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Foreword


Paul Prior 
Center for Writing Studies 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

A central challenge for researchers looking at academic writing and socialization 
is to capture the relation between the situated personal, and very unsettled 
experiences of people doing academic work and the seemingly tidy, settled, quite 
ordered representations of that work that typically appear in books, journals, and 
other formal settings. Consider, for example, the following two texts: 

Writing Games offers a broad and 
complex exploration of academic writ­
ing, disciplinary socialization, and 
identity work. Drawing especially on 
theories of practice (e.g., those of 
Bourdieu, Lave, Wenger, Ortner), 
Casanave links a series of qualitative 
case studies, some fairly longitudinal, 
to create a rich cross-sectional view of 
trajectories of participation in academic 
disciplines ranging from early under­
graduate classes through professorial 
work. In an area of research still 
dominated by decontextualized analyses 
of texts and case studies focused on 
single classrooms or organized around 
the production of single texts, the 
developmental depth of Casanave's 
research is striking, as is her strong 
orientation to questions of diversity 
and power, to the stories of inter­
national students and scholars, women, 
and U.S. minorities. Casanave's case 

It is a cool, cloudy June day. I am 
sitting at Cafe Kopi, waiting for 
Nora to finish her piano lesson, 
drinking from a large glass of the 
dark organic house coffee. I begin 
drafting thoughts for the foreword to 
Chris' book—a task I need to finish 
over the next week before the family 
leaves for 3 weeks of kayaking, hik­
ing, and birding in northern Mich­
igan. The loose pages of her 2-inch 
thick manuscript sit on the heavily 
scored wooden table. I am writing 
on one of the pages, at first blank 
except for the following inscription: 
"Foreword, Paul Prior (to be add­
ed)." As I write, I am flipping 
through the pages, reading marginal 
notes I wrote, looking at passages I 
underlined. And I am struggling 
with questions: What is a foreword 
supposed to accomplish? Am I sup­
posed to sell the value of the book 
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studies are less concerned with how to potential buyers, position it in 
people learn to make academic texts some scholarly frame, or both? 
than how people struggle with writing Even trivially, I wonder, as I do 
and its contexts, and ultimately with when writing letters of recommend-
how such writing makes people. ation, whether to refer to Chris as 
Writing Games should be of great Chris, Christine, or Casanave? And 
interest to students learning new I worry as well. Will I find a way 
games as well as to scholars already to write this foreword that satisfies 
deeply involved in the varied over- Chris and me? Looking at my 
lapping fields interested in academic watch, I see it's time to go. I gath-
writing and socialization (e.g., Applied er the pages of the manuscript, cap 
Linguistics, Writing Studies, English my red pen, and drain the cup. 
for Academic Purposes, Rhetoric, or 
Higher Education). 

The text at left is conventional, author-evacuated, academic prose. The rep­
resentational focus is on the content of the book and its intertextual relationships 
to other work in the field. "I" am absent from the text and the subjects of the 
sentences are objects like Writing Games, "Casanave," "Casanave's case stud­
ies," and "the developmental depth of Casanave's research." The practice theorists 
cited are all well known, located particularly in anthropology and balanced in 
gender. Interpersonally, there are few signs of my relationship to the author, 
who is named in the same manner as other figures in the text like Bourdieu. The 
text at right, on the other hand, is descriptive, narrative, autobiographical. It 
represents a time, a place, certain events. The content is hybrid, with the 
academic work of a foreword mixed in with the coffee I am drinking, the kind of 
table I am sitting at, and references to my daughter's piano lessons. "I" am the 
subject of almost every clause and Writing Games is less a reference to a book 
than to a messy physical object—loose pages, marked up in pen and pencil, 
lying on a wooden table in the coffee shop. I am not only represented as an 
academic struggling cognitively with an intellectual problem, but as a person 
experiencing emotions and juggling family schedules. Finally, the text on the 
right suggests some interpersonal context between Chris and me, although it 
doesn't point with any specificity to the 10 years or so of attending each other's 
conference sessions (at TESOL, CCCC, AERA, the 1996 Uni-versity of Hong 
Kong Conference on Knowledge and Discourse), to our meetings—sometimes 
over coffee or a meal, to periodic e-mail exchanges, or to our readings of each 
other's publications. 

Together, these two very divergent representations are relevant to this 
foreword, not only because of their content, but because in this book Christine 
Pearson Casanave is working to bridge the many gaps between the two columns. 
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She is working to write a text that is oriented to, and grounded in, the field and 
its theories yet is also readable, personal, situated. She is working to produce an 
account of academic writing and life that acknowledges the value of disciplinary 
representations in building theory, but that also honors the situated practices and 
complexly laminated identities out of which such representations are forged. At 
the center of this effort is her organizing metaphor of games and a multivoiced 
approach to the writing. 

Playing games with texts (cf. Austin, 1962) may not at first seem to 
capture our sense of the serious and sincere nature of disciplinarity. In Chapter 1 
and throughout Writing Games, Chris develops the metaphor of academic 
writing games, making clear that it is intended to invoke neither some idyllic, 
idealized world of innocent fun nor a world of cynical scheming. Her notion of 
games draws on Ortner's (1996) accounts of gender identity formation as learning 
the rules of serious social games, echoes Wittgenstein's (1953) discussions of 
language games within forms of life, and links up with Bourdieu's (1990) notion 
that the mark of fluid sophisticated practice in a field is a "feel for the game" (p. 
66). Of course, this metaphor also fits well with many students' and scholars' 
own descriptions of learning to play the games of the academy, being willing (or 
unwilling) to play along, and sometimes of changing the rules in midstream. In 
short, it is a serious and powerful metaphor here, as long as it is not read in 
limiting ways (like games as fun). 

One way to read her metaphor is through the everyday prototype of games 
like chess. This reading highlights the interactive, dialogic nature of games and 
the idea that years of study and practice are needed for players to develop 
expertise. Within the rules of chess, there is also considerable room for 
innovation and personal style. However, we usually think of the rules of such 
games as fully explicit and fixed, characteristics that few academic games 
display. Therefore, another valuable prototype would be the games children 
play, where rules and roles are somewhat negotiable, settled in that gray space 
defined by power, tradition, liking, affiliation, desire, and interest, often on a 
thin edge between rigid ritualization and outright revolt ("I quit!"). Chris' 
accounts of academic writing and disciplinary socialization are not only accounts 
of learning to play games or of games played, but also very much accounts of 
games with some play (some degrees of freedom) within them. As you read the 
literature on academic writing that has emerged since the early 1980s, you can 
see that it is easy to produce either a top-down vision in which people appear to 
be automatons assimilated into some disciplinary discourse collective or an 
asocial, individualistic account of rhetorical free agents who seem to be making 
everything up as they go. A strength of the game metaphor as Chris deploys it 
is that it nicely skates the line between the sense of rules as determining the 
game and the sense of players as agents; It is an account that balances social 
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structure and reflexive actors, very much in keeping, as Chris intends, with 
Giddens' (1984) notion of structuration. 

The game metaphor (following Ortner) is also used here as a way into 
processes of identity formation, a perspective that might at first seem less 
familiar. However, what games people play can be linked to identity and social 
relations in two ways. First, games are themselves socially marked. We expect 
to find that people who play chess are different in some significant ways from 
people who play football from people whose game of choice is roulette. 
Second, we should expect that frequent playing of some game, football or poker, 
chess or charades, will come to shape a person's practices and personality. 
Chris' case studies in this book are very much concerned with questions of 
identity, with ways that particular writing games produce certain kinds of people, 
oriented to certain kinds of practices, affiliated with (or disaffiliated from) certain 
groups and institutions. 

The many voices of Writing Games produce a rich, complex view of 
academic writing. It is important to note that, in addition to her research over 
the past decade on how people take up academic writing, Chris has also been a 
leading advocate of change in academic writing (see Casanave & Schecter, 1997), 
arguing for the value of personal narratives and accessible writing in 
demystifying the disciplinary. Chapter 6 focuses in part on the challenges 
writers face in taking up a different academic voice, especially on the 
vulnerabilities that can come with certain kinds of personal revelation. 
However, throughout Writing Games, Chris enacts her ideas on academic writing 
and knowledge making through the voices she presents as well as through the 
content. In her case studies, Chris weaves together voices from the literature and 
her own research, from participants and herself. The case studies are presented in 
very narrative and readable terms, with the actors, their thoughts, and their 
feelings foregrounded. Moreover, one of Chris' key case studies, the most 
longitudinal of all, is the autobiographical reflections on her own experiences 
and transitions from undergraduate to MA teacher-in-training, to PhD candidate 
to tenured professor in a Japanese university. Chris blends voices comfortably 
here, producing a text that is attuned with both disciplinary theories and the 
human experience of disciplines. 

