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Previous theory af social aspects of intertextual meanings has not fully examined the
rale of cultural meanings inherent in writers’ or readers ideclogical stonces. The
purpose of this study af intertextuality in teachers' peer dialogue journal exchonges
was 1o delermine haw infertextual meanings are constiluted by partners’ cultural
oftitudes or stance that Tink daparale aspech af journals. 1T alsa examined The degree
to which Toochers were willing fo explore ombivalences associoted with their sfonce.

Ardtrexamined the infjoence of loachers sacial ratationships on their willingness lo
E@MMMM_QPJDML Resulis of the onalysis of twa pairs &
leachers exchanging enlries in a camposition methods caurse indicated thot each
pair explared infertextual meanings in terms of a particular stance. Twa femole
teachers explored the relationships between journal writing, gender differences, and
iheir own personal experiences in terms af a feminist stance. Two mole teachers
examined the relationships between student behavior, school rules, and their own
classroom behavior in terms of their stance towards teaching. In bath cases, having
developed a sirang sacial relatianship through their exchanges, teachers were will-
ing ta chollenge eoch ather and to explore ambivalences associated with their
slances.

At all levels of schooling, students use various forms of shared writing: note-
passing (Jackson, 1992), teacher and student dialogue journals (Staton, Shuy,
Peyton, & Reed, 1988), peer dialogue journals (Beach & Anson, 1992), or
electronic computer bulletin boards (Bruce & Rubin, 1993; Faigley, 1992; Ha-
wisher & Selfe, 1992). In writing and responding to each other, students are
creating social relationships through their writing. By participating as a member
of an electronic bulletin board, they establish a social bond with other members
of that bulletin board group (Myers, 1992). And, in exchanging texts about
experiences and topics, they are creating a shared intertextual meaning. Members
of a bulletin board devoted to the Star Trek television series share common
interfextual meanings, meanings that constitute their social memberships as
“trekies™ {Jenkins, 1992).

We wish 10 thank David Bloome and Margaret Phinney for their comments on this article.
Correspondence and requests for reprints should be sem to Richurd Beach or Chris M. Anson,
350 Peik Hall, 159 Pillsbury Drive SE, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455.
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cenain stance. A scientific lab report invites a reader to adopt a field stance of
scientist in ordcr to understand its conventions.

Writers use cues signaling beliefs and attitudes to infer or convey stance. A
writer who goes beyond a bare-bones neutral description of an autobiographical
event to add descriptive details or “evaluative” comments or asides (Labov,
1972) may be more likely to convey stance than a writer who portrays the event
with little or no elaboration (Beach, 1990a).

Writers” willingness to elaborate on texts reflects their needs to create and
maintain social relationships. In order to gain an andience’s “identification”
(Burke, 1966), a writer elaborates on a text in a way that conveys an attitude
consistent with that of her audience. Moreover, anticipating or receiving an
sudience's reaction often precipitates the need for further elaboration.

This notion of stance is therefore consistent with social theories of intertex-

wality (Bloome, T989). Participants in a conversation—oral or written, adopt
——————

certain stances that constitute their social roles and relationships within particular
lileracy events with their own particular social histories (Bloome & Bailey,
1992). Take, for example, a group of Star Trek devotees who are members of a
Star Trek e-mail bulletin-board group. Given their allegiance to this e-mail
group, they adopt a stance of fans who are devoted to the program. Their social
participation and membership in this e-mail group is dependent on their display
of knowledge about and admiration for the program (Jenkins, 1992). Their
shared e-mail messages mark their allegiances to the e-mail group’s beliefs and
attitudes.

Group members are therefore socialized to adopt stances constituting mem-
bership in specific discourse communities. For example, members of a “funda-
mentalist” Swedish church community learned to “read” the Bible as the absolute
and infallible “word of God” (Forstop, 1990), Through their responses to the
Bible, members established their allegiance to these community values. In shar-
ing their responses in group church sessions, members exchanged testimonials of
how the “truths” of the Bible affected their daily lives, exchanges that served to
verify their allegiance to the values of that community. Similarly, Star Trek fan
club members establish “fanzines” in which they write their own stories or create
their own videos based on the programs’ characters. Social membership in these
clubs is constituted and verified by intertextual exchanges about the program.
Rather than assuming the role of passive, sycophantic groupies, these fans work
logether lo create their own “fanzine” stories and videos. These stories and
videos often represented erotic versions of the original programs, for example,

* stories of homosexual encounters between Spock and Captain Kirk (Jenkins,

1992). By constructing and sharing their own intertextual versions of these
stories, group members affirm their group allegiances.

As part of their socialization, group members acquire stances by exposure to
what Bennett and Wollacott (1987) describe as “textual shifters.” These “textual
shifters” consist of a series of texts that represent a shared ideological stance. For
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exwnple, during the 1950s and 1960s readers’ responses (o James Boud novels
were shuped by o host of difterent kinds of texts: films, (ilm reviews, aml fan-
nagazine interviews with and publicity about Scan Connery und Rager Moore
{Bennett & Wollacott, 1987). These intertextual links cul across dilteren
media—responses to the stance inherent in Bond films transferred 1o respoiscs
to the stance inherent in Bond novels. In acquiring these “reading lormations”
within the context of the Cold War, readers learned to perceive Bond as a
representative ol Weslern, anti-Communisi, patriarchal values. Thus, the bool
covers, [ilms, and male magazines consistently portrayed women as sex objects,
A reader or viewer is invited to perceive the “Bond girl” through a patriarchal,
sexizst “muate-gaze” (Mulvey, 1975) stance or “reading formation” consistent with
the appead of Bond novels and films to males of the 1950s and 1960s.

STANCLUS AND AMBIVALENCLES

Because these stances represent cultural attitudes and group allegiances, they are
”,'i,_‘f’_".b indelerminacies and ambivalences. As Pran (1987 argues, certain
communiticSdomimate other communities, Tréating a “split subjectivity, becanse

they are required simultaneously to identify with the aomlnanu_zgmp_én;lt u

Qt/’ dissociate themselves from it” (p. 57). Rather than envisioning Ihe classroomasa

" HoImogeRcous, happy commu ity, Pratt envisions a “linguistics of contact’” tht
aceentuates differences between competing representative communitics. She
cites the example of a course at Stanford University, “Cultures, Ideas. and
Vilues” in which students explore the intertextual relationships between narra-
livcs froms their own and other cultures, narratives portraying positive and nega-
tive uspects of their cultures. Through responding to and shariog these stories,
students experienced “doubt, conllict, disagreement, because interpretations are
always there in mubtiplicity denying each other the illusion of scit-conrinment
and wuth” (p. 228).

