departments can play an important role in shaping a multimodal 

composition curriculum best suited to prepare students for writing in the academy and 

beyond. 

 Writing programs that do not have instructors who are experienced in multimodal 

composition and/or computer technologies or writing programs that do not have access to 

multimedia programs and centers on their campus may need to hire instructors and 

professionals who are trained in multimodal composition and/or computer technologies.  

To do so, however, writing programs will most likely have to take a closer look at how 

hiring experts in multimodal composition and/or computer technologies will change the 

department‟s ecology.  As Moeller, Ball, and Cargile Cook contend, in “Political 

Economy and Sustaining the Unstable: New Faculty and Research in English Studies,” 

when departments decide to make an investment in hiring new experts, they must be 

prepared for the changes that these new experts bring with them (1).  Such changes could 

include: the need for more or different technologies, help for maintaining such 
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technologies, access to resources on campus that had not previously been accessed 

before, more time to learn or keep up with evolving technologies, and so forth.  

 As noted earlier in this study, change does not come easy, especially if change 

requires substantial financial investment.  But, change should come nonetheless.  

Moeller, Ball, and Cargile Cook later write that English departments should view 

themselves as “complex, dialectical ecologies in a state of constant flux” and if 

departments “are not changing, they should be” (12).   In Chapter 2, I noted that the field 

of rhetoric and composition has been built upon the work of scholars and practitioners 

who borrowed from other disciplines.  The practice of borrowing from other disciplines 

could still benefit the field of rhetoric and composition, especially in times of change.  

For example, organizational theories as developed by those working within educational 

studies could offer a writing program a way of looking at the complex organization of its 

department and how changes could help or harm the department‟s ecology and the 

writing program‟s place in it.  In his book, The Fifth Discipline, Peter Senge, an 

organizational theorist, for instance, discusses the importance of learning organizations.  

He writes that a learning organization is established “where people continually expand 

their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of 

thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are 

continually learning to see the whole together” (3).  The application of a learning 

organization model as described by Senge would mean departments could become better 

suited for the necessary changes that multimodal composition pedagogy change would 

require.  Such a model, for instance, would necessitate flexibility, and flexibility within a 

department could mean that a department would be more willing to accept change. 
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 However, in order to address the digital divide and in order to begin thinking 

about changing infrastructures through an examination of organization, the field of 

rhetoric and composition may need to invest more energy in understanding how techno-

savvy students are cognitively different than students who are not.  As mentioned in 

Chapter 2, some scholars in the field, like Lanham and Murray, draw from the field of 

neuroscience in order to show that reading and learning in more than one mode is 

cognitively different than reading and learning in one mode.  For thousands of years, 

students have been taught to read and write in one mode in composition classrooms.  

Now, students in composition classrooms are asked to think and compose in more than 

one mode, as this study indicates.  If composition instructors do not make an attempt to 

realize what reading and learning in more than one mode cognitively means for both 

students and instructors, then they may fail to fully grasp the importance of multimodal 

composition and how it changes how we know the world around us.   

The simple questions that I had at the beginning of this study (i.e. do FYC faculty 

teach multimodal assignments?) have now exposed the deeper questions about not only 

institutional change, but also an impending paradigm shift about how we, as educated 

humans, best express what we know and best persuade others to think and act.  This 

impeding paradigm shift makes clear that the future composition classroom will differ 

significantly from the composition classroom of today as such a shift will bring with it 

changes that will require different ways of thinking about what we do in the classroom.  

For example, departments will need to address questions such as “How do we implement 

useful ideas of early adopters when we know that media is moving faster and faster 

within institutional structures that still move at a slow pace?” or “If FYC instructors 
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claim they prepare students for the rhetorical challenges they will face in their future 

careers and civic lives, what happens, then, when FYC instructors ignore students‟ 

understanding of media?  In answering such questions, departments may discover that 

they will need to invest more time, research, and resources to move from their current 

position of “catching up” to the position of “leading the way” in innovative designs for 

teaching and learning.   

 

Conclusion 

 At this moment in time, despite the many who believe multimodal composition is 

important to the teaching of writing, teaching multimodal composition is an individual 

endeavor for instructors, rather than a department wide effort, as both the survey and 

interview findings demonstrate.  Instructors, whether full professors or graduate teaching 

assistants, have forged ahead of their departments and have embraced as well as 

developed multimodal composition pedagogy.  In the future, I would like to extend this 

study in four ways, first by collecting sample multimodal assignments and comparing 

them, second by studying how instructors who hold different degrees teach FYC, third by 

studying part-time faculty more in depth, and fourth by investigating more closely the 

multimodal work of graduate teaching students.  In the original plan for this study, I had 

not planned on collecting any sample assignments as the research questions were best 

answered through conducting a survey and conducting interviews.  Had I been more 

concerned with examining the types of multimodal assignments instructors assigned, I 

would have collected them.  However, a collection of samples might be able to further 

shed some light on the findings I discovered in this study.  Likewise, investigating how 
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instructors who hold different degrees teach FYC will help to better paint a picture of 

those who do and do not teach multimodal composition. I want to add to scholarship, like 

Journet‟s article mentioned above, that give telling portrayals of faculty members trained 

in other disciplines who then convert to teaching multimodal composition. 

 Also, I would like to investigate the work of part-time faculty more in depth since 

studies show that most FYC courses are taught by members of Group B and thus affect 

students‟ ability to learn.  For example, Audrey Jaeger reports that “In 2003, part-time 

faculty appointments made up nearly half of the academic workforce, and nearly three in 

five of all new full-time faculty appointments were off the tenure track.”  In fact, she later 

writes, “the percentage of part-time faculty at community colleges is even greater, 

approaching an average of 70 percent.”  These numbers may indicate that if writing 

programs are to provide more training in multimodal composition, they will need to find 

ways to specifically target part-time faculty members.  For instance, in this study, 

adjuncts and contract faculty were least likely to attend department workshops.  Perhaps, 

then, writing programs will have to look for other ways of training and providing 

assistance to these faculty members if they want to include multimodal composition into 

their curriculum.  