As the left column text in the first paragraph suggested, a central contribu­
tion of Writing Games is its developmental depth. Following Lave and Wenger 
(1991), we might imagine disciplinary practices as a kind of cone stretching 
from the very peripheral, shallow participation that happens, say, in elementary 
school and popular media representations of a field to the highest level of techni­
cal scholarship in that field. The cone then would be a space within which 
people traverse particular trajectories of participation and non-participation, take 
up and come to own certain practices (never all), and reject others—sometimes 
disengaging from the field. If you think of the cone as the growth of a person's 
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knowledge and abilities, a trajectory might trace some path from the narrow tip 
of those early school encounters to the wide circle of full participation. 
However, if you think of the cone in terms of the number of people 
participating, the orientation would flip, with the narrow end marking the 
highest levels of disciplinary work. Of course, as Lave and Wenger's theory 
would suggest, it is best to think of this cone as a living organism, made up of 
the people and things operating within it, immersed in the currents of a 
sociohistoric sea, as an open, constantly changing, living system. Writing 
Games offers the most detailed and fullest views yet published of developmental 
trajectories in such open disciplinary systems and of the roles writing plays. 
And it offers these views in a form that is both theoretically rich and readable. 

Writing Games succeeds in its goals. It demystifies much about the human 
experience of learning, writing, and life in the academy. At the same time, it 
expands the grounds for dialogic, practice-oriented accounts of academic writing 
and enculturation. It is a book that I greatly admire for all it has achieved. 

REFERENCES


Austin, J. L. (1962). How to do things with words. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press. 
Bourdieu, P. (1990). The logic of practice (R. Nice, Trans.). Stanford, CA: Stanford University 

Press. 
Casanave, C. P., & Schecter, S. R. (Eds.). (1997). On becoming a language educator: Personal 

essays on professional development. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Assocites. 
Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of a theory of structuration. Berkeley, CA: 

University of California Press. 
Ortner, S. B. (1996). Making gender: The politics and erotics of culture. Boston, MA: Beacon 

Press. 
Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. Cambridge, 

England: Cambridge University Press. 
Wittgenstein, L. (1953). Philosophical investigations. (G.E.M. Anscombe, Trans.). Oxford, Eng­

land: Basil Blackwell. 



This page intentionally left blank 



Preface 

This book presents 10 years of my work in the field of academic literacy in higher 
education. It explores how writers from several different cultures learn to write 
in their academic settings, and how their writing practices interact with and 
contribute to their evolving identities, or positionings of themselves, as students 
and professionals in academic environments in higher education. Embedded in a 
theoretical framework of situated practice, the naturalistic case studies and literacy 
autobiographies include portrayals of undergraduate students and teachers, masters 
level students, doctoral students, young bilingual faculty, and established scholars, 
all of whom are struggling to understand their roles in ambiguously defined 
communities of academic writers. It is my hope that readers will find multiple 
ways to connect their own experiences with those of the writers portrayed in this 
book. It is also my hope that writing scholars will appreciate a book that pulls 
together published and previously unpublished case studies, which usually tend 
to be read as single instances of research, under a common interpretive lens. 

The discussions of the studies I present in Writing Games reflect a situated and 
local rather than an abstracted view of academic writing. What abstract theorizing 
there is appears as one of the several frames in Chapter 1. This framework draws 
on the work of sociologists and anthropologists who have adopted different 
versions of a theory of practice to frame their work (e.g., Pierre Bourdieu, Anthony 
Giddens, Sherry Ortner, Jean Lave, Etienne Wenger). From the perspective of 
situated practice, the development of academic literacy and identity in university 
and professional life is seen as the acquisition of a set of local practices, embedded 
in a larger framework of social practice. Disciplinary enculturation and 
participation are thus conceptualized as experiences that are necessarily partial, 
diverse, conflicted, and fragmentary. This conceptualization contrasts with one in 
which academic writers are depicted as acquiring sets of fixed genre conventions 
and discipline-specific values. In the situated practice framework, people's writing 
lives are shown to be influenced by and interwoven with idiosyncratic personal 
and local factors that may or may not be anchored by more stable genre practices. 
The result is that writers' identities are always multiple yet incomplete, and their 
positions within their fields always in transition, as Roz Ivanic (1998) has found 
in her work on writing and identity. Because of the transitory and fragmented 
nature of the evolution of people's identities in academic settings, I portray writers 
in this book as seeking coherence and stability in the midst of complexity and 
uncertainty. This search for coherence involves activities that are not just cognitive, 
linguistic, and intellectual but also deeply social and political. Writers do not 

xiii 



xiv PREFACE 

write in isolation but within networks of more and less powerfully situated 
colleagues and community members. They learn to forge alliances with those 
community members with whom they share values or whom they perceive will 
benefit them in some way and to resist when accommodating does not suit them. 
Both newcomers and oldtimers in academia shift roles and locations over time 
and across settings, with greater and lesser senses of agency and control. 

In addition to the notion of practice, the other powerful concept used as an 
interpretive framework in Writing Games is captured by the metaphor of "serious 
games" (Ortner, 1996; Chapter 1). This metaphor suggests first that social life 
itself, including the social practice of writing in academic settings, is organized 
according to sets of rules, conventionalized practices, and strategies. Second, goal-
oriented actors interact and shift identities and positions as they learn to participate 
in the multitude of structured social practices—the games—that make up our 
social life. Third, the players are constrained by game rules but retain agency and 
intention that allow them to play strategically, stretching the game rules, finding 
inconsistencies and loopholes, and interpreting ambiguities in ways both reinforce 
and change the game. In short, the game metaphor is designed to emphasize the 
point that the practice of academic writing is shaped but not dictated by rules and 
conventions, that writing games consist of the practice of playing not of the rules 
themselves, and that writers have choices about whether and how to play. 

Writing Games has a multicultural focus in the sense that the people I portray 
are from a number of different cultures within and outside North America. Often 
the term multicultural is understood as "nonnative-English speaking" or as referring 
to nonmainstream ethnic diversity. However, my intention in this book is not 
to front the non-nativeness of any of the characters or to dwell on cultural, ethnic, 
or linguistic differences among them. Several key presumptions in the book are 
first that mainstream Whites1 are necessarily included in the term multicultural; 
second that mainstream Whites (or any other cultural or ethnic group for that 
matter) cannot be considered a homogeneous group because of significant within-
group differences; and third that in spite of obvious and serious imbalances and 
injustices, cultural, ethnic, linguistic, and social class diversity is increasingly 
common in English-medium college and university classrooms, in Internet 
communication, and in globally oriented professions. This diversity, though not 
the injustices, therefore needs to be treated as normal in the sense that we are 
discussing practices and issues that affect all students in similar ways, regardless 
of cultural background. Such is the case with learning to write in academic settings: 

'I struggled with the use of the term White in this book, since in discussions of ethnic and cultural 
diversity it seems to be the one remaining term that refers to people by color. With some reluctance, 
I use the term as a default term, as do Robin Lakoff (2000) and many others to refer to Caucasian 
ethnic groups. I apologize to any readers who may be offended by my choice. 
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All students are thrown onto the same playing field and engage in many new 
practices and ways of thinking. Differences surface everywhere as students, 
teachers, and researchers learn to accommodate, to resist, and to shape practices. 
However, the significant differences have as much to do with factors such as 
experience with academic literacy, purpose, and access to mentoring and 
apprenticeship relationships as they do with the cultural, ethnic, and linguistic 
backgrounds of the players. A detailed discussion of the political, ethical, and 
gender issues in the study of academic writing is the subject of another book, 
which others are attending to (e.g., Benesch, 2001; Canagarajah, 1999; Kirsch, 
1993; Norton, 2000; Pennycook, 1994). 

Although this book is about writing and writers, it is not a linguistics book. It 
does not frame issues from a linguistic perspective and I do not analyze any writing 
linguistically. Rather, it is an interdisciplinary book that fits within naturalistic, 
case study, and narrative research in the fields of first and second language 
education and writing. Focusing on people rather than on experiments, numbers, 
and abstractions, it draws on concepts and methods from narrative inquiry, 
qualitative anthropology and sociology, and from case studies of academic literacy 
in the field of composition and rhetoric. The book also follows to some extent the 
postmodern tradition of multivocality. As author, I position myself as both insider 
and outsider and take on the different voices of each. Other voices that appear in 
the book are those of my case study participants, other authors, and their case 
study participants. My own case study participants come from different cultures 
and subcultures in the United States and Japan. They are portrayed as individual 
writers engaged in a broad array of writing practices rather than as representatives 
of any particular group. Readers are not expected to learn about culture-specific 
or genre-specific writing practices, in others words, but to come to appreciate the 
diverse and locally situated nature of academic writing and to ask questions about 
themselves and their own students and colleagues as writers. 

The style of the book is accessible and reader friendly, eschewing highly 
technical insider language without dismissing complex issues. It includes my 
own persona as reflective actor and agent, and portrays participants as people 
with whom readers can connect and interact. Although I refer to much of the 
literature on academic literacy, I also discuss several important published case 
studies in more detail than is usually done in a traditional literature review. Along 
with my own research, these detailed summaries become part of the case studies 
of the book and help make writing experiences come alive. One of the purposes 
of the book is just this: to portray issues and actors in such a way that readers can 
relate them to issues and experiences in their own lives. The detailed presentation 
of a small number of individual studies helps achieve this purpose. A further 
characteristic of the style of the book is its questioning and inconclusive stance, 
designed to tweak the curiosities and imaginations of seasoned as well as novice 
academic writers. Questions are integrated into the prose itself instead of being 
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presented in more didactic discussion sections, and consist of issues that are 
unresolved in the field and that promise no easy prescriptions or solutions. The 
questions lay out and probe a variety of scenarios that can be transposed and 
adapted to readers' own experiences. 