In Bakhtin’s (1981) theory of dialogism, thesc layers of nurltiple, indeterni-
nale meanings are inherent in the discourse itself, “responsive™ to u rich history
0! motives and meanings of previous use: “The word in living conversation is
dlru_-clly, blatantly, oriented toward i future answer word. It provokes an answer,
anticipates it and structures itsell in the answer's direction” (Bukhtin, 1981, n.
380). Through their “active™ or “responsive understanding,” readers and writers

[’m open to the muakiiplicity of meanings: “Every other sort of discourse us well iy
fll'lCI]lCd toward our understanding that is ‘responsive’—although this orientation
Is not particularized in an independent act and is no compusitionally marked”
“.hll.hlill, 1981, pp. 280-281). For example, as they enter into the multiplicity of
dfsmurscs or heteroglossia in the novel, readers need to be “responsive” to these
:I:;;‘;mrses that evoke intertextual links to discourses in their own lives (enton,

2).

- Stance has (o do with readers and writers openness or “responsive understangd-
)h LA —_— -
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ing” to the indeterminacies and wnbivalences inherent in discourse and social
relationships. Readers and writers may adopt a stance in which they suppress the
exploration of multiple meanings. Or, they may adopt a stance of “responsive
understanding,” in whieh they are actively exploring mulliple meanings. By
cntertaining and articulating multiple, conflicting meanings to others, students
break out of “dualist,” absolutist modes of thinking to entertain alternative per-
spectives. For example, Kroll (1992) provided college freshmen students with
disparate, conflicting accounts of the same hatle in Vietnam and asking them to
write in their journals about these accounts. Through sharing their journal
reactions—their doubts, confusions, and disbeliefs about these disparate ac-
counts with Kroll, who provided supportive [eedback—many of these students
moved away [rom their dualistic thinking.

Readers® and writers’ stance, or their willingness to entertain multiple mean-
ings, may be related 1o their roles in and relationship to a particular social or
literacy event (Bloome & Bailey, 1992). In his study of college students’ use of
writing to define and explore social identities in the classroom context, Brooke
{1991) cites the example of a fundamentalist student, Brad, whose ideological
stance limits his willingness to explore multiple meanings. In his writing group,
Brad defined his soeial role as a fundamentalist by consistently resisting others’
challenges 1 his religious beliefs.

Group members may therefore become locked into rigid, routinized roles
or procedures suppressing exploration of indeterminacies or ambivalences (Ny-
strand, 1992). For cxample, in the classroom, the [-R-E (initiate, respond, evalu-
ate) routine reifies status differences between teacher and student, allowing for
linfe explicit dialogue exploration of indeterminate, ambivalent meanings associ-
ated with responsive understanding (Bloome, Pure, & Theodorou, 1989; Mehan,
1979). As Nystrand notes:

It is just such aclive, responsive understanding teuchers fail to practice when they
determime prior to a given class the entire scquence of questions they will ask and
what answers they witl accept, and when they respond to comrect student answers
with a mere nod before moving on (o the next question, often changing the topic of
discourse. In doing 50, these individuals make no attempt at active, responsive

understanding; they “want, in effect,” Bakhtin writes “to turn on a light bulb after - = K‘Ch C

having switched oft the current. Only the current of verbal intercourse endows a

word with the light of meaning.” TNysirand 1992, p. (6}

In these monologic or contralled literucy cvents, those in power altempt (0
confine the potential indeterminacies and ambiguities of meanings to those
meanings consistent with their institutional values. For example, in schools, this
takes the form of “silencing” alternative student voices (Fine, 1991). In other
cases, students resist rigid role definitions of “students” through parody, what
Brooke (1987} characterized as the expression of “underlife.”
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open 1o negotiation, participants may be more likely to adopt a stance in which ¥
they entertain multiple meanings associated with social definitions of interiea- ‘
tuality or what Bloome (in press) describes as “collaborative sense-making.” Al ¥
of this raises the guestion as to what aspects of stance inherent in the social i
context ure more likely to foster exploration of multiplicity of meanings. .
In this article, we will examine the ways in which stance is played out in on¢ |
form of written discourse—the peer dialogue journal in which students exchange
and respond to each others’ entries. We then analyze some representative exam-
ples of students’ exchanges to determine how the quality of their social relation-
ships influences their willingness to explore indeterminacies and ambivalences
associated with their adopted and perceived stances. '

FEATURES OF ORAL AND WRITTEN DISCOURSE IN PEER
DIALOGUE EXCHANGES

In writing peer-dialogue journals, students bring perceptions of or assumptions
about discourse conventions or forms constituting oral and written discourse. In
school seltings, students acquire knowledge of forms of essay writing that em- -
phasize the use of formal, impersonal register and an authoritative, definitive
voice. Students may then equate writing with formal, authoritative discourse as
contrasted with talk as informal, exploratory discourse. However, when emnploy- §
ing peer dialogue journals, students may then perceive this form as constituted by
features of both oral and written discourse. As Shuy (1988) notes, the reciprocity §
of dialogue journals is “closer to talk writien down than any other school writing™
{p. 8. Conversational exchanges in an interactive mode, according to Halliday i 7
(1989), reveal an unfolding process, whereas formal essay-writing in schools is M
often more preoccupied with finished products. Halliday notes that “writing R
creates a world of things; talking creates a world of happening” (1979, p. 93). g
Joumal writers entertain opinions, or “passing theories” (Dasenbrock, 1991),
from which a point begins to emerge through the exchange. As Schiftrin (1990} '
notes, “Opinions free the speaker (as author) from a claim to truth, by emphasiz-
ing the speaker’s elaim (as principal) to sincerity™ (p. 245). Given the focuson }
exchanging opinions, writers may then focus on each others’ “intemal, evalua- i :
tive positions” (Schiffrin, 1990, p. 244), leading to an exploration of beliefs and
attitudes,