 Moreover, I would also like to further examine how graduate teaching assistants 

are changing and shaping FYC in important ways because they are, as I found out in the 

interviews with graduate teaching assistants, particularly Erin, self proclaimed guinea 

pigs in their departments.  Even Selber acknowledges the work graduate students have 

done on his campus when he states, “At Penn State, graduate students have been 

responsible for some of the most innovative work in computers and writing” 
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(“Institutional Dimensions” 20).  Graduate students deserve more credit for actively 

shaping writing programs, particularly in terms of adopting new technology.  Despite the 

difficulty in working around academic standards and department guidelines that do not 

allow for the use of technology and multimodal composition, graduate students are 

pushing at boundaries. 

 At the beginning of this study, I stated the dilemma I faced when composing this 

text and the difficulty in getting around using traditional word processing software.  I am 

reminded, here, of a fellow graduate student who mentioned that he had to compose two 

dissertations, one to meet his department‟s guidelines and one that better represented and 

demonstrated his beliefs and theories.  Perhaps, in the near future, graduate students who 

push at the boundaries will have a more valued say in shaping curriculum, as well as 

instructional and institutional policy that not only acknowledges but supports the 

importance of multimodal composition campus-wide. 
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Appendix A: 

"Survey of Multimodal Pedagogies in Writing Programs" 

 

This College Composition and Communication Committee included: 

Daniel Anderson 

Anthony Atkins 

Cheryl E. Ball  

Krista Homicz Millar  

Cynthia Selfe  

Richard Selfe 

 

This committee found that “the majority of multimodal composition was occurring at the 

individual level and not necessarily in program-wide efforts” (Anderson 8).  This 

committee also concluded that respondents “reported needing increasingly effective and 

appropriate professional development opportunities” and that more help is needed in 

“conceptualizing multimodal assignments, assessing student responses, or securing the 

hardware needed to undertake such assignments” (Anderson 16). 

To see the complete survey and the data collected, click here. 

 

<<< Back to Main Text 
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http://english.osu.edu/people/person.cfm?ID=2084
http://www.compositionstudies.tcu.edu/archives/342/cccc-data/
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Appendix B: 

 

Stuart Selber’s Multiliteracies for a Digital Age (25) 

 

 Metaphor Subject Position Objective 

Functional Literacy Computers as tools Students as users of 

technology 

Employment 

Critical Literacy Computers as cultural 

artifacts 

Students as 

questioners of 

technology 

Informed 

critique 

Rhetorical Literacy Computers as 

hypertextual media 

Students as producers 

of technology 

Reflexive 

practice 

 

<<<  Back to Main Text 
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Appendix C: 

 

    Six Key Emerging Technologies  

 

Identified by the New Media Consortium‟s 2008 Horizon Report: 

 

1. Grassroots Video – video has become more prevalent in our lives thanks in part to 

new technologies such as digital video cameras and cell phones.  However, free 

online editing tools and sharing sites like YouTube have made grassroots video even 

more popular. 

2. Collaboration Webs – networking as made connecting and collaborating with others 

much more easy and accessible.  Sites like Google Docs, Splashup, and Jumpcut 

make allow many users to collaborate and share their work with each other.  But, 

collaboration webs also include social networking sites like Facebook and MySpace. 

3. Mobile Broadband – with evolving cell phone technology on the rise, staying 

connected is easier while traveling whether making a conversation by voice or by text 

messaging.  But, cell phones do more than allow one to hold a conversation.  Cell 

phones allow users to capture video, take pictures, and surf the Internet. 

4. Data Mashups – a mashup is “a web application that combines data from more than 

one source via a single, unified tool” (Johnson, Levine, and Smith 20).  For example: 

by using an Application Programming Interface, Flickrvision allows users to find and 

share photos from around the world. 

5. Collective Intelligence – a “term for the knowledge embedded within societies or 

large groups of individuals” (Johnson, Levine, and Smith 23).  Wikipedia is an 

example of this kind of technology because potentially many users can collectively 

decide on what constitutes knowledge about the article they are writing. 

6. Social Operating Systems – determine the social contexts you create online.  The 

make connections between you and other users you contact online.  For example, 

when a user wants to email someone else, an application like Xobni can display 

everything about that person‟s relationship with the user, whether it be how many 

times the user had previously emailed that person, whether it be often the user heard 

back, and so forth. 

To read more about these key emerging technologies see: 
Johnson, Laurence F., Levine, Alan, and Smith, Rachel S. 2008 Horizon Report. Austin, 

TX: The New Media Consortium, 2008. 

 

<<<  Back to Main Text 

http://www.youtube.com/
https://www.google.com/accounts/ServiceLogin?service=writely&passive=true&nui=1&continue=http%3A%2F%2Fdocs.google.com%2F&followup=http%3A%2F%2Fdocs.google.com%2F&ltmpl=homepage&rm=false
http://www.splashup.com/
http://jumpcut.com/
http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.myspace.com/
http://flickrvision.com/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Main_Page
http://www.xobni.com/
http://www.nmc.org/horizon/
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Appendix D: 

Survey Questions 

1. Which best describes you now? (Check all that apply) 

a. I am a full professor. 

b. I am an assistant professor. 

c. I am an associate professor. 

d. I am a graduate teaching assistant with teaching assignments at the school 

I‟m enrolled at. 

e. I am a graduate student without teaching assignments at the school I‟m 

enrolled at, but I teach at another institution. 

f. I am an adjunct/part time instructor. 

g. I am contract/non tenure track faculty. 

h. I‟ve never taught FYC courses, until this semester. 

i. Other, please specify. 

 

2. Where do you teach first-year composition courses? 

 

3. Which first-year composition courses do you teach? (Check all that apply) 

     a. Basic Writing 

     b. Developmental Writing 

     c. Research Writing 

     d. Expository Writing 

     e. Persuasive/Argumentative Writing 

     f. Writing within an Integrated Curriculum 

     g. Writing within a Freshmen Seminar Experience 

     h. Other, please specify. 

