
Buchenot and Roman 

Journal of Teaching and Learning with Technology, Vol. 8, Special Issue, jotlt.indiana.edu 

 
Figure 2. Students face the instructor and interactive video wall at the start of class. 
 

 
Figure 3. Room arrangement configured to facilitate seminar discussion on student texts. 
 

 
Figure 4. Students turn to work with partners to reflect on seminar discussion. 
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The key affordance of this nondigital classroom technology is its modularity. The trapezoidal 
tables were designed to fit next to one another in rows, circles, or pairs, making for easier transitions 
between configurations. This transition between classroom configurations could be replicated in a 
variety of physical learning environments.  

 
Shuttling Between Page and Screen 
 

Overview and goals. Shuttling between page and screen is an activity that uses paper documents 
to identify course concepts and digital technologies to productively complicate the concepts. The goal 
of shuttling between page and screen is to enhance discussions with interactive examples that highlight 
the differences among media. In first-year composition, an instructor might use this activity to explore 
how the labor of reading and writing is shaped by digital technologies (e.g., How does revising using 
Microsoft Word differ from revising using a printout?). In other disciplines, an instructor might use 
this activity to provide more engaging illustrations of course concepts (e.g., augmenting a textbook 
with additional examples) or to demonstrate research methods (e.g., using a field-specific database to 
locate a reference).   

Connecting digital and nondigital technology. Developing an activity that shuttles between page and 
screen starts with the identification of a text that will ground classroom interactions in a shared 
conceptual space. This grounding text—which might be taken from a student writer, a published 
source, or other instructional materials—is presented to students before the class meeting as a reading 
assignment. In class, students consult a paper copy of this text in small or large groups. The key 
affordance of this nondigital technology is replicability. Barring minor variations, one printed 
document is effectively the same as another—especially if that document is processed by the instructor 
before distribution. When students examine the document, they have reasonably comparable 
experiences because the technology functions in the same way for everyone. 

The central digital technology in this application is not a screen itself but a screen in 
conjunction with a device connected to the Internet. In a “shuttling” activity, the screen/device 
combination is used to display materials suggested or generated by students. These materials might be 
transferred directly from students’ devices or routed through an instructor-controlled interface. The 
key affordance of this digital technology is its responsiveness. This affordance allows for examples to 
be suggested and explored in the moment, which, we contend, might create possibilities for 
unexpected connections. Although the classroom studied in this article benefitted from a large, touch-
sensitive display, this technology is not necessary for a successful shuttling activity; the activity could 
be replicated in any classroom with an Internet-enabled device and a data projector or other screen. 

In a particularly fruitful class meeting within this design case, students engaged in a shuttling 
between page and screen activity to explore the affordances of online texts and Dush’s (2015) use of 
content as a metaphor to understand contemporary composing practices. First, they huddled their desks 
into small groups to identify key terms from Dush’s “When Writing Becomes Content” (2015) using 
paper copies of the article. To facilitate discussion, the instructor wrote down student-suggested key 
terms on a whiteboard (see Figure 5).  
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Figure 5. Small-group discussion using paper copies of Dush’s (2015) “When Writing 
Becomes Content” with instructor-facilitated input at whiteboard. 
 

Following the small-group discussion activity, students suggested websites that they might 
analyze using the key terms they identified. Guided by students’ comments, the instructor displayed 
websites on the screen and then revealed one website’s source code (demonstrating its “nature as 
digital data”) and examined another’s social media sharing features (exploring the website content’s 
“fluidity in terms of... shape”; Dush, 2015, p. 176). With each key term, attention was drawn from the 
page (where students took notes) to the screen (where examples were shown and manipulated) and 
back as students participated in a multimodal engagement with course concepts (see Figure 6). 

 

 
Figure 6. Use of interactive video wall to apply key terms to student-suggested examples. 
 
Networked Note Making 
 

Overview and goals. The networked note-making activity asks students to discuss a paper 
document and then to work together to translate their discussion into writing using Web-based word 
processing software. The goal of this activity is to capture ideas shared in class in a form that can be 
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revisited by students both in and out of class. In first-year composition and other disciplines, this 
technique might be used to document class discussions, to model note-taking practices, and to build 
connections across meetings. 

Connecting digital and nondigital technology. This activity begins by identifying a paper-based 
grounding text. As with the shuttling between page and screen activity, the grounding text might be 
taken from a student writer or other source and should be incorporated into a reading assignment 
either before or during the class meeting. The key affordance of this nondigital technology is, as 
before, the replicability that allows students to have a comparable experience with the document and 
a shared point of reference for class discussion.  

The central digital technology of this activity is the Web-based word processor that is used to 
capture and/or represent work completed in the classroom. This software should be continuously 
available during the class meeting to encourage use. As in the anonymized student writing activity, the 
key affordance of the Web-based word processor is its computability; unlike in the earlier activity, 
computability is marshaled for the purposes of recording, storing, and sharing writing rather than 
formatting it. The nondigital and digital technologies work together in this activity to create multiple 
entry points for students to engage with course concepts.  

In one recorded class meeting, students were asked to use a networked note-making activity 
to collaboratively define assessment criteria for an upcoming assignment. They were given a paper 
copy of a rubric created by the university’s writing program administration and used across all sections 
of the course. In groups, the students worked together to identify key terms and type them into a 
shared Google Docs file using their personal devices. Rather than nominate a single student to work 
with the Google Doc, two of the three groups elected to have multiple group members contribute to 
the document simultaneously (see Figure 7). Because the document was shared across all students, the 
instructor was able to monitor their progress on his workstation and, after small group discussion had 
finished, project their work on the video wall for full class discussion. At the end of the class meeting, 
students had a paper copy of the rubric as well as a digital copy of classroom notes from multiple 
small groups. Ideally, these two technologies could be used by students outside of class to better 
understand their upcoming assignment.  

 

 
Figure 7. Students contribute to a group networked note-making activity using personal 
mobile devices. 
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Future Directions 

This article describes an approach to writing instruction that seeks to build connections between digital 
and nondigital technologies with a special focus on paper-based student writing. We argue that 
understanding paper-based student writing as a technology—that is, as a socially situated, material 
object that mediates activity—draws attention to the affordances of these documents, affordances that 
might be used to create active-learning activities such as those described above. In sum, the complex 
relationship of writing and technology presents opportunities to promote active learning in physical 
learning environments. 

While our research was restricted to a first-year composition course, we posit that each of 
these activities might be adapted to courses from other disciplines. For example, anonymized student 
writing about an economic principle might be used to facilitate an in-class discussion grounded in 
student interest in and (mis)understanding of that principle. One future direction for research and 
practice might be to take these approaches to student writing to other disciplines to see how they 
operate in these contexts. 

Another future direction might be to adapt the broader approach to understanding paper texts 
as technologies to different physical learning environments. Although the design case described in this 
article was set in a technology-rich ALC, the approach to connecting nondigital and digital 
technologies might be similarly useful in a more “traditional” classroom. For example, the networked 
note-taking activity could be applied within a classroom with a data projector, a standard monitor, or 
no shared screen at all. So long as students have access to paper documents and an Internet-connected 
device, connections between digital and nondigital technology can be made. We hope these future 
directions underscore our argument that understanding paper-based writing as a technology might be 
a useful approach to designing active-learning activities.  
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