For example, in contrast to the formal essay, a peer-dialogue journal exchange -
may consist of a series of narratives that revolve around certain underlying .: !
opinions. After one partner recounts an event, based on a “felt—sense” intuitive :
link, the other responds with a related narrative. As one narrative triggers anoth-
er, an intertextual pattern emerges, revolving around a shared underlying stance.
For example, by sharing a series of “run-around” college registration stories, } .
students begin to define and construct a common critical stance regarding institu-
tional bureaucracy. As they become engaged by each others’ stories, they discov- )

>z s
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. er a common social bond that may lead 1o an exploration of their shared stance

and their own perspective on an event. As Mary Bateson (1989) noted in Com-
posing a Life, ““Women today read and write biographies to gain perspective on

K heir own lives. Each reading provokes a dialogue of comparison and recogni-

tion, a process of memory and articulation that makes one’s own experience
available as a lens of empathy” (p. 4). For example, in a teacher education
program, evaluation of preservice teachers consisted primarily of “given-back
sories” in dialogue journals (Clandinin, 1992; Connelly & Clandinin, 1990). In
these given-back stories, instructors describe their own experiences that repre-
sent a stance distinct from that of the student. It is assumed that in responding to
the alternative stance implied by the given-back story, the student may reflect on
his or her own experience. For example, Clandinin (1992) was responding to a
paper written by her student, Julie. The paper was an analysis of a group of
students’ conversations. However, the analysis struck Clandinin as cold and
impersonal, lacking any expression of Julie’s own ideas. In a given-back story,
Clandinin gave her “a story of distance from the children, of lack of connec-

# tion with the subject matter and a lack of voice as she hid behind the various

theoretica! formulations displaying what Belenky, Clichy, Goldberger, and Tar-

' ule (1986) would call ‘received knowledge™™ (Clandinin, 1992, p. 133). In
' sharing this story, Clandinin is helping the student recognize her own impersonal
N “academic” stance. What's crucial here in terms of social intertextuality is the
+ ptudent’s response to the given-back story and the instructor's awareness of her

own stance as shaping her evaluation of Julie’s paper. Clandinin reports that:

Julie was angry wilh me and with herself but she was able to begin 1o make sense of
the given-back story. | began to be aware of the institutional narratives and the ways
evaluation shaped and constrained the colluborative relationship that Julie and 1
were attempting to construct. Julie had, in the face of a university assignment,
completed a puper that draws on quotations from experts and that silenced her own
voice, accounts of her own narrative knowing. (p. 133)

In this example, Julie responds negatively to the challenge posed by Clan-
dinin’s given-back story. These tensions between student and teacher precipitated

" both to reflect on their own stance regarding academic writing. Thus, in an

exchange, partners become aware of indeterminacies and ambivalences associ-
ated with their stances. Partners may be more willing to explore these indeter-
minacies and ambivalences if they share a mutual respect based on a positive
social relationship. However, students may adopt a relatively rigid textual stance,
perceiving journal writing as simply a set of formal mini-essays rather than a
combination of both oral and written discourse.

Social and Gender Rales
In writing peer-dialogue journals, students are also constructing social and gen-
der roles through their exchange, particularly with partners they do not know. In
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oral conversation, nonverbal cues often serve 1o define social and gender roles.
In written conversations, students may be less intimidated by fear of immediate
repercussions or intimidation than is the case with oral conversation. For exan-
ple, high-apprehensive writers offered more directions for revisions in the elec.
tronic mail exchanges than in the face-to-face groups (Mabrito, 1991). Although
males may dominate oral discussions (Aries, 1982; Kramarae & Treichler, 19%);
Sadker & Sadker, 1990; Somers & Lawrence, 1992), differences in nonverhal
intimidation may be mitigated by written exchanges.

Writers engaged in written conversation may be more likely to reflect on each
qlhcr’s messages than is the case in oral conversation becuuse they have more
fime to mull over an opinion in order to formulate some specific reactions,
Writers in Mabrito’s (1991) study were more likely to use comments supgested
by electronic mail than comments given to them orally because they retuined
more of the information from reading than from listening.

In adopling social roles, students are also aware of differences in status or
power panticularly associated with “studemt” versus “teacher” roles. ‘Tannen
(1990} characterized dialogue that fosters mutual, compatible understanding ax
“symmetrical.” In contrast, in “asymmetrical” dialogue, one person may assume
a more dominate role, which serves to distance one party from the other. In some
teacher—student dialogue journals, teachers may employ an “asymmelrical” diy-
logue or imply a distant, impersonal teacher role {de 1a Luz Reyes, 1991; Peyton
& Seyoum, 1989; Schatzberg-Smith, 1988; Staton, Shuy, Peyton, & Reed
1988). Reseurch comparing peer- and student-to-teacher dialogue journals shou:
more positive results when students write 10 each other (de Ja Luz Reyes, 1991).
Students may he more intimidated by writing to a teacher than to a peer. For
cxample, in one study (Schatzburg-Smith, 1988), only 12 of 38 college siudents
exchanging cntries with their teachers asked questions. Preservice cducation
alnldz?nts’ entries written for their teacher frequentty consisted of syntheses of
readl-ngs and advice from the teacher as to whether or not the students were
".gctlmg i1” (Gallego, 1992). In contrast, students writing for peers were more
likely 10 engage in problem-solving, wrote in an informal mode, focused on self
and personal experience, and wrote longer entries than when writing for the
leacher,

. These \fvrinen exchanges may be characterized us “symmetrical” versus
';_szmmclncal" (Tannen, 1990) in terms of whether they represent equal versus
hicrarchical siatus relationships. In an analysis of a professor’s reactions 1o his
students’ journals, Bean and Zulich (1992) found that the professor's reactions
were frequently “asymmetrical.” The professor often provided general advice or
comments that implied the professor’s superior knowledge and status. Studens
‘were less likely to react to these comments than to comments categorized as
"symmetrical.” When asked to categorize instances of a professor’s commenl;‘
ul_mul their journals, college students preferred comments involving self-
disclosure and dialogic exchange over comments perceived (o be impersonal,
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ritvalistic, proforma reactions designed to maintain status differences (Beach,
1990b).