 

4. Choose the sentence that best describes your situation: 

a. The classroom I teach in is a networked computer classroom, and I, as 

well as every student, have access to a networked computer. 

b. The classroom I teach in is not a computer classroom, but I have access to 

a networked computer and a data/LCD projector that I can use for class. 

c. The classroom I teach in is not a networked computer classroom, and I 

cannot request a computer and a data/LCD projector that I can use for 

class. 

d. I teach online. 

 

Multimodal assignments could be defined as those assignments that ask students to 

compose using multiple modalities such as audio, video, still images, alphabetic writing 

and so forth.   

 

5. At my institution, department workshops: (Check all that apply.) 

a. Demonstrate specific technological tools (like how to use a computer). 
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b. Explain software applications (like how to use a blog). 

c. Discuss ways to incorporate multimodal assignments into writing 

classroom pedagogy. 

d. My department does not have workshops that focus on teaching 

multimodal assignments. 

e. I do not attend department workshops. 

 

(Answer the following question only if you are a graduate teaching assistant) 

 

6. At my institution, graduate courses: (Check all that apply.) 

a. Emphasize teaching writing with technology 

b. Emphasize teaching multimodal assignments 

c. Do not emphasize teaching with technology 

d. Do not emphasize teaching multimodal assignments 

 

7. Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following 

statements by placing a check in the appropriate box. 

 

 

 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neither 

Agree nor 

disagree 

Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Multimodal 

assignments play 

an important role in 

teaching students to 

write.  

     

Multimodal 

assignments are 

more time 

consuming to teach 

than traditional 

writing 

assignments. 

     

Copyright laws and 

fair use policies 

make it difficult to 

teach multimodal 

assignments. 

     

 

8. What limitations, if any, hinder your ability to teach multimodal assignments? 

 

9. Which statement best describes the department in which you teach? 

a. My department requires instructors to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses. 
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b. My department encourages, but does not require instructors to teach 

multimodal assignments in FYC courses. 

c. My department does not encourage instructors to teach multimodal 

assignments in FYC courses.  

d. My department prohibits instructors to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses. 

e. Other, please specify 

 

10. At my institution, the departmental policies: 

a. Place more emphasis on traditional essay writing. 

b. Place more emphasis on multimodal assignments. 

c. Place equal emphasis on traditional essay writing assignments and 

multimodal assignments. 

d. Other, please specify 

 

11. Choose the sentence that best describes your situation: (Check all that apply.) 

a. I have published a multimodal text. 

b. I plan to publish a multimodal text. 

c. I do not plan to publish a multimodal text. 

 

12. How often during a semester do you assign a multimodal assignment?  

a. Never  

b. Once 

c. Twice 

d. Three times 

e. Four times 

f. More than four times 

 

13. If you do not teach any type of multimodal project in your FYC courses, you 

may skip ahead to question 20.  What texts do you and your FYC students use 

for help to complete multimodal assignments? (Check all that apply)       

      a. Textbooks 

      b. Handbooks 

      c. Articles 

      d. Printed materials 

      e. Websites 

      f. Library 

      g. Other, please specify. 

 

14. What technologies and/or applications do you use to teach multimodal 

assignments? (Check all that apply) 

     a. Video camera 

     b. Digital camera 

     c. Google 

     d. Email 
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     e. Wikis 

     f. Blackboard/Web CT 

     g. PowerPoint 

     h. Microsoft Word 

     i. Social bookmarking (such as delicious) 

     j. Social networking sites 

     k. Audio recording materials/applications 

     l. Image editing (such as Photoshop/Paint) 

    m. Photo sharing websites (such as Flickr)   

    n. Video editing (such as Movie Maker/iMovie) 

    o. Video sharing websites (such as YouTube)   

    p. Other, please specify 

 

15. How often do students use the following modes to complete your multimodal 

assignments? 

 

 Always Very 

Often 

Sometimes Rarely Never 

Alphabetic 

writing 

     

Audio      

Photographs      

Images      

Video      

Hyperlinks      

Gestures      

Music      

 

 

 

16. When you teach multimodal assignments, do you teach the following: (Check all 

that apply.) 

a. Juxtaposition 

b. Nonlinearity 

c. Appropriation 

d. Commutation 

e. Chora 

f. Contrast 

g. Repetition 

h. Alignment 

i. Proximity 

j. Navigation 

k. Interactivity 

l. Visual impact 

m. Visual coherence 
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n. Visual salience 

o. Visual organization 

p. Other, please specify 

 

17. Which statement best describes how you assess multimodal assignments? 

a. I create my own rubric. 

b. I use my department‟s rubric that is designed specifically for multimodal 

assignments. 

c. I use my department‟s rubric that is not designed specifically for 

multimodal assignments. 

d. Other, please specify 

 

18. Choose the sentence that best describes your situation: 

a. When I teach a multimodal assignment, I teach content first, then mode. 

b. When I teach a multimodal assignment, I teach content and mode as 

functioning together. 

c. When I teach a multimodal assignment, I teach mode first, then content. 

 

19. In what ways do you learn teaching strategies to teach multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses? (Check all that apply.) 

a. Department workshops 

b. Institutional workshops 

c. Conferences paid for by your department 

d. Conference you paid for 

e. Online tutorials 

f. Instructional videos 

g. Training classes 

h. Graduate courses 

i. Textbooks 

j. Websites 

k. Self-taught 

l. Help from other faculty 

m. Help from graduate student 

n. Help from others outside institution 

o. Other, please specify 

 

20. As part of this study, the researcher will be conducting follow-up interviews with 

some participants who have completed this survey.  Would you be willing to be 

contacted for a follow-up interview?  Please note that your identity will remain 

anonymous. 

a. Yes (please leave email) 

b. No 

 

 

<<<  Back to Main Text 
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Appendix E: 

Introduction to Survey 

These 20 survey questions will take you approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 

This study investigates the ways graduate teaching assistants and instructors teach 

multimodal assignments in First-Year Composition (FYC) courses. It also investigates 

current practices for teacher training in the field of rhetoric and composition, practices 

that help or hinder graduate assistants and instructors teaching multimodal assignments in 

FYC courses.  

