
Mechanizing the Good Writer - An Examination of How the Interface of Microsoft Word Supports Culturally Ingrained Stories about Writers and Processes of Writing
Interfaces are ideological places. They instantiate conceptualizations about user subject positions and user cultural background and knowledge bases. Highlighting the ideological nature of web interfaces in particular, Wysocki and Jasken describe them as being about relationships — how “we perceive and try to shape each other” — through what humans have designed for each other (Wysocki and Jasken 33). Interfaces, web or otherwise, do this through language, with its “material effects” and the visual that shapes our “development and use of technologies, our ways of working” (Johnson-Eilola Datacloud 17). Interfaces are important rhetorical constructs that mediate much of our communication. It stands to reason then, that an interface such as the Microsoft Word application can tell us much about how writing has been perceived in Western society. And, as it mediates communication strategies, understanding how the interface design supports particular notions of writing, a close rhetorical examination of the interface can also tell us about what strategies for the writing process the interface encourages users to engage in.  As teachers of writing and scholars of digital communication, it is important to our field to closely examine how the digital technologies shape our communication not only via the constraints on the shape of artifacts that we can produce with them — such as 140 character tweets or embedded videos — but also how they provide suggestions for the appropriate way to go about shaping our writing. 


During the course of this article, I intend to present some discussions of historical trends in the facilitation of certain writing processes throughout versions of Microsoft Word starting with version 1.0 for the Mac (the first Graphic User Interface version widely available) though versions 2010 and 2011 for PC and Mac respectively. I believe that these historical trends can demonstrate how the narrative of the good writer as described by Eubanks   is in fact supported and even reified in particular ways in the interface design of the most ubiquitously used writing application available Microsoft Word. It is as the good writer that the interface hails the user. The hailing being performed is linked to the corporate world from which and in which Microsoft Word’s interface design and primary usage is embedded.

A Short History of Interface-based Assistance to Process

A short history of the development of the Microsoft Word interface is warranted, as it is within this history that the basis for the interface’s articulation of Western cultural stories and metaphors regarding writing can be found. Microsoft’s market share depends heavily on satisfying the corporate user base that it has built over decades of production. Efficiency is an ideology that interests this base greatly, and Microsoft can be seen as creating greater efficiency within its programs to appeal to this base. This said, Microsoft does seem to understand that efficient production is not always the primary or most important concern in creating documents. The increasing inclusion of collaborative tools as the programs evolve shows that Microsoft is aware that documents are often not single-authored and require comment and revision. However, these collaborative tools are not without their issues in terms of rhetorical framing and function. 


Microsoft Word 1.0 is a more complex text editor than Simple Text or the new Text Edit native to Mac OSX, in that it has more ability to format and manipulate content. It is clear that the ability to control the format of the text is primary in the consideration of placement of commands and the types of menus available in the interface of Microsoft Word 1.0. Microsoft seems to have anticipated that the user of Microsoft Word would be able to understand the typographic terminology of the publishing industry as well as the metaphor of the corporate office when the terms and manner of interacting with this interface was developed. In order to develop the metaphors that make up the interface structure, researchers who developed early GUI word processors studied the work of publishers of textbooks (Lohr). This influence of the work of page layout in the book publishing world is in fact apparent in Microsoft Word 1.0 through the most recent versions, although, as will be shown, this was not the only metaphor set to appear in the earliest versions of Word.


For example, taken from the publishing industry are the cut and paste commands in the edit menu, along with the original character menu devoted to the look of the text, the paragraph menu that controls alignment and spacing, and the document menu that includes commands for inserting footnotes, controlling the text in the running head, and creating divisions in the document into which various styles can be applied. These terms have remained fairly consistent even through the major changes in Word 2007. Many of these terms, such as running head, footnote, alignment, and so on can be found in the style guides that publishing houses use. The focus on the metaphor set tied to the publishing industry can be see in the preferences settings as well. The dominance of publishing industry metaphors and functionality shows an early focus on the end-product of the writing process. The metaphor was appropriate to use in the business office where the primary motivation was to decrease the time between draft and either quick distribution or publisher proofs. However, the presence of the terminology might not have been familiar to the early users of the technology — secretaries and male knowledge workers — despite the fact that the GUI’s purpose was to make use of the program easier particularly for this latter group (Hofmann). Interpellation of the User