In order to maintain a positive social relationship, or what is perceived lo be
“syminetrical” exchanges, partners “frame” their reactions to the other as “a way
of showing that we are involved with each other, and how we feel about being
involved. Qur talk is saying something about our relationships™ (Tannen, 1990,
p. 13). By responding with positive reactions, self-disclosure, or humor, a part-
ner supports the writer’s explorations of intertextual connections. In an analysis
of a user group consisting of preservice teachers’ e-mail exchanges, Myers
(1992) examined intertextual links between messape segments. Students em-
ployed a number of strategies: sharing of hopes and frustrations, seeking out
responses, teasing or the use of humor, alfirming reactions, elaborations, chal-
lenges, and definitions of shared values.

College students panticipating in a “networked classroom™ in which they
exchanged e-mail messages served to decenler the teacher’s authority in the
classroom {Faigley, 1992). Morcover, in contrast to oral classroom discussions in
which positions are forinulated, analysis of the “networked classroom” tran-
scripts indicated that the discussion

is more wavelike, with topics cbbing and flowing intermingled with many cross
currents. Not only do the many voices act out Bakhtin's principle of the multiaccen-
tual nawre of the sign, hut the movement recalls the opposition he described
between the monologic centripetal forces of unity, authority, and truth and the
dialogic centrifugal forces of multiplicity, equality, and uncertainty. (Faigley, 1992,
p 183)

In her study of six teachers with whom she wrote dialogue journals, Miller
(1990) found that teachers frequently described their own constraints, tensions,
ambivalences, and uncertainties associated with teaching. One teacher, Beth, a
mathematics department chairperson, wrote about her difficulties of being an
administrutor who missed teaching her classes. She is reflecting on the tensions
between dependency and autonomy within institutional constraints.

1 don’t think it is the need 10 go back and be a teacher again but to find a space that
allows me fo be me, to feel that what | have 1o say is important. The only place
there is for me where 1 can be me 10 the greatesl degree is our teacher-researcher
group. | wonder il in adniinistration that environment is dropped because of self-
interests Gfking a priorily, because of the fear of being shown as an incompetent,
beeause of a false self built upon successfully landing a job? I do not own this job
yet and cannot “see” what that could mean. The struggle is either with me always
having to ask, or with the subtle controls emanating from those who are my
superiors. (p. 125)

In her response to Beth, Miller (1990) responded in an entry that acknowl-
edged Beth’s need to examine her own ambivalences,
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i can see hiow you are struggling with all aspects of this job right now. The job iiself
seems 1o bring lot of issues to the surface for you. And | know thai you light that
shutting down and shutting out that the pressures sometimes foree you to do. You
talk about 1rying to resist the compartmentalized, sequential, logical aspects of your
jub as the only ways to do it, and yel, sometimes, maybe your shutting down is un
intuitive way of protecting your sanity, of knowing where you have to stop pushing,
for the mument, anyway!

Rather than denying or imposing her own advice, Miller attempts to deseribe
or explain eth’s ambivalence; a reaction representing a “symmetrical” ex-
chiange. As Beth's partner, she may be in a betler position than even Beth to
reflect on some aspects of her stance. And, she does so within the context of a
long-range social relationship established through journal exchunges.

At the same time, how participants frame their challenges to others can
readily antagonize and alienate audiences. In studying one ol his “networked
classrooms,” Faigley (1992) found that students, who were employing pscud-
onyms, would often include sexist or racist messages designed to deliberately
provoke or even offend other students. Many of these messages, panticularly
those by males, were definitive assertions or generalizations that reflected little
sensitivity to complexity. Protected by their anonymity, these students, Faigley
argues, were not concerned with the social consequences of their messages,
reilerating the link between the quality of social relationships and exploration of
indelerminacies and ambivalences in written messages.

DIALOGUE JOURNAL EXCHHANGES
WITH LITTLE EXPLORATION
OF INDETERMINACIES OR AMBIVALENCES

Given our interest in the relationship between exploration of umbivalence and
social relulionships in dialogue journals, we examined exchanges between pairs
of students in a college linguistics class (Beach & Anson, 1992). In this class,
students were asked to share their responses to the readings and lectures with a
partner. To determine changes over time in the students’ journals, we analyzed
their entrics in the beginning, middle, and the end of the course. Two judges,
who achicved a high degree of agreement, categorized the overall focus of each
entry, The judges categorized whether or not the students explicitly invited a
response [vom Lheir partner and whetber or not students responded to that invita-
tion. If, during an entry, a student issued even one invitation or made one
response (o their partner, that entry was categorized as a “yes” in terms of
inviling or making a response. The sludents’ entries were alsv categorized in
lerms of whether or not they were simply summarizing the readings, emplaying
narratives la illustrate ideas and metacognitively reflecting on their own learning.
By and large, the results indicated little social exchange. No more than one fifth
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10 one third of the students invited a response (rom their partner or responded to
their partner. If they did respond, partners often simply agreed with their part-
ner’s position. Many students simply ignored each other, treating their teacher,
rather than their partner, as the real audience. In exireme cases, rather than
addressing their partner as “you,” students addressed their pariner in the third
person. Because they were treating the teacher as the primary audience, these
sindents may have been more cancerned ahout appearing as fulfilling their as-
signed tasks of responding to the readings than with engaging in dialogue with
their partner. As a result, while two thirds to three fourths of the students went
beyond simply summarizing the material, no more than one third and less than
half reflected on what they were learning. There was little evidence of respond-
ing to or inferring each others’ stances or of challenging each others® opinions.

It is diflicult 10 draw any definite conclusions about these results. The degree
1o which quality of the social relationship between partners was related to their
willingness (o explore aspects of stance may have been a function of the class
environment-——a large lecture course in which students may have had little oppor-
tunity to get to know each other on a personal basis. Moreover, given the overall
weighting of the final grade on tests based on knowing and applying linguistic
analysis, the students may have focused their exchanges primarily on rchearsal of
the course content as “received knowledge” (Belenky et al., 1986). Students may
therefore have adopted a “student” stance eonsistent with the course’s cognitive
focus. All of this suggests that the social roles and context shaping these ex-
changes may have limited students’ willingness to explore indeterminacies and
ambivalences.