In general, Writing Games is designed for people who wish to see issues in 
the development of academic literacy reflectively, from multiple perspectives, 
including their own, within a framework of situated practice. More specifically, it 
is intended for graduate students, teachers, and scholars of academic writing at 
the university level who are interested in learning more about their own and 
their students' and colleagues' writing experiences, and in exploring how those 
writing experiences contribute to changing professional identities over time. The 
book's concentration on specific, concrete cases will be especially valuable for 
students and practitioners in English for Academic Purposes (EAP), language 
teacher education, and rhetoric and composition studies. In particular, it provides 
graduate students and novice scholars in writing with a rich introduction to the 
literature and key issues in academic literacy in higher education. As such, the 
book is about them as well as for them. 

As will become clear, my general stance is that some or many aspects of 
academic writing are difficult for most of us. I don't know how accurate my 
perception is, and am aware that a few of my own colleagues disagree with me. I 
know, therefore, that it is possible that those readers of this book who find academic 
writing to be a joyful and relatively unconflicted activity will not relate to my 
own anguish at writing and to the many stories of frustration and conflict presented 
in the following pages. If you are one of these fortunate people, then the experiences 
that I relate may help you understand what the rest of us go through. For those readers 
who share my love-hate relationship with academic writing, my message to you is 
that in spite of the difficulties, the effort is usually worthwhile. The writers in the case 
studies that I discuss in this book all had difficulties of one kind or another, yet most 
succeeded in their own ways.I continue writing in spite of many moments of doubt 
partly for the pleasure of seeing a creative task through to some kind of completion 
and partly for the way writing pushes me to continue studying, learning, and 
organizing my thinking. Stories of struggle, in other words, do not need to end in 
despair and failure. The struggle enriches and even contributes to the successes. 

CHAPTER STRUCTURE AND CONTENTS


Writing Games has seven chapters. The first chapter lays out some conceptual 
issues and frames the subsequent chapters in several ways. Chapters 2 to 6 present 
studies of writers and writing teachers in higher education from the perspectives 
of undergraduates, masters students, doctoral students, novice faculty, and 
established faculty. Chapter 7 concludes the manuscript. 
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Each of Chapters 2 to 6 is divided into several sections that differ in style and 
purpose. These sections can be read separately or as part of the whole chapter. 
The first part consists of a personal introduction in which I recount some of my 
own experiences with writing as an undergraduate, graduate student, and 
professional. I reflect on issues that have puzzled and intrigued me over the years 
and that motivated my reading and research in academic literacy. My main purpose 
in beginning in this unconventionally personal way is to encourage readers to 
approach the issues in the book from an equally personal perspective. The book 
is not full of information to be absorbed but of experiences to be reflected upon. 
Readers' involvement with the themes in the book will deepen as they see 
themselves and their own practices in its pages. 

The second section in each chapter introduces key issues from the field of 
academic literacy by reviewing some relevant literature including case studies. 
This fairly traditional literature review provides graduate students in particular 
with an introduction to what scholars of academic literacy have been interested in 
in recent years. This review is followed by a less conventional approach to the 
literature—a more detailed summary of several well-known published case studies 
and literacy autobiographies of academic writers. The more detailed summaries 
convey the experiences of actual writers, and it is this kind of detail that I wish to 
highlight in this book. 

The third section of each chapter presents my own research. This work consists 
of naturalistic case-study type research in which I look at a small number of people 
and their writing practices within one setting. One of my goals is to present 
opportunities for readers to relate the issues and practices I discuss to their own 
writing lives, not to make general statements about writing or writers. The final 
section consists of Chapter Reflections. The content of each of the chapters is 
summarized next. 

In Chapter 1 I discuss several key concepts that form the foundation for the 
ways the case studies in this book are conceptualized and interpreted, first from a 
common sense perspective, and then from a more theoretical perspective. In my 
common sense introduction the first concept is that of academic writing seen 
metaphorically as a game. The second is the concept of transitions, the main 
thrust of the argument being that personal and professional transitions of many 
kinds constitute an inevitable aspect of the writing life in academe. A third concept 
is that of identity in academic settings. These "common sense" notions provide 
the basic rationale for why I wrote the book. In the following section, I present 
an accessible theoretical framework based on the notions of situated practice, 
identity, and disciplinary enculturation. The framework of practice includes the 
following: a broad theoretical view of practice; a view of practice as situated 
learning; and a genre-based perspective on the practice of writing. This section is 
followed by a theoretical discussion of identity. I review here a small body of 
work that emphasizes the multiple, changing, and contested aspects of identity. 
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One of my purposes is to find a way to talk about the longing for coherence of identity 
and practice (a topic to which I return in the conclusion), since the postmodern view 
of the fragmented self contradicts the desires of people for stability and coherence in 
their lives. This section also includes a discussion of the concept of disciplinary 
enculturation, its necessary redefinition as a fluid and fuzzy, rather than unambiguously 
definable notion, and the place of texts in the enculturation experience. Because a 
piece of writing in some sense represents a self that is put forward for public scrutiny, 
the issues of identity and disciplinary enculturation intertwine. In the final two sections 
of Chapter 1 I review the assumptions that I began the project with and describe the 
methodologies I used to carry out the case studies. 

Chapter 2 focuses on academic writing in undergraduate settings. I review 
several well known case studies of undergraduate students and then present my 
own study of two teachers of an undergraduate academic writing class in a Japanese 
university. The research adds to the debate about whether a "community of 
practice" (Wenger, 1998) can be established in such a setting and about how to 
help students prepare for the transition from EAP (English for Academic Purposes) 
classes to classes in various disciplines. A basic question in this chapter asks to 
what extent the academic literacy practices of undergraduates represent a game 
of survival in a fragmented environment or an introduction to the serious academic 
games that characterize different disciplines. 

In Chapter 3 I summarize several case studies of students learning to write in 
academic settings at the masters level. I then introduce five masters degree students 
in TESOL (Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages) from my own 
research. These students were trying to figure out how to play the writing games 
in their MA program as they learned to write for different professors, and who 
they were becoming as a result of the interaction between the demands of their 
program and their personal goals. The students faced a variety of practices and 
professional values in their courses and needed to sort out the messages implied in 
their writing practices in the process of developing their own professional identities. 
One of my questions about these students was whether the academic literacy practices 
they learned in a short 12- to 18-month program could contribute to their evolving 
identities as professionals in language education or whether in situ practice in the 
workplace would be needed to help them step into the profession. 

I introduce the research in Chapter 4 with some well known studies of the 
academic enculturation of doctoral students. The chapter continues with my own 
case study of a first year doctoral student in sociology, "Virginia," and her response 
to "indoctrination" courses in two core theory courses. Though the courses required 
recipe-like writing games, Virginia and her classmates began shaping their academic 
identities in a variety of directions, through accommodation, resistance, and 
acknowledged game playing rather than through the classic notion of enculturation. 
This chapter raises questions about the purposes and practices of doctoral programs 
and about what might be considered successful cases of disciplinary enculturation. 
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Chapter 5 focuses on the academic writing experiences of young bilingual 
faculty. It begins with the summaries of the published literacy autobiographies of 
two bilingual academics, who reflect on the writing games they needed to play in 
their second languages as they established themselves in their careers. It continues 
with my case study of two young bilingual academics in their first academic 
positions at a Japanese university. These Japanese-born scholars, educated in PhD 
programs in the United States with certain sets of values associated with writing 
and publishing, were struggling to establish themselves in two academic cultures, 
one in Japan and the other in North America. They faced daily decisions about 
who they wanted to become, how to divide their time between writing in English 
and in Japanese, and what kinds of writings to prepare for the different audiences 
within and outside Japan. A key question in this chapter concerns how multilingual 
academics learn to play the serious game of constructing and maintaining multiple 
professional identities and how they forge allegiances and alliances in their 
academic literacy practices. 

Chapter 6 focuses on the efforts of established academics to bend some of the 
conventional game rules of academic discourse and to write in ways that are both 
more personal and more openly multivocalic and reflective. I discuss Victor 
Villanueva's mixed-genre literacy autobiography, Bootstraps (1993), then turn to 
an experience I had as a coeditor of a book of personal scholarly narratives and 
to the author—editor relationship between me and several authors who were having 
difficulty letting go of their familiar academic discourse conventions. We all had 
trouble constructing a coherent and convincing personal narrative about our own 
professional identities. The negotiations we undertook and the views of the authors 
as to where the difficulties lay highlight both how important and how challenging 
it is for established scholars in language education to expand the range of styles 
and voices in which they write (i.e., to learn to play new games). Questions 
raised in this chapter deal with the relationship between status and risk taking in 
academic writing and with the nature of the author-editor relationship. 