Critical technology literacy, while it cannot necessarily change the shape of the interface, can change the way in which our students can interact with the interface and understand its affordances and constraints (Selfe). Critical technology literacy requires the ability to both analyze the technology for its implicit social and cultural values and to use that technology in ways that are productive and reflective. Kathleen Welch provides a broad definition of literacy that encompasses the understanding that literacy is value laden. For Welch, literacy is “an activity of minds/bodies/intersubjectivities that are conditioned within specific cultures/ideologies” (8). Stuart Hall’s theoretical work, while he was not speaking specifically about computer technologies, is useful for thinking about how this conditioning occurs and what its impact is upon practice. Foundational to Hall’s theory is the understanding that the rules of language encode, and we meaningfully decode. The rules of language and the possibilities of meaning are all socio-culturally bound.  Encoding and decoding are determinate moments in the process where identification for the decoder is built through articulation. It is far from a flawless process. The degrees of symmetry between encoding and decoding depend upon the degrees of symmetry/asymmetry between the ideologies of the encoder-producer and decoder-receiver (Hall "Encoding, Decoding" 480). This point is critical because within the technology choices of the encoders (the programmers and designers) might be asymmetrical to the frameworks of knowledge, relations of production, and technical infrastructure available to the decoders. Programmers and designers code in a technico-practical nature, to use Hall’s term ("Encoding, Decoding" 481). They can do this complex work because of access to the sites of encoding — sign-vehicles  ("Encoding, Decoding" 478). These decision makers are creating, more specifically, the professional code — a code that is already signified in a hegemonic manner (Hall "Encoding, Decoding" 485). Evidence for this can be found in corporate literature and in the history of the design. For example, in a program like Word, cultural narratives and metaphors about writing are encoded by the designers who themselves are hailed by the ideologies that produce these narratives. Social rules like access to sites of encoding help to create and determine product dominance. This is where the articulation of the writer as subject position becomes potentially problematic because there is an assumption of access to all those meaning structures that the programmers and designers begin with/in that may or may not actually be in place. 
Hall’s particular articulation of how person is interpellated by a subject position, the caveats on whether or not that position is taken up, and how those subject positions are part of an ideology are provocative when applied to digital technologies (Hall "Signification, Representation, Ideology"; Hall "The Problem of Ideology"; Hall "Who Needs 'Identity?'"; Hall "Encoding, Decoding"). The underlying assumption here is that technologies are fundamentally products of ideologies and value systems, much as political systems and cultures are (Feenberg; Welch; Johnson-Eilola Nostalgic Angels).  Ideology is “the mental frameworks -- the languages, the concepts, the categories, imagery of thought, and the systems of representation -- which different classes and social groups deploy in order to make sense of, define, and figure out and render intelligible the way society works” (Hall "The Problem of Ideology" 29).


Within the interface, users are invited to a form of identification ("Who Needs 'Identity?'"). Identities are temporary attachments to the subject positions related to these ideologies that we are being interpellated by (Hall "Who Needs 'Identity?'" 19).  If it is successful and identity has been created, then we’ve been sutured or as Hall says, successfully articulated. Identities are the positions we are obliged to take up. I would note that, while the decoder (through usability) has become more important in the shaping of the “text” of the interface of Microsoft Word, there is still the near two decade legacy of the encoder’s primacy in determining the encoding used in the interface. However, it also is incumbent upon the interpellation that it operate within discourse that is recognizable, that the one being hailed would want to take up the subject position no matter what misunderstandings occur.  This is in part the rhetorical work of an exhordium where the interface makes the audience positively disposed toward, attentive to, and receptive of its message (Carnegie). The interface in operating as an exhordium - opening up the user to being persuaded -- is in fact trying to create the recognition necessary to be able to create identification that then lets us speak our identity as “writer.” And the dominant code is always the preferred reading. The dominant code is constantly being negotiated, and too clarify a misunderstanding at the connotative level, the dominant code must be applied to (Hall "Encoding, Decoding").  But this is always a negotiated process, and given our other sites of identification, this process is always more or less successful - it can be “won, lost, sustained or abandoned”(Hall "Who Needs 'Identity?'" 17).  The rhetorical work of the exhordium is to convince users that the interface is one that should/can be used. One way an interface does this is to appeal to the overdetermined notion of “common sense.” When designers describe ideal interfaces they use words like “invisible,” intuitive,” and “common sense” as the ultimate goal of the design process.  It is in the realm of the common sense that much of the contests of ideology are actually engaged (Hall "The Problem of Ideology" 42). In other words, in order to do that work of communicating, people need to see their discursive practices (the work of their discourse community) within that interface. In this way, use of the interface becomes commonsensical because meanings are made clear through their discursive experience. It is here that we see narratives about writers and metaphors about writing that circulate within Western culture being tied to the practical function of the interface. 