 

Multimodal assignments could be defined as those assignments that ask students to 

compose using multiple modalities such as audio, video, still images, alphabetic writing 

and so forth. Even if you do not teach multimodal assignments, please complete the 

survey as your answers are very valuable. 

 

While you may teach other courses, for the purpose of this survey please base your 

answers on your experiences only teaching FYC courses (such as basic writing, 

developmental writing, research writing, expository writing, and/or 

persuasive/argumentative writing). Since you may teach at more than one institution, 

please make sure to answer the questions based on your experiences teaching at only one 

institution as opposed to a combination of experiences at multiple institutions. If you 

would like to, you may take this survey again and answer the questions based on your 

experience at another institution. Thank you for your participation. 
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The data collected from this survey will be stored on this password protected site until the 

study is completed. At which time, the research will be submitted for publication and 

anonymous raw data will be available for review by the participants. If published, any 

names will be listed under a pseudonym, although it could be possible that peers or 

students could identify participants. By participating in this research, participants will be 

able to reflect on the way they teach multimodal assignments in FYC courses. Their 

feedback may help future graduate teaching assistants and instructors as well as 

administrators who are responsible for overseeing FYC programs. There are no 

foreseeable risks associated with this study except for possible minor discomfort during 

the survey. Participation in this study is completely voluntary and participants are free to 

withdraw from the study at anytime for any reason without penalty or prejudice from the 

researcher. Please feel free to ask any questions of the researcher before, during, or after 

the survey. 

 

For one‟s rights as a research subject, the following people may be contacted:  

 

Coordinator of Research Compliance 

Office of Academic Research and Sponsored Programs 

Ball State University 

Muncie, IN 47306 

(765) 285-5070 
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Principal Investigators:  

Claire Lutkewitte                               Dr. Paul Ranieri 

English Department                           English Department 

Ball State University                          Ball State University 

Muncie, IN 47306                              Muncie, IN 47306 

(765) 284-4377                                 (765) 285-8406 

celutkewitte@bsu.edu                       pranieri@bsu.edu 

 

<<<  Back to the Main Text 
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Appendix F: 

Important Multimodal Composition Terms 

Terms considered by Jeff Rice in The Rhetoric of Cool: 

Chora “A hyper-rhetoric practice that updates the topoi for new media” (33). 

“Functions as an argumentative/narrative strategy „by means of pattern 

making, pattern recognition, pattern generation‟” (34).  “The ability to 

link information, manipulate information easily, morph information, and 

so on lends itself to choral practices” (34).  “Challenges the 

representational nature of the topos” (35). 

Appropriation “Is based on the rhetorical premise of parataxis, that items can be 

arranged and positioned in a variety of ways and each time generate 

meaning even if the organization is not clear.  Consequently, structure 

and organizational principles that emphasize logic and order are 

challenged…it‟s not enough to simply cut and rearrange words or 

images.  Writers must reimagine the logic of structure” (58). 

Juxtaposition “Forges readers (and writers) to interact with the unexpected textual and 

visual associations juxtapositions force us to encounter” (76).  “To 

juxtapose is to find the right fit…The idea of found work (art or writing) 

is to identify the right fit for a given discursive moment; a piece goes 

here, a piece goes there, but in any other kind of combination, the pieces 

might not work together” (88). 

Commutation “Is the exchange of signifiers without concern for referentiality” (93).   

“Challenges our perceptions of the signifiers that generate signification 

(and one might assume, literacy conventions) by indicating that meaning 

is not a fixed notion; it is exchangeable” (95).  “Referentiality is replaced 

by a system where signs are exchanged against each other instead of the 

real.  Signs, then, become reversible, commutable, and exchangeable 

without dependence on referents” (97). 

Nonlinearity “The open text nonlinearity poses in terms of alternative reading/writing 

practices is central to the rhetoric of cool for how it encourages 

interactivity (the contributing and deleting of text and ideas)” (114).  “No 

matter how many paths (or descriptions) of new media we compose, 

those paths must remain open, not fixed” (115).  “Writers identify 

complex sets of data and form multiple texts out of the data” (115). 

Imagery “To imagine or engage with a visual rhetoric, one must write as visual 

writers do outside of the classroom” (140).  Involves “displaying iconic 

imagery for rhetorical purposes” (148).  “The iconic, the juxtaposed 

moment, the cultural signifier are items writers use (among others) to 

visualize their position” (152). 
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Terms considered by Robin Williams in Principles of Design: 

Contrast Difference created between elements to emphasize their difference; 

elements must be made quite different or else the elements simply conflict 

one another (63). 

Repetition How consistently elements (e.g. typeface, color, pattern, transition) are 

used; repetition unifies (49). 

Alignment How elements line up on a page, the visual connection between elements; 

“every item should have a visual connection with something else on the 

page” (31). 

Proximity How close elements are placed on page or screen; related items should be 

close to one another, unrelated items should not be (15-17). 

 

Terms considered by Cynthia Selfe in Multimodal Composition: 

Visual 

Impact 

“the overall effect and appeal that a visual composition has on an 

audience” (85). 

Visual 

coherence 

“the extent to which the various elements of a visual composition are tied 

together, represent a unified whole” (86). 

Visual 

salience 

“the relative prominence of an element within a visual composition.  

Salient elements catch viewers‟ eye [sic]; they are conspicuous” (86). 

Visual 

organization 

“the pattern or arrangement that relates the elements of the visual essay to 

one another so that they are easier for readers/viewers to comprehend” 

(87). 

 

Terms considered by Cheryl Ball and Ryan Moeller 

in “Re-Inventing the Possibilities: Academic Literacy & New Media” 

 

New Media 

Topoi 

http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/topoi.html 

New Media 

Commonplaces 

http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/nm_common.html 

 

<<<  Back to the Main Text 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/index.html
http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/topoi.html
http://journal.fibreculture.org/issue10/ball_moeller/nm_common.html
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Appendix G: 

Examples of Follow-up Interview Questions 

1) Describe an assignment that requires students to use multiple modes. 

2) Describe how you learned a particular technology that helped you to teach a 

multimodal assignment. 

3) Describe how you taught a particular technology that helped your students create a 

multimodal assignment. 