The main purpose of Chapter 7 is to reflect on the case studies and to suggest 
that academic writing games can be characterized as "efforts after coherence" 
within social, political, and discoursal playing fields. In seeking coherence of 
identity and practice, writers, teachers, and researchers create and impose order 
from the complexity and uncertainty that surrounds them and at the same time, 
paradoxically pursue complexity as part of the academic writing game. I emphasize 
that academic writing involves the serious game of making choices and 
constructing selves, not of finding and representing truth. In this chapter as well 
as throughout the book readers are urged to look closely and reflectively at their 
own past and present writing experiences and at the teaching and learning of 
writing in their professional lives. They are encouraged to consider these practices 
as creative "efforts after coherence" in the face of otherwise intolerable complexity. 
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Games and Frames: 
When Writing Is More Than Writing 

In this chapter I introduce the key ideas in this book: that academic writing 
is a game-like social and political as well as discoursal practice that takes 
places within communities of practice, and that writers' practices and iden­
tities in academic settings change over time. I frame the studies in this book 
in two ways. First, I present a "common sense" frame. I begin with a com­
mon sense view because this is where my own interests and insights began, 
and because I believe that I am not alone in having experienced and 
thought about academic writing from the perspective of one deeply en­
gaged in the day-to-day practices of it. I then stand back and look at some of 
the same issues more theoretically, framing them in the voices of others. A 
third kind of frame grows out of these two, and forms my underlying as­
sumptions about academic literacy practices—assumptions with which I be­
gan and continue my work in academic literacy, and assumptions that I con­
tinue to refine and revise. I conclude this introductory chapter with some 
thoughts on case study methodology and with a description of my own 
methods and procedures. 

A WORD ON FRAMES 

I seek ways to frame the issues discussed in this book that encompass the 
local and situated aspects of the different projects I have been involved in 
over the years. Written as a simple sentence like this, the project of framing 
sounds eminently sensible and not particularly daunting. However, I often 
find the task of framing difficult, partly because there is so much to choose 

I 
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from. Frames of many different kinds and styles can help explain the same 
phenomena. It is also the case that in my work I have always been more 
caught up in the details of local practices than in the explanatory functions 
of broader frameworks. But I recall in my early college days as an art stu­
dent that sometimes a frame made all the difference in how I saw and un­
derstood the details. 

In the field of art, in order to set off an artwork so as to see it in one way 
and not another, I can choose a fancy gilt frame with multiple layers of 
matt, a simple aluminum or wood frame with a single matt, or a uniframe 
that barely encloses a picture at key points on all four sides—just enough so 
that the picture can be tied in the back and hung from the wall. One frame 
is not necessarily wrong and another right, though one may be esthetically 
more pleasing than another, or highlight one aspect of a print and not an­
other. In discussing frames for my case studies in academic literacy, I need to 
recognize that similar criteria apply: There is no right or wrong; some frames 
will be esthetically more pleasing than others; some will highlight these, and 
not those, aspects of what I am observing. And I do not need to be committed 
to framing a print, or my research, in just one way. I can experiment with one 
frame today, and if I am not pleased with it tomorrow, or next year, change it 
for another. I can also, as I do in this first chapter, think about several kinds 
of frames simultaneously. I do not need to fear experimenting or succumb to 
the dreaded academic phobia, Fear of Framing. So onward. 

Perhaps because of my interest in local practices and in specific people I 
have found myself most attracted to discussions of academic literacy that 
assume that learning to write is as much a localized social and political as a 
cognitive activity, and that it is above all an activity, a way of doing and be­
ing in particular social settings, a specialized form of practice. Like the so­
cial oriented theorists, I see the practice of writing, in other words, as in­
volving much more than learning to put thoughts to paper or screen, 
although I myself felt consumed by this challenge when I was in graduate 
school. At that time I did not see clearly and could not express well in 
words the many other aspects of writing as a social practice that influence 
what writers can say, who they can say it to, how they can say it, and how it 
reflects who they are or how they wish to be seen. By "can" I don't mean 
just "ability." I refer to what writers in academic settings are allowed to say 
within various webs of convention, power, and expertise (i.e., within the 
"rules of the game") and to how they conform to, resist, and construct iden-
tity-shaping practices. Several common sense and theoretical perspectives 
help tie these practices together. In the discussions that follow, therefore,I 
experiment with frames for the case studies in this book that help me un­
derstand the local as well as the broader aspects of academic writing as so­
cial practice, ones within which concepts like "game," "transitions," "iden­
tity," and "disciplinary enculturation" can comfortably fit. 
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COMMON SENSE BEGINNINGS 

Why the Game Metaphor? 

For many years I have seen and heard the word "game" used in reference to 
what it is like to learn to write in the university. The word is also used quite 
casually in articles on composition and rhetoric, and by a number of people 
I have interviewed as part of my research over the years. It seems to depict 
people's sense that academic writing consists of rule- and strategy-based 
practices, done in interaction with others for some kind of personal and 
professional gain, and that it is learned through repeated practice rather 
than just from a guidebook of how to play. 1 recall in particular a young man 
from the United States, in his first year of a doctoral program that I was ob­
serving, using the word "game" to depict his decision to go along with a par­
ticular way of doing sociology at his university. He had determined to finish 
the program as quickly as he could, without causing himself major philo­
sophical and methodological stumbling blocks. "I'll play their game for a 
while," he told me, suggesting that he remained, at the end of his first year 
at any rate, noncommittal about whether he wished to assimilate the foun­
dational beliefs and values of his professors' world views, or just plain get 
through the program and on to the rest of his life. 

There are no doubt dozens of other ways I could characterize academic 
writing, but I chose to use the metaphor of a game in this project, since this 
one has been reappearing in my thinking about academic writing over 
many years. Let me go over some of my "common sense" thinking on this 
metaphor, with the understanding that I intend the metaphor to function 
only as a conceptual tool, not to be taken too literally as an analogy or as a 
sign of cynicism. (See the discussion of Ortner, 1996, below.) 

At first glance, the game metaphor may seem to trivialize the very seri­
ous topic of academic writing. Games are usually fun, not life-controlling or 
threatening, and they tend to be associated with play and not work.1 Most 
of us do not view our academic lives as a game in this playful sense 
(although I think our professional and personal lives might be better off if 
we did). As most of us know first hand, the academic writing that students, 
teachers, and researchers do can affect course grades, graduation, hiring, 
promotion, tenure, and reputation. However, I think a number of common 

1I do not discuss here the negative connotation given to "games" such as that in Eric Berne's 
popular 1960s tome on transactional analysis, even though the idea of strategic behavior is com­
parable. Berne's use of "game" as strategic manipulations that people use in relationships—"an 
ongoing series of complementary ulterior transactions progressing to a well-defined, predict­
able outcome" (Berne, 1964, p. 48) may fit better in my context than the idea of game as enter­
tainment. Both, however, miss the point that 1 wish to make about the seriousness and inevita­
bility of games in structured social situations. 
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sense aspects of the notion of game fit the serious dimensions of our way-
too-serious academic writing practices. 

Games, for instance, are played according to rules, conventions, and 
strategies (see the discussion of Anne Freadman's [1994] work on genre be-
low)—a handy way to envision what we do as academic writers. There are 
various ways to compete in different kinds of games, and relatively clear-
cut ways to determine winners and losers, often through systems of judges 
and referees and scorekeepers. Players can choose from rather solitary 
games, or can play in teams and groups. In some games it may be possible 
to invent and modify rules, whereas in others it is necessary to follow exter­
nally imposed rules, with whatever flexibility that may be needed to fit 
within those strict guidelines. In all cases, including the case of academic 
writing, a range of rules and conventions guides the players, and helps 
them decide whether to follow or flout the rules, or indeed whether to play 
at all. 

Games differ in the extent to which the outcomes are determined by 
chance or by skill, or as may more often be the case, by an interweaving of 
both. A player may carefully orchestrate the steps and stages of a game in 
strategic and insightful ways, then be undone by a mistake caused by a bad 
night's sleep, a competitor who cheats, a mistake made by a referee, or a 
flukish missed opportunity. Players who win one round may explicably or 
inexplicably lose another, but as long as they keep playing, the tournament 
will continue. Few players, in other words, win or lose all the time. Knowing 
how to do both gracefully, knowing when to stay in the game or to drop out 
altogether, knowing that there is this choice, characterize the insightful and 
savvy player. 

Players who are new to a game usually don't play very well. Depending 
on the difficulty and complexity of the game, novice players may require 
months or years to advance to expert status. They need to practice, ob­
serve, imitate, and rehearse until they internalize or embody the rules so 
that the rules no longer require their conscious attention. Recall Michael 
Polanyi's (1966/1983) discussions of tacit knowledge, how this knowledge is 
part of one's body—an "indwelling." "When we make a thing [a tool, in his 
example, but also a game?] function as the proximal term of tacit knowing, 
we incorporate it in our body—or extend our body to include it—so that we 
come to dwell in it" (p. 16). Players who wish to become experts need also 
to acquire a deeper, perhaps more conscious knowledge of the rules (if 
they believe that this kind of metacognitive understanding will help boost 
their performance). As Polanyi said, "The formal rules of prosody may 
deepen our understanding of so delicate a thing as a poem" (p. 20). 

Where novice players are serious and willing amateurs or budding pro­
fessionals by choice, uncoerced by murky and malignant internal and exter­
nal forces (greed, desire for fame rather than the desire to excel, pressure 
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from institutions and authority figures who do not have the best interests of 
players in mind), the practice, though effortful and burdensome perhaps, 
can be undertaken with enjoyment, energy, and purpose. Players who enter 
a game unwillingly, or when they don't understand or agree with the rules, 
when they do not or cannot practice enough, when other players or refer­
ees wear them out by undermining their efforts, suffer all the torments of 
anyone asked to perform complex tasks without sufficient information, ex­
perience, sense of purpose, or support. In both my teaching and my writing 
I have experienced, and observed others experiencing, both the joys and 
the tortures of playing academic writing games. 

