Project Overview
This project continues to shift and change as I work on it. After the workshop last night I see it as an attempt to better understand the connection, or relationship, between the more popular definitions of digital rhetoric, and how they play out in the various calls to insert more technology in the classroom by way of developing multiliteracies, digital literacies, etc. and the resulting assignments or practices encouraged to be part of the composition classroom. These sources include a few of the more popular definitions and understandings of digital rhetoric, one in Arroyo that chooses to use electracy rather than digital rhetoric in her work on participation in digital spaces, as well Emerson’s work on the importance of visible technology. These sources, I think, provide just a small but hopefully strong background on where and how this is all ties together in a wonderfully messy way. My goal for the project for this class is to be able to draw connections between scholars understanding of digital rhetoric, where it intersects with the integration of technology in a comp classroom, and where we might go next. 
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Eyman’s introductions charts the chapters as first exploring the definition of digital rhetoric, then moving on to theories in digital rhetoric, and finally looking at research methods and case studies. The first chapter traces the definition of digital rhetoric from Lanham’s 1993 work to Zappen, Welch and others. He notes where their definitions move away from focusing solely on hyptertext to include digital literacy, and computational rhetoric. The changes in the definition and what is included within them suggest a relationship between understand and approach that reacts to the uses and demands as brought on by changes in technology. Eyman is useful because he provides an overview of the term digital rhetoric and the different definitions since its introduction by Lanham. I plan to use it as an example of the most recent work in this area, and compare it to other similar works to decipher how it builds upon what was previously done. 
Lanham, R. A. (2006). The economics of attention :Style and substance in the age of information. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. Retrieved from http://www.loc.gov/catdir/toc/ ecip0517/2005022857.html
	Lanham is credited with coining the term digital rhetoric. While he does not supply a specific definition he introduces the concept of a computer as something both logical and rhetorical in use. He notes that the computer is seen as logical, but not rhetorical. He views the electronic word as a means to electronic expression and as such it fits within the Western Arts & Letters. Lanham attempts not only to legitimize the electronic word, and electronic expressions, but also creates the space for the work that follows under his term of digital rhetoric. He focuses more on the manipulation of text by zooming in and out, and using different typefaces and fonts, which is understandable given that this piece first appeared in 1992, and again in 1993. It is important to include Lanham’s work because he coined digital rhetoric. Therefore, knowing and understanding what he used the term for in 1993, and how that understanding and approach has changed over time. 
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	Losh’s chapter provides a comprehensive four-part definition of digital rhetoric that encompasses several aspects of scholarship within digital rhetoric. The definition she provides touches on digital genres as a means of discourse, public rhetoric/political messages distributed through networks, the computer generated media becoming objects of study in their own right, and the use of mathematical theories of communication within information science to gauge linguistic exchanges. Losh states that the fourth definition ultimately influences practices occurring in the first because it (#4) influences the ideology behind practices that occur when people enter discourse in digital genres. I plan to use this definition to chart the difference in approach and understanding of what digital rhetoric is, what it can do, and ultimately how it is interdisciplinary. It is also helpful because it is the most extensive definition among my sources. 
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Selber provides a guide for instructors to develop what he believes will be an effective curriculum that will address the need for computer literacy, and ultimately the multiliteracies that students need. He urges instructors to embrace teaching multiliteracies by incorporating pedagogy that assists in the development of a student’s functional, rhetorical, and critical literacy. Functional literacy can be achieved by not being limited to the computer as a tool mindset, which does not allow for students to think of the political implications of a computer. In developing a critical literacy of computers students are aware of the politics of the computer, but still actively use them. Essentially, the technology and politics of it are transparent to them. They view the computer not as something they use, but as something that was built and manufactured within a system, which they also happen to use. The goal of rhetorical literacy is for students to be able to work within a digital environment and be active in changing that environment based on their understandings of the environment.  Selber’s book helps to demonstrate that our approach towards technology influences the practices taking place in a composition classroom. Where he focused on multiliteraces, my larger project will attempt to update his work and focus more on the connection between digital rhetoric and implementing digital projects in the composition classroom. 
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Wysocki and Jonhson-Eilola critique the ways in which literacy is often thought of, and taught. They do not question the importance of literacy. Rather, they point out the areas in which literacy fails. Literacy, according to them, is approached as a skill that equals the playing field for all, but does not address systemic issues. It is an assumption that to be literate in any area is to have a set of skills that are both desirable and beneficial. They view “technological literacy” and other types of literacy as an attempt to obtain perceived privileges, social or economic. This approach is based in creating a neutral skill. The authors explore the concept of articulation, which if used can help to broaden the understanding of literacy as a process. This understanding of literacy helps to question the position and social aspect of literacy. It’s an approach less about new or different possibilities for literacy, but for how we think about and question literacy. I plan to use this as a large part of my argument that based on the definition, or understanding of digital rhetoric the many calls to include technology specific practices in the composition classroom often take a similar approach in developing the literacies and skills of students as discussed in this article. 
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Zappen reviews literature on digital rhetoric. He addresses the many areas of interest surrounding digital rhetoric, and views digital rhetoric as somewhat troublesome to define and understand. Part of the issue is the attempt to use a 2,000-year-old rhetorical tradition in understanding and work in digital rhetoric. Applying such an old tradition is problematic because it creates constraints on the new media, and scholarship. Zappen pays close attention to how persuasion, specifically, is applied to the digital spaces researched under the digital rhetoric umbrella. Ultimately he urges that the definition of digital rhetoric go beyond persuasion, and instead move toward an integrated theory. The integrated theory would focus on a reworking of traditional rhetoric in digital spaces, how identities and communities are formed in digital spaces, and the limitations/restrictions of using new (digital) media. Therefore, digital rhetoric theories should reflect the ways in which traditional rhetoric is altered in digital spaces, and allow for an expanded view of the role rhetoric can play in technology. Zappen’s understanding of digital rhetoric is helpful to me because begin to move beyond looking at how traditional rhetoric plays out in a digital space by incorporating how this view of persuasion (traditional rhetoric) also forms identities, and communities. This builds on Lanham’s digital rhetoric term as term that refers to digital texts, and centers it more in rhetoric, but still there is an issue of what type of work theories in digital rhetoric should do. 
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