4) What examples of students‟ multimodal work do you share with other graduate 

teaching assistants and FYC faculty? 

5) Describe how your department trains new instructors and graduate assistants. 

6) Describe what your department could do to improve training. 

7) Describe reasons why you would not teach a multimodal assignment. 

 

<<<  Back to the Main Text 
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Appendix H: 

Survey Participants’ Institutions 

(To find where these schools are located, see Google Map) 

Community Colleges: 

Ashland Community & Technical College 

The Community College of Baltimore County 

Big Sandy Community/Tech College 

Blue Ridge Community and Technical College  

Brookdale Community College  

Colorado Northwestern Community College  

Columbia State Community College 

Columbus State Community College 

El Paso Community College 

Frederick Community College 

Greenville Technical College 

Harford Community College 

Ivy Tech Community College 

Jackson State Community College 

J. Sergeant Reynolds Community  

Johnson County Community College 

Kirtland Community College 

Lincoln Land Community College 

Madison Area Technical College 

Metro Community College 

MCC-Penn Valley (Kansas City MO) 

Northwest Arkansas Community College 

Palm Beach Community College 

Pasco-Hernando Community College 

Pima Community College 

Red Rocks Community College 

The Community College of Rhode Island 

CCRI Newport campus 

Spartanburg Community College 

Salt Lake City Community College 

Southside Virginia Community College 

Tallahassee Community College 

Wallace State Community College 

Westmoreland County Community College 

York County Community College 

 

Small Colleges: 

Broward College 

Universities: 

University of Alabama 

University of Alaska Fairbanks, Interior-

Aleutians Campus 

American University 

Arizona State University 

University of Arizona* 

University of Arkansas, Fort Smith 

University of Arkansas Little Rock* 

Ball State University* 

Brigham Young University* 

California State University Channel Islands 

California State University at Los Angeles* 

University of California, Irvine 

University of Central Florida* 

Clemson University* 

Drexel University 

Eastern Michigan University* 

Eastern Washington University* 

Edinboro University of PA 

Francis Marion University 

Florida A & M University 

Florida State University 

Humboldt State University* 

Indiana University of PA 

James Madison University 

Kansas State University* 

Kennesaw State University 

Kent State University* 

Lincoln University (PA) 

Longwood University 

MIT 

Metropolitan State University 

Miami University, Oxford, Ohio* 

Michigan Technological University* 

University of Missouri – Columbia 

Monmouth University 

Montana State University Billings 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas 

http://maps.google.com/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=en&msa=0&msid=107975051742803068650.000475b1985ede8c7f5ef&z=3
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Buffalo State College 

Canisius College 

Clark College 

Columbus College of Art & Design 

Emerson College 

Landmark College, Putney, Vermont 

Miami Dade College 

The College of New Jersey 

Northwest College, Powell, WY 

Northwest Vista College 

Ocean County College 

Our Lady of the Lake College 

Pasadena City College 

College of the Redwoods 

Rhode Island College 

College of Southern Idaho, Blaine County 

campus 

College of Southern Nevada 

Southwestern College (Cincinnati, OH) 

 

 

 

 

 

North Carolina State University* 

Nova Southeastern University 

Ohio Dominican University 

Ohio State University 

Ohio University* 

Oklahoma State University 

Pennsylvania State University* 

Portland State University* 

University of Rhode Island* 

St. Thomas University  

University of the Sciences in Philadelphia 

Shepherd University 

Sonoma State University* 

University of South Florida 

Southern Illinois University Edwardsville 

Southern Polytechnic State University 

Stevenson University 

Texas A&M University* 

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi* 

University of Texas El Paso 

University of Texas San Antonia 

Texas Woman's University 

University of Utah* 

Utah Valley University 

University of Vermont 

Virginia Tech 

West Chester University 

 

 

*Schools that participated in Brown, Stuart C. 

et al.‟s 2004 Survey 

 

 

 

<<<  Back to the Main Text 
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Appendix I:  

Resources Indentified in Question 13 

“What texts do you and your FYC students use for help to complete multimodal assignments?” 

Texts  

Reading Culture 

Little Brown Handbook 

The McGraw-Hill Handbook 

The McGraw-Hill Reader 

The Pop Culture Zone: Writing Critically 

about Popular Culture 

The Allyn and Bacon Guide to Writing 

The Wadsworth Handbook 

The Wadsworth Guide to Research 

Critical Thinking, Thoughtful Writing 

Everything‟s an Argument 

Pocket Style Manual 

Beyond Words: Cultural Texts for Reading 

and Writing 

St. Martin‟s Guide to Writing 

The Bedford Guide for College Writing 

On Writing 

Easy Writer 

Read, Reason, Write 

Picturing Texts 

Envision: Writing and Researching 

Arguments 

Envision in Depth: Reading, Writing, and 

Researching Arguments 

The Norton Field Guide to Writing 

The Blair Reader 

The Blair Handbook 

Excellence in Business Communication 

From Critical Thinking to Argument: A 

Portable Guide 

The Harbrace Guide to Writing 

A World of Ideas: Essential Readings for 

College Writers 

A Writer‟s Reference 

The Writer‟s World 

Concise Guide to Writing 

Having your Say 

Seeing and Writing3 

The World is a Text 

The Call to Write 

The Longman Handbook 

The Composition of Everyday Life: A 

Guide to Writing 

The Non Designer‟s Design Book 

Multimodal Composition: Resources for 

Teachers 

Race in Cyberspace 

Seeing is Believing: How Hollywood 

Taught us to Stop Worrying and Love the 

Fifties 

Rules for Writers 

The Everyday Writer 

Publication Manual of the American 

Psychological Association 

Compose, Design, Advocate 

A Writer‟s Workshop 

Convergences: Themes, Texts, and Images 

for Composition 

Getting the Picture: A Brief Guide to 

Understanding and Creating Visual Texts 

The DK Handbook 

MLA Handbook Writers of Research 

Papers 

How to Write Anything 

The Bedford Researcher 

Writing: A Guide to College and Beyond 

Writing 

Global Issues, Local Arguments: Readings 

for Writing 

Language Awareness: Readings for 

College Writers 

Inventing Arguments 

FieldWorking: Reading and Writing 

Research 

50 Essays: A Portable Anthology 

Stratagems: Arguing Issues for Writers 
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Writing and Rhetoric 