Another aspect of this initial common sense characterization of the game 
metaphor for this book on academic writing concerns the variability in 
players' commitment to the game, as suggested in the preceding para­
graph. Some players take the game very seriously, letting it consume their 
lives even at the expense of other important things in life (such as real 
play), whereas others do not play with enough effort or attention to allow 
themselves to progress in any meaningful way. Trainers and coaches and 
teachers thus agonize over what to do with a half-hearted player, who, for 
personal or external reasons cannot drop out or chooses not to. Insightful 
players themselves, feeling trapped at either end of this extreme, may ago­
nize similarly. Quite a serious game indeed. 

A reviewer of something I wrote once took issue with my description of 
academic writing as a "writing game," probably because I had not fully ex­
plained the serious side of this metaphor. This reviewer claimed that he or 
she took the activities and mission of academic writing as a professional 
quite seriously, and actively and willingly subscribed to the values reflected 
in the field's writing. Many of us do so, if not with whole-hearted internal 
conviction at least partially, with varying degrees of instrumental as well as 
integrative motivation. But the issue of whether one takes an instrumental 
view of academic writing or believes that writers do or must incorporate a 
field's practices and values internally does not detract from the game meta­
phor. In both cases, people must play some serious games. Moreover, the 
metaphor seems particularly apt if we are trying to represent how novices 
or transitioning professionals experience unfamiliar literacy practices, such 
as the acquisition of specialist genres that form part of the practices of rhe­
torical communities. 

Finally, the notion of games is easily conceptualized as a plural phenom­
enon, allowing me to refer throughout this book to a multiplicity of games 
involving a wide range of formal and informal discoursal and social conven­
tions. Most academic writers, I presume, are probably playing several kinds 
of academic writing games at the same time. Whether we are students or 
scholars, most of us have experienced what it is like to: second-guess what 
a teacher, reviewer, or editor expects on a paper; select appropriate litera­
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ture for a literature review and then find language that is polite yet authori­
tative for discussing the works of others; shape one's reading, writing, and 
thinking so they fit within the fuzzy boundaries of a scholarly community 
and use the formal conventions of structure and lexicon that suit that com­
munity; read a colleague's or student's work in order to assist the writer in 
moving a piece of writing forward according to a balance of personal goals 
and academic convention; react with consternation at oppressive discourse 
conventions such that we seek ways to resist; learn to contribute to rather 
than just observe and absorb academic "conversations." All of these I con­
sider to be examples of the many serious academic writing games in post­
secondary educational settings. 

To conclude this section, I do not wish to suggest that all academic writ­
ers themselves consciously play at behaving like assimilated or contrarian 
members of a community or themselves hold a gamelike view of their be­
haviors. Novice academic writers, for instance, may or may not benefit from 
seeing their enculturation experiences as game-like. I believe, however, that 
such a view might help them see the strategic, convention-based nature of 
writing and thus to appreciate their own agency in choosing how to play. It 
might additionally help speed up students' active involvement in their own 
learning processes and their own perception that many choices are avail­
able to writers. It could help them escape the sense that they are con­
strained by one mythical kind of academic discourse, and it could also help 
them become aware of the time required to learn to play well. On the other 
hand, without some rather sophisticated perspective taking, it might con­
vey to novices the impression that the rules and conventions of the game 
leave little room for choice, flexibility, and change, or that writing practices 
involve trappings rather than identities, stances, and values. I hope that 
teachers, students, and scholars of writing, should they choose to see their 
own writing through the lens of the game metaphor, adopt the belief that 
writing offers them choices and potential empowerment as they learn how 
to participate skillfully and flexibly in academic writing games. 

Transitions 

I guess I first got interested in the transitions that people make during uni­
versity life when I was in the middle of a PhD program as an older student. 
Well, "older" is relative, I suppose—many of my colleagues at the particular 
school of education that I was attending were in their 30s and 40s. At any 
rate, it struck me about half way through my program that many of the peo­
ple I knew entered PhD programs with one sense of who they were and 
what they wanted (some with much clearer ideas than others) and left with 
a different view. I wondered what it was that went on in the ensuing years 
that prompted this transformation. Given that our lives were characterized 
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by literate activities day and night (we read, we wrote, we learned symbols 
and acronyms, we read some more, we studied and made tables and 
graphs, we wrote even more, endlessly .. .)> I postulated some connection 
between these activities and people's evolving, transforming identities. As 
is the case when people learn any kind of game, they do not begin with the 
identity of an expert player. They gain expertise through long hours 
(years?) of practice with the tools and rules of the game in the company of 
experts. 

Luckily for me, I was evolving my own identity in the presences of Arthur 
Applebee and Judith Langer at that time, and Arthur, on learning of my curi­
osities, passed on to me a paper he and Judith were reviewing as editors of 
the journal Research in the Teaching of English—Lucille McCarthy's study of 
an undergraduate learning to write in several different courses, "A Stranger 
in Strange Lands ..." (McCarthy, 1987). This paper led me to others, includ­
ing another key study, still cited often, Ann Harrington's study of the ways 
of writing and thinking in two chemical engineering classes (Herrington, 
1985). Judith and Arthur themselves were working on How Writing Shapes 
Thinking (Langer & Applebee, 1987). These works, and my ongoing curiosity 
about what was happening to me and my colleagues, led to my own study 
of disciplinary socialization. When I graduated, I recognized that my iden­
tity too had changed in interesting ways. 1 had entered with a strong sense 
of self as an ESL teacher and left not knowing who 1 was or where I be­
longed. So much for the traditional notion of disciplinary enculturation. 1 re­
flect more on this experience later in the chapter and in Chapter 4. (My 
transition turned out to be for the better, in retrospect, although 1 have not 
known since then what to put on a business card.) 

Nearly 10 years later, I was interviewing, as part of another leg of this re­
search, a woman who was a visiting international student in the MATESOL 
program at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in California. (I'll 
talk more about her in Chap. 3.) 1 gave her my interview guidelines for that 
day's interview, which was to deal with what it was like for her to write for 
different professors in this program. We did talk about that, but she also ea­
gerly told me of a revelation she had had the day before about herself: She 
had suddenly become aware of how much she had changed since entering 
the program in Monterey. A teacher with many years of experience, she 
had been exchanging e-mail with a well-known American professor with 
whom she was working on her MA and who had helped set up an American 
university program in her home country of Armenia. Her e-mail to him that 
day, she jubilantly proclaimed, suddenly felt like it had a professional ring 
to it. Not just the language she was using, she clarified, but also the con­
cepts she was using to talk about her MA research project plans. This is an 
example of some of the transitions I explore in my case studies of people 
writing in academic settings. 
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Another aspect of the notion of transitions has been piquing my curios­
ity in the last several years, during my work with undergraduate students in 
Japan (see Chapter 2). A couple of years ago, a colleague and I decided that 
our students (some of whom were near native speakers of English having 
spent formative years in an English-speaking country) needed a course that 
would help them make the transition from a Japanese undergraduate uni­
versity to an English medium graduate school. An increasing number of our 
students, it seemed to us, were applying for masters programs in North 
America and England, yet there was nothing in our general "intensive Eng­
lish program" that would help these students understand what was facing 
them in terms of the amount and kinds of reading and writing they would 
be doing. I had been writing letters of recommendation for some of these 
students, praising their English language proficiency, but not really know­
ing whether these students could handle the workloads or the synthetic, 
analytic, and critical reading and writing skills that I myself had suffered 
greatly to learn in the course of my own graduate reading and writing prac­
tices. Even mother-tongue English speakers struggle with these literacy 
games. To be fair to these students, we reasoned, we needed to provide 
some assistance that eased them toward this transition. The transition, in 
other words, was one that the students had not yet experienced but that 
the designers and teachers of this course had experienced themselves and 
were imagining for the students. As a colleague and I became more 
involved with several of the teachers of this course as part of a research 
project, we realized that transitions in practices intertwined with transi­
tions in identities. 

Two other kinds of transitions captured my imagination in recent years, 
both involving writing. One concerned the ways that young bilingual faculty 
on my Japanese university campus—people with graduate degrees from 
North American universities—negotiated the transition from their university 
life of writing for and with an English-medium research faculty (advisors, 
professors, colleagues) to a two-pronged writing life in the Japanese univer­
sity (see Chap. 5). In their new jobs, they felt pressured to write in Japanese 
and participate in Japanese academic societies, yet were deeply enmeshed 
in ongoing conference, writing, and research projects in the medium of Eng­
lish. What kinds of identities had these faculty formed during their graduate 
studies, and how were those identities changed or changing as they learned 
to participate in academic literacy games in the Japanese setting? How 
were some of the more established bilingual professors managing this two-
pronged life? 