But even as we consider how interfaces are encoded and decoded, the question is the degree to which certain codes are becoming naturalized to the point that they seem to not be constructed. That is why this optimal time is now for doing this work as we are at a transitional point. 


 Dominant paradigms influence access and communication within technology on a large number of levels and frequently are integrated into default features that are meant to be helpful; although, this notion of helpfulness within interface design has its roots in Taylorism, the system of work process where individuals were meted out discreet tasks. Within this system, a person appears as a “subsystem whose efficiency and therefore profitability can be increased by better-designed tools” (Fuller 139). 


Additionally, and most importantly, what is considered efficient in an interface, that which facilitates learning and usage most effectively, is rhetorically situated within the discourse communities of those who are the presumed target group for and the developers of the technology. Efficiency and expediency are gained in a GUI through the use of rapidly recognizable terms and metaphors that people can take from their own daily work and social practices and apply to the environment within which they are producing electronic communicative discourse. But these discourse communities are fluid entities that take much of their identity from awareness of a set of consensually accepted texts that operate as both gatekeeper and as legitimaters of the authority to operate within a community (Porter Audience and Rhetoric).

Articulations of Stories about Writer and Metaphors about Writing
In Eubanks 2011 book, Metaphors about Writing, he identifies three licensing stories - stories that operate much like a grand narrative as Lyotard described it (61). I think the good writer is the most relevant because it is the narrative that identifies a type of writer or writer subject position that is expected particularly in the corporate world from which Microsoft Word derives much of its interface design. In the academy, the good writer possesses similar characteristics. Licensing stories are critical as explanatory for the metaphors we use to conceptualize our world. The metaphors in Microsoft Word are tied to the contexts in which writing is presumed to occur, the knowledge and values the writer is presumed to have, and the process by which the writer produces text. The good writer is a privileged story in our culture. Good writing tied to clear expression and clear thought -- in part characterized by correct usage of Edited Standard American English. This licensing story is also tied to the idea for many that good writing is the ability to rewrite and revise, to move from writer-centered to reader-centered prose, and, importantly, to the ability to think (Eubanks 68-71).  The efficiency built into the interface is designed to insure as much as support the “good writer.” It ensures the good writer in that one of the key hallmarks of good writing, grammatical correctness, is foregrounded in the interface through the onscreen presence of the red and green squiggly lines that appear along with the text on the screen. Additionally, tools are provided for revising, another hallmark of the good writer, and reviewing, a means of norming a good writer in a workplace or academic context, figure prominently in the interface. 


The good writer, as described by the interface of Microsoft Word is an efficient writer —one who produces text that is clear from the outset. The origins of this understanding of writing can be traced to the knowledge workers and the — notably female — secretarial staff the interface was originally designed for (Hofmann). 

In the sections that follow, I will develop a few examples connected to the rhetorical canon of invention in order to make my point concerning how the interface articulates functionality that is linked to the licensing stories that Eubanks identifies. The focus on invention is a focus on process. Certainly further in-depth analysis that includes the other canons is warranted, but I wanted to call attention to a writing technology that I think it becoming worryingly more invisible than even Susser noted more than a decade ago even as it becoming increasingly complex.
Invention and the Interface


Invention in the workplace and in the academy is often collaborative and intertextual; LeFevre   and Porter ("Intertextuality and the Discourse Community") have treated each of these respectively. Brooke theorizes the changes that come with digitality with his notion of proesis. One of the most important implications of proesis is its focus on the social nature of invention and the importance of digital technologies that mediate the invention process for most writers. 

Invention is supported by a number of functions and features in the interface, but I will focus on three are often used — automation and collaboration. The last two are often used in the review process as well as in co-authored documents. By examining how these particular features demonstrate a particular vision of the writing process -- one that does change over time -- it can be seen how certain cultural narratives about writing are embedded in the interface.

 Automation — Format and Style

As writers in the business world are often pressed for time, Microsoft Word attempts to assist their invention process by providing automation and other features that are meant to compress the amount of time it takes to produce documents. In addition to these particular features, there are a number of other automations that are meant to increase the speed of text creation by supplying the result of common decisions about correct spelling and formatting.