DIALOGUE JOURNAL EXCHANGES THAT EXI'LORED
INDETERMINACIES AND AMBIVALENCES

To further explore the possible relationship between social relationships and
exploration of stance, we analyzed a number of pairs of students’ journals kept
by inservice English teachers cnrolled in a graduate writing methods course. In
contrast (o the large linguistics class, there were only 20 students in this course.
The students in this class shared a lot of their ideas and opinions in relatively
lengthy discussions. Moreover, there were no exams, students’ grades were
based solely on their journals and papers.

In their journals, students were asked to respond to the course readings and to
reflect on their own composing processes. In some cases, students exchanged
discs and responded w cach other within a word processing file using an alterna-
tive font. In analyzing these exchanges, we examined the “paper trail” or history
of their reactions, self-disclosure, and related experiences, intertextual links that
served to frame their relationships. And, we examined the ways in which their
exploration of ambivalences retlected memberships in competing communities.
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In this report, we discuss two randomly selected pairs of exchanges: Gail und
Karen, and Rundy and Mitch, all secondary English teachers; (heir names me
pseudonynis.

Gail and Karen

Although they did not know each other personally, in their exchanges, Gail and
Karen consistently used their journal exchanges 1o estahlish a close social rap-
port. They were open to disagreeing with each other. In one instance, Gail was
most eritical of a guest speaker with whom she didn’t agree. Karen responded hy
stating, ~'1 think you have to give her a break. It’s her surmmer, she canie in as g
favor 1o us. | know | don't take the time to consider how the activities | creute
could he translated for the higher grades.”

In sharing their responses to the reading and teaching experiences, they (ie-
quently agreed with each other. This agreement led to an eluhoration of ideas
involved in collaboratively constructing a shared stance. We include a number of
sclections that illustrate instances of this eollaborative exploration. (Whercus
Gail was ofien more likely to initiate new topics in the following selections,
Karen also initiated topics, something not iltustrated hy our examples.)

In the following excerpted exchanges, Gail and Karen are discussing a re-
search report, A Good Girl Writes Like a Good Girl (Sperling & Freedman,
1987), which analyzes a high school teacher’s, Mr. Peterson’s, written comments
and conlerence feedback 1o a high school student, Lisa.

G Inially this articte was difficull to “get into."” I found the quote upon quate of
“experts” o0 be tedious and wanted the writers o get 1o the point,

Ko 1 felthe same way. I'm disappoinicd that so many ol the articles whose topics are
Writing Well tend 10 be weighed down wilh unnecessary Nuft,

G: My next next reaction was that, wow . . . How many times have | wrillen copioins
noles on a student’s paper only 1o have them hunt for the inal gride and then casually
toss their work into the recycling bin. FRUSTRATION. So that memaory became my
impetus to continue reading, thinking perhaps Sperling and Freedman might have a
clue to this teaching dilemma.

Ko Yup. What an insult. That behavior is a good argument for ceusing tw put grades on
papers. 171 had the time, I'd have kids conference with me aficr they receivad a paper

hack, and 121l me what they think thcy should get based on my comments and on their
own acactions,

Given their social bond, they therefore were open o sharing these frusirations
?Milh not oaly the research report but also with their expericnee ol students
ignoring lheir written comments. They are constructing a stance hased on shared
attitudes lowards writing instruction.

G: The case f.‘tudy was very interesting, Lisa reminded me a lot of mysclf at her age.
Adept at following directions and very perceplive in doing the “right” thing. Wihat
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made me sad lor her, however, was how much of herself she gave up in her writing,
especially in the editing process. Thinking of a response that | gave you earlier,
perhaps this is why | was such a persisten( “onc-drafter” at her age. 1 was willing 1o
play the game of please the teacher only so far. 1 understood what they wanted and
very olten could deliver i, but 1 wasn’t about w let them mess with MY words if they
felt | Tell short.

K: Yes, | think power is a very important thing to give students in their writing. 1 can
remember feeling that | was denicd power a lor what | was in school.

In her recollection of her own writing experience, Gail elaborates on her own
experience of being a student who did the “right thing.” By going into some
derail ahout that expericnee as eompared to Lisa’s experience, she was able to
develop an explanation Tor her reluctance 1o be more than a *“one-drafter.”
Through her elaboration, she moved toward a belief about her own past writing.
Gail's recollection then evokes a similar recollection in Karen (Beach, 1990a).
Although Karen does not elahorate on her own recollection, the fact that she
shares Gail's experience may have served to verify the validity of Gail's
perceptions.

In one of her [inal entries, Gail explores possihle reasons for what she believes
is a successful exehange with Karen. She attrihutes some of the success to their
larger social stance having to do with gender. In the following entry discussing
Gannett’s (1992) research on gender differences in journal writing, she explores
the relationship hetween journal writing and gender:

G:  One of the Tirst comments she (Gannett) makes that impressed me was when she was
deserihing/unlocking ‘led (a college student in Gannelt's study), “Notice also that he
enjoys reading sponts journals and diaries of athletes, but, like many of us, he makes
no connections between the journals he reads and the journal he’s writing.” What do
you supposc kept Ted from internalizing those readings? | had lunch today with
Sandy and Jo from class and we were discussing the significance of reading to
writing that had been raised in class. Sundy, another voracious reader, said that in her
carly writing she often tried to imitate the authors she read so that says to me she was
somchow internalizing what was going on, and at a much younger age than Ted. [t
floors me, but then again it makes perfect sense, that so much of this seems fo be
gender reluted,

In her reaction to Gail, Karen notes that “[ felt the samme way after reading that
article. Then, | felt a Jiutle foolish Tor having not realized it hefore.” Gail then
explores relationships hetween Gannett's (1992) research and Tannen’s (1990)
research on gender diflerences in conversation:

G:  Continuing on the sludy of Ted, Gannett says that he does “indeed try to use the
journal as a seedhed for developing essays . . . then drops it abruptly.” Maybe Ted
answers that question when he said, “it just seemed 100 personal.” I'm hoping that
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Tunnen bas more insights as to why men consider their inner self W30 persom]

disclosure,

K:  Ask Rindy (.unothcr student in the class) about that! | find it very interesting tha he 1,
able to admit that he finds personal disclosure difficult. Kind of contradiclory, jsn't

i’ eIl . > 1
1? He reminds me of my brothers in many ways—this being a chief wuy

In her reaction, Karen is exploring the potential amhivalences in male api.