The other perspective on transitions struck me during a 5-year editing 
project with a colleague. In this project we sought out well-established edu­
cators in fields of first language, second language, and bilingual education, 
and asked them to document a career-evolving event or events in their 
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lives—to relate how people and happenings helped them shape who they 
were becoming in their professional lives (see Chap. 6). The phenomena we 
were asking people to reflect on were themselves transitional sorts of life 
experiences. However, another aspect of the transition was motivated by 
the very writing of the essays, which we requested be written in a personal 
and narrative form, eschewing jargon, esoteric theorizing, and the voices of 
others (i.e., literature reviews and concomitant citation practices). We were 
not requesting simplistic narratives of "how 1 became a famous person," but 
deeply reflective and personal explorations of unresolved issues in the 
lives of the authors. We asked for the authority of the pieces to emerge out 
of the voices of each author without overt reference to a professional life 
full of the familiar supporting voices of mentors and literatures. We asked 
authors, in other words, to write in what was for many of them an uncon­
ventional academic style about things they had not written about before in 
public. We asked them, I now see in retrospect, to break or bend some of 
the rules of conventional academic discourse. Little did we realize how diffi­
cult it would be for some of us (I include myself here) to shift our discourse 
from our familiar "academic" stances and tones to a more reflective, per­
sonal positioning of ourselves within academe. This game was unfamiliar to 
many of us. 

In short, I believe that changes and transitions of many kinds figure as 
basic to people's experiences with academic writing over time. I don't know 
fully how to characterize these transitions yet. Nevertheless, I see change 
all around me, as well as great resistance to change, in the academic liter­
acy practices of students, teachers, and professional academic writers. Peo­
ple seek stability, yet must change in order to learn and grow—an uncom­
fortable and paradoxical inevitability. 

Identity 

The constructs of transitions and identity intertwine so thoroughly that 
they cannot be separated except artificially for purposes of discussion, 
which is what I continue to do in this section. I must admit up front that I 
discuss the notion of identity with some trepidation, even though I've said 
often in the work that I do that I am more interested in the relationship be­
tween writing and professional or academic identity than I am in micro-
analyzing linguistic aspects of academic texts. This means I must harbor 
some sense of what I mean by identity—a complex, slippery, vague, and even 
misleading term. In its common usage it is probably too abstract and too 
imprecise to serve me well, and I do not have the background in psychol­
ogy to discuss it from that disciplinary perspective. Further complicating 
my discussion of identity is the view from the postmodernist camp that I 
am outdated and misguided in my attraction to the term. I recall once at a 
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conference chatting with a woman at lunch about the term. She informed 
me in the firmest possible way that I would not be able to use the term iden­
tity in a way that the academic community would accept in this postmodern 
era, and that I must, instead, use a term like poststructural subject and talk 
about subject positioning rather than the development of identity. After 
lunch, Roz Ivanic, who had been sitting across from us, told me that she 
herself was just finishing a book in which the word "identity" appeared in 
the title, and as a key concept in her own studies of academic writing 
(Ivanic, 1998). She claimed she had used the term purposely throughout her 
work because it was so commonly (if intuitively) understood, and because 
she wished to reach a broad audience of people without putting off those 
who don't take to postmodern jargon. I resonated with this line of thinking, 
and thus chose to use the word "identity" in my own work, alongside no­
tions of subjectivity and positioning. In the discussion that follows, I offer 
some common sense views of identity that help explain the interests that 
motivated the research that I describe in this book. I wrestle with a more 
theoretical discussion of identity below, "in the voices of others," but refer 
interested readers to (Ivanic's (1994, 1998) more thorough discussion of this 
construct and how it figures in discussions of writers and writing. 

At one level, I see identity as tied up with language in the form of labels, 
and with actions, in the form of what people feel they can do and say in dif­
ferent rhetorical situations. For example, in some settings, I label myself a 
teacher. But if someone asks me what I consider a teacher to be and do, I 
can construe an additional cluster of labels with which to identify myself: 
facilitator, manager, evaluator, mentor, disciplinarian, nurturer, proofread­
er and editor, grammarian, resource person. ... Within one setting, accord­
ing to what I am doing and with whom, I may use or be referred to by one or 
more of these labels, all under the umbrella term "teacher." A common 
sense view of labels, then, includes those that people apply to themselves 
(internal labels), and those that other people apply to them (external la­
bels). These internal and external labels mutually construct each other in 
many cases and clash in others. The fact that people can apply so many dif­
ferent labels (and layers of labels) to themselves and others demonstrates 
that identities are never unitary, but always multiple, even if they describe 
more or less marginal and core aspects of selves. It also demonstrates that 
identities in great part are a matter of perceptions of self and others rather 
than objective and stable constructs. 

In my discussions with doctoral students in sociology (Casanave, 1990, 
1995b; Chap. 4) and with several bilingual academics in Japan (Chap. 5), I 
was interested in how people's labels for themselves changed over time 
within the academic settings in which they were studying and working. One 
man in the sociology program, early in his first year of doctoral studies, la­
beled himself a "graduate student." By the middle of his second year, he 
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was ready to add (not substitute) the label "novice sociologist." One of the 
bilingual academics in Japan that I got to know was still working on his dis­
sertation proposal in communication from an American university during 
the first year of his 3-year research and teaching contract at our university. 
He still saw himself as a graduate student in that first year, and spoke once 
of enjoying "recovering his identity" as a graduate student during a long ac­
ademic break where he had the chance to work on his proposal. He de­
scribed how he loved the uninterrupted time during which he could sur­
round himself with books and papers, as he had done during his graduate 
studies in the United States. By the time he was in the third year of his con­
tract at the Japanese university, however, his view of himself had changed, 
although his dissertation was still not finished. Having seen his first publica­
tions in print, presented at several international conferences, and secured a 
permanent position for the following year at another Japanese university, 
he had begun to see himself as a budding professional academic, one who 
was evolving an identity as a specialist in Japan on simulation and gaming. 

My own labels for myself have changed over the years, suggesting that 
my multiple identities are in flux, an observation that helped generate my 
curiosity about professional identity. To be frank, I was far more comfort­
able in the 1970s when I saw myself rather unambiguously as an ESL spe­
cialist. Then I went to graduate school at Stanford's School of Education for 
doctoral work where there was no ESL subspecialty nor even one called ap­
plied linguistics. I knew that UCLA, where I had also applied, had a much 
stronger, much more clearly defined reputation in the applied linguistics/ 
TESOL (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages) world, and 
sensed at the time that I may have been making a mistake to head north 
(from my hometown in Monterey, California) rather than south. 

But I had been charmed by Stanford's beauty, welcomed by a couple of 
people I knew there, and was delighted to be close enough to home to be 
able to escape to Monterey every weekend. In my second year there, I was 
awarded a teaching fellowship in the ESL program for foreign graduate stu­
dents, so thus kept up with ESL-like practices, and maintained the identity 
of an ESL instructor during my teaching and office hours. But my well-
carved out ESL identity began eroding at the edges the more coursework I 
took in education, linguistics, psychology, sociology, and anthropology, un­
til I realized that the issues I was interested in cut across disciplinary bound­
aries, and pertained not at all exclusively to the ESL world. I left Stanford 
some years later unclear as to how to label myself in my professional life, 
even though my work was still connected with second language education. 

In recent years, my confusion has continued, heightened by the sense of 
misplacement I feel in my work and at all the conferences I attend in compo­
sition, TESOL, and education, while still feeling strong links to each. I don't 
believe that others consider me a professionally confused persona in the 
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particular dramas we are all living and the particular academic games we 
are playing (although I would have to consult with them about this, proba­
bly over a drink). They do not see me as a lost soul seeking a place in aca­
demia to call home. I put on my (serious) act while teaching, presenting at 
conferences, and constructing pieces of writing, so that in these arenas I 
can project an air of authority and a voice that attests to a certain amount 
of experience. It helps that my hair is graying. This act is sometimes so 
much a part of me that it is no longer accurate to call it an act, so perhaps I 
am no more at a loss for professional identity than are those around me. In 
fact, as more personal narratives get into print and as I talk to more people 
about my sense of not belonging,I find that many share my sense of resid­
ing "on the margins" (Edelsky, 1997). I wonder how many of us have trouble 
labeling our professional identities, seeing these identities as coherent and 
unfragmented. I wonder, too, whether the coherent identity is most often a 
perception that others have of us because we play the game well, behaving 
and practicing in ways that fit a certain label. I think it is the doing that 
counts and that constructs the label. 

The people that I discuss in this book, from the literature and from my 
own work, were all doing things with writing that helped them to develop 
identities as competent students, evolving novices, or experts in academic 
fields, and to position them within a variety of fuzzily defined fields and 
subfields. For instance, in Japan, what we were trying to teach undergradu­
ate Japanese students in a course on Academic Reading and Writing was 
a set of behaviors involving interactions with texts and people that were 
typical of practices they might encounter in English-medium universities. 
Although perhaps the goals were unspoken, I believe that we hoped our 
students who studied abroad someday might thus be labeled "business stu­
dent," "sociology student," or "East Asian Studies student," and not just 
"foreign student," or "ESL student." The latter two labels suggest an identity 
of one not yet competent in English, let alone in the text-based practices of 
academic communities. 

At the graduate level, some of the MA and doctoral students I have spo­
ken with over the years entered their graduate programs seeing themselves 
not just as graduate students, but also as teachers or prospective teachers. 
In the course of learning the writing practices of their academic settings, 
some came to see themselves as researchers, or as teacher-researchers be­
cause they were gaining competence in a new set of text-based practices. 
The bilingual academics that I got to know in Japan used writing practices 
to help shape their professional identities both within and outside Japan. 
They maintained and expanded text-related practices with networks of 
readers, co-authors, and colleagues with whom they discussed and pre­
pared work that was designed eventually to end up in print. They used 
these practices, with the written products as the showcased self, to help 
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find their way into multiple academic communities, and even to help shape 
those communities. The established academics in language education that I 
worked with for several years in the production of an edited book were try­
ing to shift their writing practices from conventional academic discourse to 
discourse that was more personal, literary, and narrative in style yet that 
still found outlet in academic publications. This shift involved their expos­
ing to the public a nontraditional academic identity, one characterized less 
by authority and certainty than by change, uncertainty, self-doubt, and 
growth. Constructing essays for the book involved, in a sense, unlearning 
many of the textual practices we had all come to feel were appropriate and 
natural to our professional identities. (It helped that this shift has already 
taken place in some field such as composition studies. See the review of 
studies in Chap. 6.) 