Microsoft Word operates as a corrective force for obtaining Edited Standard American English. As the proper use of Edited Standard American English is closely tied to the perceived ability for someone to be identified as a good writer, this particular function seems to play a critical role in the way that the interface helps to support that particular narrative all the while supporting both efficiency as an ideology and imposing a particular style upon the writing of those who utilize the interface since the very beginning. Historically, spell-check had to be chosen when the writer felt it was appropriate to their process. As Word became more automated, the green and red squiggly lines that are so familiar became an integral part of the writing process from the first word typed. As Vernon   noted, the presence of these overt markers can actual impede the writing work of writers who are struggling at the inventional stages of creating content, particularly when wrestling with new ideas. The compulsion to stop and be rid of those lines through corrective editing is fairly strong.


In the current version of Word there are several styles to choose from — casual, formal, and technical among them. There is also customizability for each one as well as a custom style setting. Additionally, there long been the ability to add words to the dictionary, turn off the checking of certain grammatical errors, and to choose preferences for auto-correction. That said, early versions of Word through version 6.0 did not include common swear words — very frustrating to writers of documents outside of the business and academic spheres — and the ability to change the interface to suit writing needs requires a level of grammatical sophistication and time that many users won’t ever choose to invest in.

 
An example of the effects of the ideology of efficiency and Tayloristic ideas regarding how writing should occur can be found present in the dictionaries and grammar checkers that impose stylistic choices. Grammar checkers were originally developed to streamline the process of preparing documents and manuscripts by minimizing the necessity of the copy editor in the document development process (Dale). This innovation was meant to assist in both streamlining the process of manuscript preparation and save the corporate wages that would be attached to a higher number of copy editors required to do the work without the assistance of such technology. 


 For example, in Word 5.0, there are other preferences linked to save options and hyphenation, but the second set of preferences that is interesting is the spelling choices. There is a standard US (clearly marked as such) English dictionary, which prioritizes business English. Words like Microsoft and certain program names are included, but not swear words or contractions that are considered slang. There is also the option of creating a custom dictionary that can be stored and accessed when spell checking documents. When the spell check is complete, a cartoon-like rendering of the profile of a white man’s face communicates that the spell check is done. This cartoon can be seen as demonstrating the presumed whiteness, and possibly the presumed authority, of the technology. The technology here within this function is gendered and raced. It can be argued that this presentation reinforced the narrative of the good writer whose linguistic features often are the product of middle-to-upper class white upbringing.


The default settings presume standard business English. In this version of Word, the grammar checker and the spell checker had to be run independently. Additionally, there were no alerts on the screen prior to running these options. They will call attention to the use of certain technical and scientific terms as jargon if they are used when running this particular option. The default settings also presume knowledge of grammatical terms, even in the explanations given. There is no acknowledgement that a person might not have ready knowledge of these terms they need in order to choose the settings that are most appropriate to the writing situation they might find themselves in. Changing the grammar and style settings is not necessarily an easy task. Granted, the grammar checker is far less intrusive in this version. It must be actively selected and applied to the document that is being worked upon. There is not on-screen evidence – in the form of squiggly green or red lines, of a violation of what the program is presuming is an error. This preferences set also includes a grammar checker’s settings. The preferences for the grammar checker allow control over two aspects — one of which is not truly grammar. There is a style selection that, if the radio button is chosen, displays a list of items to be chosen by turning on or off a check mark before the item. These include checking for clichés, redundant expressions, wordy expressions, weak modifiers, non-standard expressions, jargon, misused word, misspelled foreign expressions, and lastly, check quoted text. The only item not turned on in the default is “wordy expressions.” The grammar section has all of the potential items checked and includes - mass v. count, misused expressions, pronoun errors, nonstandard modifiers, passive verbs, and punctuation. There is a button marked explain that will give a brief synopsis of what the terminology means. Most interestingly, there are a list of three items that include split infinitives, consecutive nouns, and prepositional phrases. The split infinitive check can be set to choose just how split you would prefer your infinitives — one word (the default), two words, always, and never. The consecutive nouns and prepositional phrases will give an alert if there are more than three in a row by default. This can be adjusted to more than two in a row, more than four in a row, or never. 