The Brief Penguin Handbook 

The Rhetoric of Cool 

Understanding Comics: The Invisible Art 

The Medium is the Massage 

Along these Lines: Writing Paragraphs and 

Essays 

ReMix: Reading and Composing Culture 

Remix 

Designing Visual Language: Strategies for 

Professional Communicators  

Choices: Situations in College Writing 

“They Say, I Say”: The Moves that Matter 

in Academic Writing 

Subject and Strategy: A Writer‟s Reader 

Writing Arguments: A Rhetoric with 

Readings 

Introduction to Documentary  

Marjane Satrapi‟s Persepolis 

Quick Access 

Grammar to Go 

College and Universities own Textbooks 

and Handbooks: Nova, Red Rocks CC, 

UTEP, Blue Ridge, Miami, U of A 

 

Articles 

Articles from The New Yorker 

Articles from The New York Times 

Articles from KAIROS 

NPR‟s “This American Life” and “This I 

Believe” 

Diana George “From Analysis to Design: 

Visual Communication in the Teaching of 

Writing” 

McKee “Sound Matters” 

Booth “How Many Rhetorics” 

“Pulling Back the Curtain” 

(onthemedia.org) 

Orwell‟s “Politics and the English 

Language” 

Greg Ulmer  “Object of Post Criticism”  

Goldman 2004 “An Immensely Simplified 

Task: 

Form in Modern Composition and 

Rhetoric” 

Mims and Nollen “Deconstructing Media” 

“The Benefits of Community College” 

“The Happy Prince” 

Jim Dodge “Living by Life (Some 

Bioregional Theory and Practice” 

TIME magazine photo essays 

Articles from People and Cosmo 

 

Online Resources 

Email 

www.mindomo.com 

www.picniK.com 

Search engines 

CompClass 

MyCompLab 

MyWritingLab 

www.YouTube.com 

www.prezi.com 

www.PubMed.com 

Purdue OWL 

Blogs (Blogger, wordpress) 

NoodleTools 

BlackBoard 

Moodle 

dropio 

Flickr 

Twitter 

Diigo 

Online surveys 

Online tutorials/resources 

Shelley Jackson‟s “My Body” Web text 

www.salon.com 

“In Plain English” YouTube series 

www.newmediaclassroom.com 

www.copyblogger.com 

www.NPR.org 

Michael Alley‟s website 

http://www.mindomo.com/
http://www.picnik.com/
http://www.youtube.com/
http://www.prezi.com/
http://www.pubmed.com/
http://owl.english.purdue.edu/
http://www.blogger.com/home
http://wordpress.org/
http://www.altx.com/thebody/body.html
http://www.salon.com/
http://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=in+plain+english&search_type=&aq=0&oq=in+plain
http://www.newmediaclassroom.com/
http://www.copyblogger.com/
http://www.npr.org/
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WebCT 

eLearn 

PbWorks 

Facebook 

MySpace 

Weebly 

Yahoo news 

www.animoto.com 

Wetpaint 

Scribd 

del.icio.us 

Wikipedia 

Google 

Google Scholar 

Google Images 

Google Video 

Google Docs 

Google Books 

Google Knol 

Google Maps  

www.turnitin.com 

 

PSAs on radiospace.com 

www.webdesignfromscratch.com 

bornmagazine.com 

watercoolergames.com 

WPA‟s literacy posters online 

www.rosalieavin.com 

www.adsoftheworld.com 

Envision‟s online website 

www.vox.com 

celebrity gossip sites 

Bedford‟s Online Exercise Central 

Myskillstutor 

Class wikis 

Class websites 

Websites on preparing PowerPoints 

Grammar websites 

Creative Commons 

Angel course management system 

Animation sites 

 

Audio 

Audacity 

Garage Band 

Audio documents on transom.org 

iTunes 

RockU 

podcasts 

 

Software 

iMovie 

MovieMaker 

Photoshop 

MS Word 

MS PowerPoint 

Drawing 

Flash 

Convergences CD with Visual Exercises 

iWeb 

Photo story 

Dreamweaver 

Graphics Design Program 

MS Publisher 

 

 

Library and Research Resources 

Omnifile 

Proquest 

SIRS 

Databases 

elibrary 

Ebsco host 

Refworks 

Archives 

Library Catalog 

Library Website 

Library resources (librarians, training, 

tutorials) 

Library materials (handouts) 

 

http://pbworks.com/
http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.myspace.com/
http://www.weebly.com/
http://news.yahoo.com/
http://www.animoto.com/
http://www.wetpaint.com/
http://www.scribd.com/
http://delicious.com/
http://www.wikipedia.com/
http://www.google.com/
http://scholar.google.com/
http://images.google.com/
http://video.google.com/
http://docs.google.com/
http://books.google.com/books
http://knol.google.com/k
http://maps.google.com/
http://www.turnitin.com/
http://www.webdesignfromscratch.com/
http://bornmagazine.com/
http://www.rosalieavin.com/
http://www.adsoftheworld.com/
http://www.vox.com/
http://bcs.bedfordstmartins.com/exercisecentral/default.asp?uid=0&rau=0
http://creativecommons.org/
http://transom.org/
http://ars.sirs.com/discoverer.html
http://search.ebscohost.com/
http://www.refworks.com/
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Department Resources 

Department guides 

Department pamphlets 

Department workshops 

Department websites 

Department online handbook 

 

Instructor‟s Work 

Own materials (textbooks, PPts., videos) 

Handouts 

Visual aids 

Checklist of for analyzing images 

Student examples 

Student Multimedia Studio 

Own websites 

www.presentationzen.com 

www.asofterworld.com 

www.nicolewilliams.com 

 