In short, I see all these people's identities, including mine, as in a state of 
flux, and as inextricably linked to writing-related practices that I metaphori­
cally refer to in this book as game-like. All of us constantly assess who we 
are talking to in particular settings in our writing, which helps determine 
what can be said and how it can be said. All are making choices, or strug­
gling to learn to do so, about what kinds of topics, teaching, and research 
interests to pursue and draw on for our writing practices. Some are clear 
about how they are, or want to be, seen ("I am/want to be known as a "), 
and others are less sure. Still, I believe that many of us perceive that our ac­
ademic writing practices centrally influence our evolving identities in our 
academic settings. 

I am tempted to conclude my framing activity with this common sense 
perspective. But others have such interesting things to say about some of 
the same issues. Their views, plus my common sense perspective, have 
helped construct my assumptions about academic literacy games (laid out 
later in this chapter) and guide my research projects over the years. 

FRAMING IN THE VOICES OF OTHERS 

The common sense framework of the issues underlying the case studies in 
this book provides a comfortable way into a complex set of topics that can 
also be framed in other ways. In this section, I frame the issues of practice, 
identity, and disciplinary enculturation in the voices of people whose histo­
ries, experiences, and central concerns differ greatly from mine. Their 
voices differ too, and as I have drafted and redrafted this chapter I have not 
found a way of blending these voices with my own in ways that entirely sat­
isfy me. I'll keep trying in future work. 

Of the many possible frames that I could discuss through the voices of 
others, I explore some that allow me to conceptualize writing games as a 
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type of broader situated social practice as expressed in Etienne Wenger's 
(1998) work on communities of practice and in Sherry Ortner's (1996) the­
ory of situated practice. Ortner, whose work builds partly on that of social 
theorists Pierre Bourdieu and Anthony Giddens, relies heavily on a game 
metaphor. Her ideas have helped me construct the game metaphor used in 
this book. Within a theory of practice I see identity in academic settings as 
constructed in part through the socially situated practice of writing (Ivanic, 
1998), and disciplinary enculturation as centrally involving textual practices 
that help construct academic identities. 

Perspectives on Situated Practice 
in the Voices of Others 

I have found in my work on academic literacy and in my own participation 
in academic literacy practices over the years that university academic life 
is an inherently interesting part of social life and in some ways can be seen 
as a microcosm of the broader social world. It consists of complex social 
and political structures, it brings newcomers into the fold through a variety 
of caretaking and apprenticeship practices, and it perpetuates and revises 
itself over time. I adopt Wenger's (1998) conceptualization of practice as 
"... doing, but not just doing in and of itself. It is doing in a historical and 
social context that gives structure and meaning to what we do. In this 
sense, practice is always social practice" (p. 47). Wenger continues: 

Such a concept of practice includes both the explicit and the tacit. It includes 
what is said and what is left unsaid; what is represented and what is assumed. 
It includes the language, tools, documents, images, symbols, well-defined 
roles, specified criteria, codified procedures, regulations, and contracts that 
various practices make explicit for a variety of purposes. But it also includes 
all the implicit relations, tacit conventions, subtle cues, untold rules of thumb, 
recognizable intuitions, specific perceptions, well-tuned sensitivities, embod­
ied understandings, underlying assumptions, and shared world views, (p. 47) 

Wenger's perspective is satisfying in that it can be applied easily to con­
crete cases of practice, including in academic settings. 

Feminist anthropologist Sherry Ortner's work is similarly tied to con­
crete cases and is similarly satisfying for its emphasis on practice as situ­
ated in the realities of people's lives. Although she builds her theory of 
practice to some extent on the work of other well-known theorists of prac­
tice, such as Pierre Bourdieu (1977a, 1977b, 1991) and Anthony Giddens 
(Cassell, 1993; Giddens, 1979, 1991), she finds that neither grounds his work 
in the concrete details of everyday, observed experience. When I read both 
of these theorists, I was interested in Bourdieu's ideas about routinized and 
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embodied2 behavior patterns and about language as a key aspect of sym­
bolic power within social life, and in Giddens's views about how the rou­
tines of social practices are reproduced over time and space. But like 
Ortner, I missed the connection of these ideas to the details of actual expe­
rience. Instead Bourdieu and Giddens draw on general observations and an­
ecdotes for their examples rather than empirical data from the lives of par­
ticular individuals. 

I was irritated by the position of Bourdieu, for instance, who, in attempt­
ing to escape the objectivist-subjectivist dichotomy, insists on a "break 
with immediate experience" as a way to ensure that the analyst does not re­
duce people's knowledge of the world to personal, practical experience 
(Thompson, in Bourdieu, 1991, p. 11). Giddens (1979, 1991) seems more in­
terested in individual experience and in an analysis of the social world that 
grants individuals autonomy and agency. But like Bourdieu, he wants to un­
derstand the patterned and recursive behaviors of people in a complex 
world, where local and global factors reflexively construct each other. A de­
tailed observation and description of the lives of real people is not needed 
in the work of either scholar, as it was not in Goffman's extraordinary body 
of work (e.g., Goffman, 1959, 1974, 1981). First-hand accounts in this work 
could have provided vivid descriptions of social practices in the flesh and 
thus highlighted the diversity and unpredictability of individual experience. 
Scrutinizing routines and patterns helps me understand the regularities I 
might observe, but I am equally interested in the irregularities and discrep-
ancies—the local and individual details of lived experience that do not 
readily fit the broader patterns. Ortner provides such details in her work. 

I also share with Ortner the critique of Bourdieu's and Giddens's at­
tempts to account for change in existing social practices rather than just 
their reproduction. Both Bourdieu and Giddens portray change as depress­
ingly difficult to effect by people who—in their words—lack resources, capi­
tal, legitimacy, and hence power. This difficulty is particularly evident in 
Bourdieu's work; Giddens pays somewhat more attention to agency and 
intentionality. Both make room for change, in a theoretical sense, noting 
that social practices are not governed by fixed and formal rules, but by in­
formal rules that are susceptible to modification at any point. Still, it is the 
people with resources (Giddens) and with the symbolic capital of authority 
and prestige (Bourdieu) whose voices and practices effect change. 

2My use of the term embodied throughout this book reflects the idea, compatible with 
Bourdieu's use of the term habitus and Wenger's (1998) use of the term embodied, that knowl­
edge and practices over time become routinized such that they are experienced as inseparable 
from one's body. Embodiment, in other words, refers to a felt sense, rather to an intellectual per­
ception, of knowledge. See, e.g., the edited collection by Selzer and Crowley (1999),Rhetorical 
Bodies, for a more specialized view within composition studies. 
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In academic settings men more often than women have these resources, 
not necessarily by virtue of their superior knowledge or ability, but by their 
superior control of the rules of the game and their greater interest in and 
commitment to competitive struggles. But in my studies of academic liter­
acy, many of the people I came to know were women, not by any design of 
the studies, but by chance. As feminist literature has documented, women 
find it especially difficult to get their voices heard and to have those voices 
regarded as authoritative. Donna Haraway (1988) and Sandra Harding 
(1986), for example, in their feminist perspectives on science, treat this 
problem in some depth. After many years of competitive struggle on the 
field of science studies (as Bourdieu might put it), both these scholars have 
managed to develop authoritative and "legitimate" voices in their pursuit of 
nonpatriarchal, multicultural, multivocalic approaches to science. Chris 
Weedon (1997) and Patti Lather (1991), too, authoritatively represent the 
subaltern, women in particular, in their work on feminist poststructuralist 
theory, as does Gesa Kirsch (1993) in her study of the writing lives of aca­
demic women. I wish both Giddens and Bourdieu had paid more attention 
to this struggle of diverse peoples including women and nondominant men 
to be heard, to position themselves in ways that allow them to garner re­
spect, expertise, and agency. 

Ortner (1996) addressed some of these questions in her own theory of 
practice, which is more sensitive to the details of lived experience and to 
the challenges that traditionally powerless people face as they seek ways to 
escape oppression. Although she appreciates efforts by Giddens, Bourdieu, 
and others to construct a theory of practice, she herself wishes to under­
stand how notions of situated and constructed practice fit real people in 
real time and how resistance and negotiation on the part of the dominated 
contribute to social change (she cites the work of Marshall Sahlins as more 
satisfactory in this respect). Existing theories of practice, she notes, treat as 
marginal a number of areas that she wishes to consider central: 

• the multiple and contested forms of power and resistance 
• the many kinds and degrees of agency 
• the many perspectives on identity, viewed as issues of race, class, eth­

nicity, and gender 
• the ways that a concept of structure can more adequately account for 

change (p. 3) 

Ortner recognizes that people are not totally free agents, that their lives 
are to some extent constructed, governed, and constrained by social, cul­
tural, and political factors. But she does not grant too much influence to 
constructivist positions, and indeed wishes to do away altogether with the 
particular dualist fight between constructivist and individualist perspec­
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lives, or at least to realize that it is not necessary to make a choice between 
the two (p. 11). 