While good writers are presumed to be able to use these functions to great effect to help craft their prose, these impositions of style can create pedagogical problems in an undergraduate classroom. Some features like autocorrect and grammar checker get in the way of pedagogical best practices. Several scholars who have studied the effect of those features on student writing have noted that for many students it becomes easy to focus on writing driving by grammatical rules and ignore larger rhetorical considerations (Haefner; Johnson-Eilola "Wild Technologies"; Vernon; McGee and Ericsson). In this sense, efficiency is meant to assist in conforming to a particular set of rules chosen by program designers to appeal to the rhetorical practices of the audiences they are programming for, audiences who are presumably interested in spending as little time as possible on writing documents and who find such tools a selling point. This assumption, while perhaps catering to Microsoft’s large corporate user base, may not fully take into account many other groups such as urban students with limited computer access. Efficiency and concern for business language practices also foreground grammatical correctness, correctness focused on Standard Written English, which isn’t always rhetorically appropriate for every writing context; although, it does suit the corporate context (McGee and Ericsson 454). This isn’t to say that preprogrammed options like grammar check, autocorrect, and spell check are completely inflexible. People can alter them. Haefner claims that customizing the AutoCorrect and Grammar tools are in fact ways of “reprogramming” the computer; reprogramming, resetting defaults, can mean asserting a user’s negotiated or chosen identities within the program, albeit in a constrained way (335). An individual can assert some control of choice of style that is more suited to his or her identity and the discourse communities of which she or he is currently participating. However, a person must understand grammatical terminology like split infinitive and dangling modifier as well as understanding the rhetorical appropriateness of the limited stylistic choices given. It is presumed, even in the explanations meant to give assistance, that a person was taught and retained this grammatical terminology. Given the difficulty that people I teach both at my university and the professionals I deal with in my consulting work for the military have with grammatical terminology, I believe that it can be safely assumed that a vast majority of the Microsoft user base, no matter what their class, race, ethnic, or educational background would have difficulty reconfiguring the grammar-checker.


Many common formatting functions are also automated such as bulleting, automatic linking of email and URL addresses, indenting, and so on. One such feature in early versions of Word that helps to automate is the autotext function reads information from the computer such as date and time and inserts it into the document—a very Tayloristic stamp of productivity. This type of function can be seen as a precursor to autocorrect and autoformat that appear in later versions, which continues a pattern of automation within the interface. Autocorrect and autoformat can be considered as providing support to the good writer and their goal of creating clear, functional (in both the rhetorical and technological sense) prose.  This can be seen in two ways — first, if surface features that are associated with good writing can be built into the interface, then presumably the good writer can focus on other aspects of the text. Alternately, it can be seen as enforced correctives to deal with the frequent complaints employers have about their employees’ difficulties in writing clear workplace documents. Increase of efficiency is an ongoing trope in the design of Microsoft Word’s interface as becomes clear with the addition automated features. 

Collaboration and Review

Collaborative writing and the document review process in both academic and workplace settings are extremely important. It is clear in the research about co-authorship, that collaborative writing is often highly generative (Ede and Lunsford; Day and Eodice). Word has evolved greatly in the way that it manages collaboration. The newest iterations of Word, 2010 for the PC and 2011 for the Mac are indeed quite robust.  I think it is worth taking a closer look at the history of collaboration tools within the interface because some features had some peculiar trajectories that may have been based on Microsoft’s beliefs about Mac and PC users and the overall nature of their market share. 

Collaboration


The development of collaborative tools has evolved as access to networks has increased. Early versions of Microsoft Word had very little to support collaborative writing. Version 4.0D was the first to have some rudimentary tools that could be used for collaboration, the ability to share documents, comment upon them, and revise them while keeping track of which user is responsible for what information. Good writers were originally conceptualized within the program features as solitary writers.

Microsoft Word 5.1a was a significant improvement in that it brought far more collaborative functionality in the face of the needs of the office context where documents are often developed in groups. Document sharing, co-editing, annotating, and co-authoring becomes much more accessible.  While at this point there is no ability to track the changes of multiple authors, there is the ability to “publish” under the edit menu that allows a document to be uploaded to a network server. Additionally, there is an ability to email documents within this version of Word provided Microsoft Mail is installed. This demonstrates that the understanding of the writing process is changing within Microsoft Corporation, but there is still an efficiency and end-product focus that continue to demonstrate the values of ideologies of the corporate world.