ludes towirds self-disclosure. By framing her reaction ax a4 question, “Kind of

C(?mradicmry, isn’t it?” she is inviting Gail 1o mutually consider ambivalence

within their own exchanges. In connecting their entries 10 g larger culluraltsl-u:tt

associuted with gender roles, they are hoth exploring the complexities (;I"lh(';

stance (Mulac, 1989, | ‘
Gail then relfates these theories to her own personal expericnees:

G: i5 i i
i ;th.st fmu. 1. and I met through the same group of people because we were both in
: ea‘ lal.f_:FFcpt that }.w wis a few years older thun me (me 22/he 26), was taking some
ul:m. ulf from p(;lr:umg his degree und maraging & camcra store. Well, we hung outin
© sidne erowd for a summer and started dating. A fi :
. Alter aboul 6 i, he said he
e 2 months, he said he
K: That surpiised me! Not that think someone couldn’t love you—but that my experi
c‘l » ey r ] f o H M .
m](‘:: I(l.:s ulways beelr; ll;lat nien have a terribly difficull time admitting that for the firs
Va4 wonan. If they arc like many men | kno
ine . w, they alwiys have a temibly
difficult time saying it ’ s B frin
i Tln'np were fine far quite a while unti! 1 asked him what “love” meant to him, The
(_llll:lul]lh thing was that J. could tell me he loved me, bt he had no language w
articulate what “love” me: i l
Ih.,:fl,‘ :u. v.vh.u l|0vc meant to him. My response, probably no fess sophomoric, was
A1 he couldn’t el me what love meant, how could 1 Irust him saying he loved
me. Needless to say we lasted aboul g Yeilr.

By canyparing their own personal examples of gender dilferences in lanpuaec
use, Gail and Karen balster their soejal relationship by sharing con‘mmn‘ i o
ences. By sharing these experiences, they find 1hat they hold similar .'uLl'(peir-'T
ubout love relationships, attitudes related 1o their allegiance to a share 'l" l".t:=
Bused on this emerging stance, Gail then makes a further imenexlual‘ lﬂ]illtt:.

l\rvLL" dnd ”]Lr n]dle S[ude d i i 99 resei Il an vi-
)] nt CSCI’lbed 14} Gﬂnne“ 5 l 2 F i
sl Chal-l(’l(‘l: ( } T d ! 'ele l

G The “writer” mam, Steve?, who had 19 drop out of class .
.m’i]“ 'h')till' t!\(: D.J.,. Chris, on Northern Exposure (pg- 166). Look at his reading list
:‘r:m: ::I ]nlrt'hc al,'ucl‘c 1 read .ln toduy's pupcr—-rc—murkuhlc. I wonder il this jsn'r

- kind o archetypal figure? Steve says, "What is it abouwt buman nuture- hile
raveling lubourd a train we long for the natural beauty of the outdoors, Yet L'Iﬁ'\ll IL-
have a view of such, replele with exotic trees, stone laden streams u'nd . ]L-" e
values, we shy away somewhat—because it is o close, We . e g

o we Sl y son b : are crcutures who
i e’ to define ‘beauty’, Can't you sce that being Chris* radio dialogue?t

-+ his discourse remindey
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K. Yes, but like | told you in class, I hate that character. Now—why do | hate him?

Maybe he doesn’t meet my cxpectations for how men are supposcd to be-
have/commuuicate. | don’t know; 1'd probably hate the character just as much as if it
were a wonnan. Pap psychology is just not something § can stomach.

Having cited some examples of male uses of language, Gail then turns fo a

discussion of fenwule use of language:

G: Then we turn to women (or “girls” 1o quote the men). The switch is as profound as

wrning a fight on and off in a darkened room. Carric writes, “So many unanswered
guestions hund like dity socks on the shower curtain rod.” 1 love that line. The
image is immcdiately familiar, visual, real. None of the men's writings evoked that
sensc of immediate connection with me. | wonder if a man would respond in the
converse? | agree with Gannel’s abservation/ussertion of “predoniinate focus on
connecting internmal and external events in the women’s journals, while the men
choose to write about more externally drumitic events. . . 7

in this seetion of the entry, Gail’s identilication with a female’s use of lan-
guage is linked 10 her own experience of “connecting internal and external
events” in her journal. She then entertains o counter-example of a male who

;  employs a similar language:

G: But then how do you explain something like Stephen King's latest book, Gerald’s
Guames which is a psychological thriller that tukes place in the female mind (the
protagonist is handeuficd 1o a bed for the bulk of the book) and felt very authen-
tic . . . did Jubitha really write it? Or can the experienced, crafled male writer
transcend gender? | wonder if King keeps a jaurnal?

K: 1helieve so, I'm not of the school that says only a black woman can write a novel
ahout a black women, cte. Writing is art, and when you're good at it you can make
the reader belicve suything.

Gail then applies all of this to her own experience of sharing entries with
Karen to Tannen's research as presented on the PBS praogram, "He Said/She

Said™:

G: |t has been our exchange and dialogue that has been the significant motivating factor
in this journaling for me. . . All right, a few comments an He Said/She Said because
I do believe 1 heard some direct ties o how gender differences in communication
plays out in our journaling. When Tannen was talking about the perceptions around
women nagging, she made the observation thal men have/are raised with a sense of
independence and women with a sense of inner dependence.  think this has direct
relationship to the journal. A number of the women talked about how they’d “die” if
they couldn’t get their feelings out or dialogue their way through Jife in their journal,
There was a keen sense of inner dependence between the woman’s inner voice on the
page and her daily lite. For the men, however, perhaps it is the sense of indepen-
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dence thit keeps them from committing at the feeling tevel to the “inner dinlogue”

it the feminine journal typifies.