General 

Style manual 

Novels 

Nonfiction literature 

Literature 

Poetry 

Writing manual 

Journals 

Magazines 

Texts 

Newspapers 

Books 

Writing Center online assistance 

Computer labs 

Free website design software 

Free photo editing software 

Workshops 

Writing lab 

Film review 

Films 

DVDs 

Videos 

Visual art 

Digital poetics 

Copyright/Fair Use resources 

Perspectives on the environment 

Music 

Audio files 

Voice thread 

Online news 

Rhetoric online 

Artifacts 

Peer review 

Conferences 

Ad and image analysis 

Discussion boards weekly 

Visual texts 

Essays 

Cartoons/comics 

Online discussion/response 

Bumper stickers 

Desire to learn 

Photos on websites 

Knowledge sources 

Visual arguments 

Portfolios/eportfolios 

Advertisements (Nike, Johnson and 

Johnson, and Geico) 

Advocacy materials 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.presentationzen.com/
http://www.asofterworld.com/
http://www.nicolewilliams.com/
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Resources that could not be identified 

USER by Peter Lunefield 

Style Manual “Rules of Thumb” 

The Call to Story 

Writing in College and Beyond (may refer 

to Faigley‟s text) 

Layout of Argument – Stephen Toulmin 

Sean Marsee‟s  

Elbow‟s Writing for Teachers (may refer to 

“Writing Without Teachers”) 

Schultz 1999 Fear Itself Perdue Press 

Anything Written by Cliff Atkinson, author 

of Beyond Bullet Points 

Writing and Communities (may refer to 

Writing Our Communities: Local Learning 

and Public Culture) 

Lunsford 

Alfano and O‟Brien 

Tree Octoppus 

Pop Culture Universe (may be a website) 

Linda.com (may refer to Lynda.com) 

Museum of Art‟s online gallery (may refer 

to National Gallery of Art) 

Evergreen  

Listening to Earth 

Diana George 

New London Group 

K-12 Literacy realm 

Digital Studio online 

Learning Commons (could refer to the 

Digital Learning Commons or an 

institution‟s learning commons) 

 

<<<  Back to the Main Text 
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Appendix J:  

Question 14 Results 

“What technologies and/or applications do you use to teach multimodal assignments?” 

 

*“Other” refers to the one participant who only indicated “other” on Q1, taught 

 multimodal assignments, and answered Q14.  The other participants who selected 

 “other” on Q1 were included in the other categories so their responses were not 

 counted twice.   

**These totals do not reflect the counting of the five instructors (who indicated two 

 categories in Q 1, teach at least one multimodal assignment (Q 12), and answered 

 Q 14) in two categories.  For example, one instructor described himself as both an 

 associate professor and a contract faculty member in Q 1 and then responded to 

 this question by selecting digital camera.  So, digital camera was counted once 

 under associate professor and once under contract faculty, but was not counted 

 twice in the total in the right column. 

 

<<<  Back to the Main Text 
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Appendix K: 

Question 15 Results 

“How often do students use the following modes to complete your multimodal assignments?” 

Assistant Professors 

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Alphabetic 
Writing 

14 2 3 0 1 

Audio 0 4 8 5 2 
Photographs 1 11 7 2 0 
Images 3 11 8 1 0 
Video 1 3 10 4 2 
Hyperlinks 1 2 5 2 3 
Gestures 1 5 2 1 3 
Music 1 1 6 7 2 

 

Associate Professors 

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Alphabetic 
Writing 

16 7 0 0 1 

Audio 1 3 11 5 2 
Photographs 2 8 13 2 0 
Images 3 11 10 0 1 
Video 0 8 8 6 2 
Hyperlinks 3 14 7 0 0 
Gestures 1 4 4 6 6 
Music 0 6 10 6 2 
 

Full Professors 

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Alphabetic 
Writing 

4 3 0 0 4 

Audio 0 0 9 1 3 
Photographs 0 6 5 2 1 
Images 0 7 5 1 1 
Video 0 5 5 2 2 
Hyperlinks 3 5 5 0 0 
Gestures 0 1 3 1 5 
Music 0 1 6 3 3 
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Adjuncts 

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Alphabetic 
Writing 

23 7 8 3 14 

Audio 2 7 21 15 11 
Photographs 2 20 26 9 4 
Images 5 19 24 11 3 
Video 1 9 30 13 7 
Hyperlinks 3 18 22 10 4 
Gestures 7 10 11 6 16 
Music 0 9 28 17 4 

 

Contract/ Non tenure 

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Alphabetic 
Writing 

23 4 2 2 3 

Audio 0 4 15 10 4 
Photographs 3 8 17 3 3 
Images 3 11 14 5 1 
Video 0 8 12 8 4 
Hyperlinks 2 13 10 5 3 
Gestures 0 6 8 7 11 
Music 0 4 15 5 8 

 

Graduate Students 

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Alphabetic 
Writing 

48 15 12 3 9 

Audio 1 18 38 17 12 
Photographs 9 33 33 10 3 
Images 24 41 19 2 3 
Video 1 24 35 13 13 
Hyperlinks 9 22 33 8 16 
Gestures 3 10 25 23 25 
Music 1 22 36 16 14 
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Other* 

 Always Very Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
Alphabetic 
Writing 

0 0 0 0 1 

Audio 0 0 0 0 1 
Photographs 0 0 0 0 1 
Images 0 0 1 0 0 
Video 0 0 1 0 0 
Hyperlinks 1 0 0 0 0 
Gestures 1 0 0 0 0 
Music 0 0 1 0 0 

* “Other” refers to the one participant who only indicated “other” on Q1, taught 

 multimodal assignments, and answered Q15.  The other participants who selected 

 “other” on Q1 were included in the other categories so their responses were not 

 counted twice. 

 

<<<  Back to the Main Text 
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Appendix L: 

Question 16 Results 

“When you teach multimodal assignments, do you teach the following:” 

 

 
 

*Like Question 14, I only counted the responses of those who answered Q 1 by selecting 

two categories once for Question 16.  For example, if a participant selected contract 

faculty and associate professor in Q 1 and selected contrast in Q 14, the response was 

included under the column contract and under the column associate professor, but was 

only added once for the total column.  This happened for 8 participants. 
 