Later versions beginning with 6.0 assume connectivity with more robust email features in place. Revisions in version 6.0 was the precursor to track changes. The hierarchical nature of the review process is suggested through both functionality — revisions allows only one person to accept or reject suggestions and to merge changes in two documents and the use of red lining (which calls to mind red ink used by teachers). This red lining is still the default setting for the first reviewer. In this early version of revisions, highlighting the norming function of the review process, which I discuss below, or the assumption about single-authorship, is the fact that there is no customizability and no ability to add additional reviewers. While this was certainly a step in the right direction in terms of understanding writing as a collaborative process that requires several versions of a document, the lack of ability to gather information from more than one person over-simplified the process of revision. 

 
By the time Word 2010 and 2011 arrive, email, commenting, and track changes all become integrated into the Reviewing Ribbon, acknowledging the relationship between these features for the processes of collaborating and reviewing. The interface of Microsoft Word demonstrates an evolving sense of how workplace writing actually takes place and what features might help good writing occur.

Review
 


Document review in the corporate world is most often the process wherein a member of a discourse community with greater longevity or seniority, or both, works with a writer in order to be certain the writing produced meets institutional standards (see Van Der Geest and Van Gemert; Bernhardt; Swarts). Van der Geest and van Gemert characterize review as having 4 steps: 1) reviewers other than the writer(s) evaluate the draft, and often they are chosen because of proximity to the writer or because they have an expertise. Often they are superiors, 2) the text evaluated for problems, 3) the evaluation is generally informal, 4) the reviewers communicate their findings so that the writer(s) may revise (434). Anecdotal evidence from my work as a writing consultant for the U.S. military as well as research on collaborative writing by Lunford and Ede   supports the observation that often the review process is hierarchical in nature. 


The term reviewing associated with the tools that might be understood to be collaborative in nature is in fact referencing a process that is less collaborative than normative. Ideally, it is mean to train writers how to be good writers within their particular rhetorical context. Less pedagogically focused forms of review merely ensure acceptable prose. Rhetorical analysis shows that while Microsoft does frame reviewing as collaboration, it still puts authority into one author’s hands who has the power to accept and reject changes. It does allow for tracking history of document with track changes and revisions (but these are highly unwieldy, unlike a wiki’s ability to see which histories they want). There is new functionality to do real time sharing and editing of a document as of Office 2010, but it requires the purchasing of license for SharePoint rather than integration over a free or easy access cloud like Google docs. These tools are often used in the review process.


Call for Further Inquiry

The interface disciplines the writing of the user, hails them as a good writer, and creates an ideological space in which Standard Edited American English is privileged and the metaphors of textual production in the corporate world are foregrounded. Through these few examples, it can be seen that the good writer as supported by the technology is one that produces clear prose in an efficient manner. The technology supports or even imposes these notions of efficiency upon the user as it seeks to hail them as being a good writer. The interface reinforces the idea that the best path to becoming a good writer is through correct grammar and spelling; formatting can be automatically generated and not rhetorically considered; finally, collaboration is critical but the review process may often not be collaborative but rather hierarchical. I truly don’t think the interface of Microsoft Word in any of its iterations promotes so many features that contravene the field’s ideas of best practices as to force us to shy away from it, but we do need to be aware of how it may reinforce some ideologies regarding language use and what makes good writing. Teachers of writing should be aware of what stories Microsoft Word repeats for students and how it might affect processes of writing they engage in. In certain cases, we might attempting to teach best practices that are contrary not only licensing stories circulating culturally, but the technology students use to compose.


Just the very few examples included here show how the interface privileges a form of efficiency that is lodged in a Tayloristic conceptualization of work. I think the question must be asked regarding the privileging of corrective, automated features in the interface that support or insure the good writer licensing story and its attendant hallmarks in the interface is appropriate and in what contexts might it not be. Certainly, in corporate contexts the end goal of clear prose designed to persuade the audience of an action is important, however, even when these writers are first drafting, is recommending that they pause to correct the text as they are initially developing their ideas useful at all time? Should there be mechanisms to turn this off more easily than the buried choices in the preferences menu? And what of the increasingly global context in which many people write, where English is a lingua franca, but a multiplicity of Englishes exists? Should grammar, spelling, and automation play such a significant role in the interface?


This article is, I hope, merely a start in answering that call put out some time ago by Selfe and Selfe   to investigate closely our technologies use for creating texts for the ideologies that they have inherent in them that affect composing practices. 
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