In this exchange, Gail and Karen define intertextual links between gender.
language, and journal writing associated with their larger stance. By creating 4
“symmetrical” social refationship, they are then willing to explore amhivalences
regarding the topic of gender differences. For example, having set up un either/or
dichotomy, Guil cites the counter-example of Stephen King. She then raises (he
question as (o whether or not King’s authentic use of a female narator derives
from his own experience with journal writing. Karen then reacts by arguing that
the race or gender of a writer is not necessarily a prerequisite for authenticity, a
contention thit challenges the overall argument ahout the relationship between
gender and writing. As they note in their final comments, this sense of a shared
stunce served to motivate them to explore their thoughts:

K: SImring Joumal with you has becn enjoyable. | have been particularly struck by how
similar we are in our tastes, our backgrounds, and our professional helicfs. It's
reassuring to know there is someone out there who docsn't think of my views ay
wigged-out and who doesn’t see my desire to change things as radical nd
unnceessary,

Go Ir's hard o articulate, but sometimes Jjust your presence was a motivating furce for

me. | think it might bave something to do with all of our “similarities.”

Given these similarities, the two are then willing 1o explore amhivalences

n'hassocialed with their stances. Gail's comment that “sometimes Jjust your presence

y)\
Bt

vas a molivating force for me” echoes Bakhtin's notion of “answerability”— (he
act that every uct contains the potential of a reaction. In writing her enury, Gail
was continually anticipating Karen’s reactions, particularly in terms of a shared
stance. Gail may then have expounded on her own attitudes knowing that she
would receive, in most cases, some verification from Karen for her own pusition.
This shared stance also served to bolster their soeial relationship, ¢
arena in which to explore tentatively-held beliefs and attitudes.
At the sume time, Gail and Karen also adopted slightly dilferent perspectives
on expericnces, differences that served to stimulate further thinking and reuc-
tions. Thus, sacial intertextuality glso stems from.a shared curiosity_in difler-

cnt:'f.‘rs,_[ﬂu_lc_gl t stance, curiosity that serves to further interest cach partner in the
other’s perspectives.
—_—

realing u sufe

Randy and Mitch

In their exchunges, although Randy and Mitch frequently agreed with each other
they were also willing to challenge each other, leading to further exploration nf
umbi\{alences. In some cases, this took the form of one partner adopting a
lentative, amhivalent stance, leading the other partner to seek o resolve that
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entativencess. For example, in the following exchange, Randy und Mitch are
discussing their evaluations of student papers. Reflecting his sense of self-
conlradiction, Randy raises some douhts ahout the genuineness of a student
writer's feelings:

R: 1 like the personal conneciion this writer made with T., although for a while I
wondered if this connection were going 10 he made. The sentiment is a little over
done with the use of exclanmiation points and there is a sense that the story might be a
little too pat, maybe even contrived 1o a degree. Stll, it’s fairly well written.

M: O, please, all of these responses are contrived, Who are you trying to kid?

In hix asseniive reaction, Milch challenges Randy to honestly explore his own
position ahout the paper. Through his humorous reaction, Mitch challenges
Randy’s sense of seriousness, creating a stance of shared imreverence.

In u subsequent extended exchange, they discuss ambivalences associated
with students’ perceptions of their roles as teachers in the classroom.

R: From Zemelman and Duniels page 63. “Swudents are always uncomfortable when
their expectations are not met, and they will try to redirect the class experience back
into [amiliar channels and putterns.” | get this a lot in niy classroom. 1 do things
differently than many English teachers. My siudents sometimes resist this because
they are familiar with what they think an English teacher should be, and I come in
and shatter that conception lor sotne. Often whal happens then is that students get a
new impression, equally distorted, the you're “one of those different teachers.” They
have a schenta for that. Unlortunately my experience has told me that because of
this, the students don™ always think they have to work for me | . | “after all, he’s
such a differen teacher.”™

M:  Yep. But you can be a different teacher who requires work., That's a different-
dilterent teucher.

R: This takes the [orm of a student coming inta my classroom and expecting me to bend

my rules on something . . . “because you're not strict, right?”

Yeah, they want you 10 be what they want you to be.

Actually, I don’t consider myself myself strict, hut T am consistent, If [ tel} students

the rules, I expeet they’ll follow them. Why don't they get that? 1s this making any

sense to you Mitch?

Of course it does.

Do kids come to you who expect greater latitude with rules or whatever on the

assumption ¢hat since you're innovative and are excited ahout teaching you'll cower

10 any student need?

M:  See, and one of the things that 1 de is that | tetl my students 1hat there are some rules
thut | won’t bend on. Some of them | tell them are not mine to decide. The nice thing
about having high school studenis is that | can ask them if they’ve ever had 2 job
where they had to do something that they didn’t necessarily want 1o do. Most of
them can relate to that.

R: ldon't know if that pertains as much to the quote as | think it would, but the bottom

»E
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line iy thiy: l.(ids have trouble with things that don’t inatch their school schemas. |, as
a teacher with sense of humor, should not have rules . . . or something like that

M: Yep. That's what they want—funny and no rules. But when you think of it, humo
probably s as many rules as anything. .

R: Relawed Babble: The kids generally complain shout the music | play between
u.'laafca, but let ine forget to turn it on one day and all I here is “What happened 1o the
music? “I thought you hated the music.” "We do hate the music, but that doesat
mean we don't want you to play it! We like the thusic; just not the music you l-..-'“
Go figure. S

M: Mumluin the status quo no matter how much | don’t like it. What 1 Irave that [ know
1 belter tin having something 1 don’t know. IU’s the dysfunctionat lamily uxiom

‘In 1.his cxchange, Randy and Mitch examine their ambivalent feclings about
bt;mg mm.w;uivc and maintaining “rufes.” Randy experiences a tension béiwecn
his behavior in bis classroom and the institutional norms or rules outside of his
clussr'oom. Relative to the norms operating in the school, he assumes that he is
perceived us “difierent.” He is also perplexed about his students’ attitudes to-
wards his own attempts to enforce rules in his classroom: “Why don’t thck el
(hat‘.{“ In posing his question, “Is this making any sense to you, Mitch?” Ranfj Lqic»'
Ve Sccklfig Mitch’s social acknowledgement and verification for his pellplexity .