<<<  Back to Main Text 
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Appendix M: 

Question 12 Pie Charts 

“How often during a semester do you assign a multimodal assignment?” 
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Appendix N: 

Question 12 Tables 

 
 
 
 
 
A 
 
 
 
B 

Total 
for 
Q12 

Participants Don’t 
Teach 
MM 

Do 
Teach 
MM 

Teach 
One 
MM 

Teach 
2 MM 

Teach 
3 MM 

Teach 
4 MM 

Teach 
More 
than 
4 

         

27 Full 13 14 5 1 3 1 4 

34 Assistant 11 23 10 7 1 3 2 

35 Associate 10 25 8 9 4 0 4 

130 Graduate 36 94 34 25 19 2 14 

114 Adjunct 45 69 25 22 11 5 6 

56 Contract 20 36 13 11 6 0 6 

9 Other 6 3 3 0 0 0 0 

405*  138** 258** 95*** 75*** 42*** 11 36 

 

* This total includes the nine participants who responded to Question 1 by selecting two 

 categories.  So their responses were counted twice in the total.   

** These numbers were calculated by subtracting the nine participants so that they would 

 not be counted twice.   

*** The nine were subtracted here so they would not be counted twice as well for these 

 totals. 

 

Groups Participants Don’t 
Teach 
MM 

Do 
Teach 
MM 

Total % of those 
who don’t 

% of those who 
do 

 

 

A 

 

 

 

 

 

B 

Full 13 14 27 13/27 = 

48.1% 

14/27 = 51.8% 

Assistant 11 23 34 11/34 = 

32.3% 

23/34 = 67.6% 

Associate 10 25 35 10/35 = 

28.5% 

25/35 = 71.4% 

Graduate 36 94 130 36/130 = 

27.6% 

94/130 = 72.3% 

Adjunct 45 69 114 45/114 = 

39.4% 

69/114 = 60.5% 

Contract 20 36 56 20/56 = 

35.7%  

36/56 = 64.2% 

Other 6 3 9 6/9 = 66.6% 3/9 = 33.3% 

 

<<< Back to Main Text 
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Appendix O: 

Question 7 Results 

“Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements by placing 

a check in the appropriate box.” 
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Appendix P: 

Question 8 Results 

“What limitations, if any, hinder your ability to teach multimodal assignments?” 
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<<< Back to Main Text 
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Appendix Q: 

Question 9 Results 

“Which statement best describes the department in which you teach?” 

Group A 

Q 9 Full who do Full who do 

not 

Associate 

who do  

Associate 

who do not 

Assistant 

who do 

Assistant 

who do not 

Requires 

MM 

assignments 

in FYC 

courses. 

 

0 

 

0 

 

2 

 

0 

 

4 

 

0 

Encourages, 

but does not 

require. 

 

6 

 

6 

 

7 

 

3 

 

8 

 

4 

Does not 

encourage.  

 

7 

 

6 

 

9 

 

6 

 

7 

 

7 

Prohibits 

MM 

assignments. 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

Neither 

encourages 

nor 

discourages 

MM 

 

2 

 

0 

 

4 

 

1 

 

2 

 

0 

No position  

0 

 

1 

 

1 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

I don’t know 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Other 0 0 Depart. just 

revised, In 

transition 

0 Lots of 

freedom 

0 
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Group B 

Q 9 Adjunct who 

do 

Adjunct who 

do not 

Graduate 

who do 

Graduate 

who do not 

Contract 

who teach 

Contract 

who do not 

Requires 

MM 

assignments 

in FYC 

courses. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

34 

 

0 

 

4 

 

 

0 

 

Encourages, 

but does not 

require. 

 

49 

 

13 

 

46 

 

12 

 

16 

 

6 

Does not 

encourage.  

 

14 

 

16 

 

9 

 

22 

 

13 

 

12 

 

Prohibits 

MM 

assignments. 

 

0 

 

1 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

Neither 

encourages 

nor 

discourages 

MM 

 

1 

 

1 

 

2 

 

1 

 

3 

 

0 

No position  

0 

 

1 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

I don’t know 2 3 0 1 0 1 

Other Integration Flexible/ 

progressive, 

Use CMS 

0 0 0 0 

 

<<< Back to Main Text 
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Appendix R: 

Question 10 Results 

“At my institution, the department policies place:” 

 

Group A 

Q 10 Full who 

do 

Full who 

do not 

Associate 

who do  

Associate 

who do 

not 

Assistant 

who do 

Assistant 

who do 

not 

total 

More 

emphasis 

on 

traditional 

 

8 

 

10 

 

15 

 

9 

 

17 

 

11 

 

70 

More 

emphasis 

on MM 

assignments 

 

1 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

1 

 

0 

 

2 

Equal 

emphasis 

 

3 

 

3 

 

7 

 

1 

 

4 

 

0 

 

18 

Don’t know 1 0 0 0 0  1 

Genre-

based 

0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Other Does not 

interfere 

with how 

or what 

we teach. 

 Depart. in 

transition 

 Instructor 

decides 
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Group B 

Q 10 Adjunct 

who do 

Adjunct 

who do 

not 

Graduate 

who do 

Graduate 

who do 

not 

Contract 

who teach 

Contract 

who do 

not 

Total 

More 

emphasis 

on 

traditional 

 

29 

 

32 

 

40 

 

27 

 

22 

 

18 

 

168 

More 

emphasis 

on MM 

assignments 

 

4 

 

2 

 

12 

 

2 

 

1 

 

0 

 

21 

Equal 

emphasis 

 

29 

 

5 

 

40 

 

5 

 

10 

 

0 

 

89 

Don’t know 2 4 0 0 1 1 8 

Genre-

based 

0 1 1 1 0 0 3 

Other   Instructor 

decides 

Instructor 

decides 

Instructor 

decides 

Rhetorical 

analysis is 

emphasized 

 

   On 

individual 

writer 

Variations 

on 

traditional 

   

 

<<< Back to Main Text 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Lutkewitte 237 

 

Appendix S: Question 19:  How did you Learn to Teach Multimodal Composition 

 
* The totals in this column were calculated by subtracting the responses of those who selected to categories 

in Q 1 so that their responses would not be counted twice in the total columns. <<< Back to the Main Text 
 


