It’s always interesting to me to read about issues of print and digital (notice I don’t use versus).  I agree with Bolter that there is a tension (3) and I find this positive.  I don’t believe that humans fit neatly into one or another category: complexity and especially nuance is what it’s all about and hypertext celebrates that, or at least makes it much easier.  The digital kick-in-the-pants to traditional media (print and other) is a good thing, because it makes us reconsider the rut we are in, or rather, think about whether we are in a rut and whether we like or don’t like the status quo.  “Writers generally still write with a single, fixed order in mind” says Bolter (6).  I think that’s because they were taught that way not because that’s the way they or others really write.  “Recursive,” “circular,” “associative”—these are my mantras as a composition teacher, and research exists to back that up.  Vannevar Bush, in this respect, was definitely on the right track, but in this linear (i.e., Western) world, the straight is favored over the meandering, which is a great loss because the meandering is what ends up in innovation.  I think the current generation of students is in a bind, however.  Although they are on the whole well-versed in technology, they are stuck between two worlds because their institutions (school, government, business) haven’t caught up.  It’s not about the technology (such as having a web site or email), it’s about the thinking, so I sort of disagree with Bolter that the disputes are “over the appropriate balance between word and image” (7).  For me, word and image are not necessarily discrete things; after all, images “say” things and words evoke (look at the rise of graphic novels).
The “fluid and dynamic” (8) qualities attributed to electronic writing are often touted as new and different, but I don’t believe humans have changed so much just in the past few decades.  This way of thinking is not different, rather what has changed is our openness to accepting these ways of thinking and writing.  I prefer to think that we have rediscovered ourselves, but I also think it’s an uphill battle.  The institutions mentioned are resistant for myriad reasons (money, power, old white men as CEOs, etc.) and much of this talk is still going on in academe or in research.  As Bolter addresses, the battle is a cultural one, and the electronic space is a location of cultural impact.  I say battle because I think it is one; I think of a professor’s blog (http://www.ceball.com/blog/) I read recently that addressed the great disapproval she encountered in wanting to create an electronic tenure binder rather than two print ones.
On a similar note (no pun intended), when Bolter talks of footnotes (27), which have been used for hundreds of years, he doesn’t go on to note that this means the idea of hypertext was there, it’s just that the technology (or lack thereof) got in the way.  So again, hypertext is really not a new idea.  This also may explain why “we have already come to regard this layered writing and reading as natural” (27), because really it was never unnatural.

One last remark: I wondered why we do in fact talk about “visiting” Web sites when, as Bolter points out, the sites actually come to us.  Is it a psychological sense of having more control over a space because “we are now overwhelmed from without rather than from within” (33)?  Maybe now when I visit someone’s blog (usually academic ones of people I don’t know), I won’t feel so much like a voyeur if I think of them coming to me, rather than me surreptitiously viewing them.  Hmm.