Mitch discerns some emerging patterns in Randy’s entries. He identifies \lvilh
Rundy's fr!mrulion with students’ perceptions of the school rules by sharinp his
OWN cxpenence of coping with the rules. Whereas he shares his own s'cn::c u‘f
ambivalence as to whose rules (o tollow—the school's or his own he 1]1;0 | e
lha{ “hc has no choice but 1o enforce the sehool rules. At the s,ume' l}ll)C‘l ht
verihies Randy’s perception that “Kids have trouble with things that don't it l'h "L
.\.cluml schenns,” noting, “That’s what they want—funny and no rules.” fle HL'"
{urther extends the ambivalence by noting that “But when you think ni:il l:u or
|_n'uhuhly hiis us many rules as anything.” Then, when Randy ex rcs,".'*s”l“:’T
Iull'lhcr perplexity over students’ reactions to the music he plays in his l:‘lus: n
Mitch adopis a student perspective and responds with: l e status o
no muu.er how much I don’t like it. What | have that I know is better than having
snmc!hl.ng I don’t know.” Mitch is encouraging Randy to openly ex lord- ll:L
pcrpk:mty by both acknowledging that perplexity and sharing bis owr[: siltnil':
cxperiences. And, he is further extending Randy’s notion that students o ;l
lh'cjr “schaol schema™ 1o their expericnces, Mitch's appropriation a;n(l apph *F:P .
ot Randy’s notion of “school schema® serves to lurther acknowlcdge ll)l[:(: L'd "";
value of their exchange. It implies that they can mutually construc}: kno hl(')zll‘l
through sharing similar experiences, e

Later in the entry, Rand i
: A y shares his response 10 a book : SO
relationships: P ook about socia

“Maintain the stats quo

Losyes,

R: Page 66 of same book. A reference to Judith Viorst and her book Necessary
fact that it appears in a wriling book imri-gues me.

I've read that book, and the very

SERLCE 1 DU v sy,

(The very fact that 1've read that book might imrigue you.) It’s becoming cledr to me

that the “social aspects™ of the classroom are a lot smore significant than 1 had

believed. Yikes! This means 'l have additional pressure to nake kids feel good.
M Well, it's part of the saine conspiracy 1o get Randy to share his feelings!

In this exchange, Mitch again uses humor to further encourage Randy to
“share his feelings.” lle is able to discem a pattern across Randy’s different
entries that suggests “the same conspiracy.” By sharing that perceived pattem
with Randy, he is acknowledging Randy’s ambivalence towards expressing his
feelings both in his classroom and with himscelf.

Randy then explores another perplexing matter: his concern about awarding
pussing prades to mainstreamed students:

R: 1 have an ongoing disagreement with our director of special ed in our building over
the “nxrinstream model” of dealing with special ed students. I’m all for mainstream-
ing special ed kinds, Hove having G., a special ed teacher, in my elassroom. 1 think
these students descrve special attention and should be given special help. Where do
we disagree? The dircctor thinks that any student who tries should pass. I disagree. It
isn’t really all that hard to pass my class for an “average” student who puis in a
minimum of cffort. But one has to “play the game” 10 a certain extent. A student
who receives a fuiling grade in iy class has one or two problems, a lack of effort, or
a lack of ability. 1 don’t want to damage youngsters, but pretending they have
abilities they don’t have is lying. Are these students beter served, cmotionally or
otherwisc, by getting a high school dipfoma which is meaningless? How long will it
take for an employer 1 discaver that student A has no skills? At what risk to
damaging a student’s contidence do 1 lie about a student's ability. Think we owe it to
special ed students (and all students) to move thein along in their academic abilities.
To lind ways/strategics so that they CAN femin 1o read and write and think. This may
or may nol work in my classroom. 1f it doesn't something else needs to be tried.
Except that I'm pressured 1o move these kids along through the system, because
THEY TRIED.

M: 1's one of thuse battleficlds they talked about in one of the readings. But the thing
that I'm geuting in touch with is that a high school diploma doesn't mean that much.

I think more and more we are warehousing lots of kids, I don’t want to lose sight of
the kids who are good and working hard, but there are some kids who don’t belong
in high school, but to do that would mean we’d need your paradigm shift. No small
thing that!

R: By ignoring their nceds, 1 don’1 think that we've tried enough for them.

M:  Perhaps, and maybe this is my cynicism—maybe it just doesn’t matter that much!

Again, Randy is grappling with his ambivalence towards students, in this
case, mainstreamed students whom he is “pressured to move . . . along through
the system, because THEY TRIED.” He refers to the institutional conflict be-
tween the school and the world of work, Mitch then extends that conflict to raise
the question as to the value of a high school diploma. And, in noting that

AR S ST T b O



~IJ-* 1t. Beach and C.M. Anson ‘ GHAIL B s

.« there are same kids who don't belong in high school, but 16 do tha would s wicial meanings. In some cases, the link was based not simply on similar con-
ent, but also on i shared stance towards feminism or teaching. Given that shared

i wed need your paradigm shift,” he extracied a farger coneept, “yowr | C
) sance, partners then cited awtobiographical experiences that rellected that

paradigm shilt” {rom his perceptians of a pattern in Randy’s thinking. By per.
ceiving this puttern in Randy’s paper trail, Mitch provides Randy with a farper
entextual perspective regarding a stance towards teaching. By receiving thy -

stance.
Students in the linguistics course were less likely to use their exchanges to

perspective from Mitch, Randy can then reflect on the meaning of his own stance esplore indeterminacies and complexities then students in the writing methods

{owards leaching relative to Mitch’s stance. ! course. Some af this many have heen due 10 differences in the size and nature of
) In reflecting on their stances towards teaching, Mitch and Randy apply ; the course, particularly the degree to which partners interacted with each other

history of sinklar socialization and attitudes, However, as they begin to c.\-pl‘urc ‘ wutside the class. Further research could examine how the larger social context of

the memning of these stances, they begin to explore tensions hetween siudems’, . 4 course influences specilic writfen inferactions within that context {Brooke,

other teachers’, and their own definitions of these stances. And, when Randy 1Y87; Faigley, 1992; Somers & Lawrence, 1992).

secks veritication from Mitch for his ambivalent feclings about teaching, he unl;‘ E All of this suggests that in_t___—‘_____;:erlcxluul meaning in shared writing is constituted

discovers Turther ambivalences. In order to resolve these ambivalences, they by particular social interactions leading to a collabarative canstruction of stance.

nwst both examing larger institutional or cultural conceptions of teaching ussoci-

ated with dthicir stance.
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