These framing perspectives on situated practice offered primarily in the 
voices of Wenger and Ortner will resurface in direct and indirect ways 
throughout this book. But perhaps even more salient as a frame in this 
book is the game metaphor, particularly as it is conceptualized by Ortner 
as part of her theory of practice. 

diner's Game Metaphor. Ortner's (1996) game metaphor helped pro­
vide the theoretical frame for the "writing games" metaphor that I adopt in 
this book. For Ortner, life itself is a serious game and an inherently social 
one. She understands the common sense association between the term 
game and a connotation of play or lightness—a connotation she wishes to 
avoid. In talking about the social practices of actors (agents, subjects, indi­
viduals), she therefore adopts the qualified term serious games to refer to 
the "motivated, organized, and socially complex ways of going about life in 
particular times and places ..." (Ortner, p. 12). She lists the following as­
pects of social life that parallel games in some basic ways, and that recall 
the theatrical and performance metaphors in the work of Erving Goffman. 
These characteristics apply as well to academic settings: 

• Social life is culturally organized in terms of defining categories of ac­
tors, rules, goals, etc. 

• Social life consists of "webs of relationship and interaction between 
multiple, shiftingly interrelated subject positions" in which "none are 
autonomous agents." 

• Still, agency exists in that "actors play with skill, intention, wit, knowl­
edge, intelligence." (p. 12) 

Because the stakes are high, having outcomes that concern positions of 
power and status, people play the many social games around them with 
great seriousness. 

In her own work on Sherpa nunneries and Sherpa mountaineering, Ort­
ner (1996) has been interested in how subalterns, women primarily but in­
cluding nondominant men, find loopholes, slippages, and points of dis­
junction in dominant social structures, and strategically negotiate, resist, 
and transform those structures so as to improve their lives. The people in 
her work find that they are simultaneously constrained by certain "game 
rules" and liberated by the many choices offered by the disjunctions in the 
multiplicity of serious games (colonial, racial, gender ...) they encounter. In 
general, Ortner finds that the game metaphor helps her fashion a theory of 
practice that suits her work better than does the practice-oriented theory 
of scholars like Giddens and Bourdieu, which is less centrally concerned 
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with changes in social practice that will benefit dominated minorities. She 
reasons that using the game perspective opens up the following possibili­
ties for a theory of practice that is friendlier to the subaltern than existing 
theories: 

• The game perspective retains an active intentional subject, without re­
sorting to the unsatisfactory (and discredited, thanks to the postmod­
ernists) notion of free agency and free will. Agents and structures mutu­
ally determine each other in the sense that players are construed by the 
game but simultaneously stretch the game in the act of playing. 

• The game perspective allows the researcher to focus on relations of 
power and authority, since a game is always some kind of contest even if 
only with the self. 

• The game perspective breaks the loop of unchanging reproduction of 
social structures and practices without giving up the notion of struc­
ture. At particular moments, as well as across time, a multiplicity of 
games will be enacted, all of which are characterized by only partial, not 
total, hegemony, (p. 20) 

Ortner's game metaphor thus illuminates how people in concrete settings, 
including academic ones, contest for power, find themselves included and 
excluded, and use intentionality and agency to skillfully and strategically 
play and "stretch" (i.e., change) the game (see Freadman's [1994] use of the 
game metaphor in writing, discussed below). All these activities occur with­
in a social life that is organized in terms of defining categories, rules, goals, 
and webs of relationship and interaction (p. 12). 

In sum, unlike Bourdieu and Giddens, Ortner insists that her framework 
of practice be grounded in concrete cases and that the subaltern have 
agency. This insistence and her skillful use of the game metaphor3 all suit 
my own leanings. Interestingly, Ortner's commitment, and mine, to con­
crete cases may seem to go against traditional notions of "objectivity," a no­
tion that requires distance from historical particulars. However, the objec-
tivity-subjectivity dichotomy is done away with by the idea of "partial 
perspectives," which Haraway (1988) claims is all that is available to us any­
way. Haraway wants to honor multiple and local knowledges without giving 
up accounts of a real world, and hence asserts that a feminist science does 
not need traditional conceptualizations of objectivity: "Feminist objectivity 
means situated knowledges" (italics in original) (p. 581). Haraway's persua­
sive argument for adopting a partial perspective, and her insistence that we 
remain committed to a "real" world (as well as to the idea of historical con­

3see also Bourdieu's (1991, pp. 179–183) clever use of a game metaphor to discuss the 
maneuverings of political groups. 
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tingency) further support my belief in the importance of looking at concrete 
cases of situated literacy practices in academic settings and help protect 
me from feeling put off or intimidated by the totalizing tendencies of grand­
er social theories. 

Academic Writing as a Game-Like Situated Social Practice. The view 
of writing as situated social practice represents a radical shift away from 
the stalled-out programs that conceptualized writing as a cognitive prob-
lem-solving endeavor, where researchers were trying to model through 
flow charts and computer simulations the mental processes that people 
used as they engaged in writing activities (e.g., Flower & Hayes, 1981). This 
approach tended to neglect crucial social factors that now seem insepara­
ble from the practice of writing (Barton, Hamilton, & Ivanic, 2000; Baynham, 
1995; Flower, 1994; Gee, 1990; Kress, 1993; MacDonald, 1994; Miller, 1984; 
Street, 1995). The view of writing as a situated social practice also repre­
sents a shift away from a characterization of genre as consisting primarily 
of conventionalized textual formalisms to one in which textual patterns and 
regularities are considered to be aspects of broader social and rhetorical 
practices. This shift parallels the one in sociolinguistics, where otherwise 
quantitative studies of linguistic variation in speech communities have 
been enriched by including local and situated ethnographic perspectives 
(Eckert, 2000). 

Perhaps the social turn in studies of writing was triggered by Carolyn 
Miller (1984), who turned a few heads by writing what became a seminal 
piece on genre. In that piece, revised slightly for its appearance in an edited 
volume on rhetoric (Freedman & Medway, 1994), Miller described genre not 
as a form, but as typified, or recurrent, rhetorical and social action. Unlike 
the concept of uniqueness, the concept of recurrence depends entirely on 
social factors—the intersubjective agreement (read: construction) by peo­
ple of what it is that recurs. As did Alfred Schutz (1970) in his sociological 
theory of typification, Miller (1994a) claims that "what recurs is not a mate­
rial situation (a real, objective, factual event) but our construal of a type" 
(p. 29), and that this act of construction occurs in response to a social mo­
tive ("exigence" p. 30). In a more recent article in which she rethinks her 
original piece on genre, Miller (1994b) laments specifically the typical first 
year college writing program in which genre tends not to be treated as so­
cial action. Rather, the typical college writing program "turns what should 
be a practical art of achieving social ends into a productive art of making 
texts that fit certain formal requirements" (p. 67). But because homogeneity 
and harmony are not the defining characteristics of a rhetorical commu­
nity, textual formalities represent a deeper social practice. It is the centripe­
tal forces of genre—those forces that provide a sense of sameness and re­
currence such as narrative—that prevent the rhetorical community from 
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flying apart in a centrifugal display of disunity and diversity (Miller, 1994b, 
p. 74). Following Ortner (1996) at the broader social level and Freadman 
(1994) at the level of writing, I use the metaphor of games to help character­
ize these diverse yet patterned relationships and practices in academic set­
tings where writing is a central activity. 

In beginning her discussion of the game metaphor to describe her view 
of genre, Anne Freadman (1994) points out that at its simplest, the meta­
phor suggests that facility with a genre involves writers learning the rules 
of the game, understanding what roles the participants can play, and then 
practicing the skills until they can play correctly. As Freadman says, this 
view implies that a text is the output of a set of rules, where some speech-
like action is done with words (Austin, 1967; Searle, 1978; Wittgenstein, 1953) 
according to those rules. She calls this a "recipe theory" of genre (p. 46), 
and notes its inadequacies in accounting for the many recalcitrant exam­
ples in the textual world. 

A better use of the game metaphor, Freadman points out, looks at the 
rules that distinguish one game from another, such as the game of tennis 
from the game of chess, not as rules that lead to a product but as rules for 
how to play. In tennis, we can think of the game as the giving and receiving 
of tennis balls, but this view places no particular value on the shots in ten­
nis. A tennis shot, says Freadman, takes on value by what it enables, and 
what it prevents, for each player. A return, for example, takes its particular 
shape depending on the skill of the server and the skill of the receiver. 
Without this "uptake," which is determined by particular interactions be­
tween players, there is no game. In other words, a game consists not of its 
rules per se, but of the practice of its rules, including the ceremony of the 
game—activities surrounding the actual game (warm-up, opening and clos­
ing rituals, ways of keeping track of scores, and so on). 

Freadman takes issue with the idea that a text is "in" a genre, or that a 
genre is "in" a text (that the features of texts and genres are describable in 
terms of each other), preferring instead in her game analogy to require that a 
genre consist of at least two texts, in some kind of dialogical interaction. Her 
examples include: a theoretical debate; a brief and report; a play and audi­
ence response; and an essay question, the essay, and its feedback (p. 48). 
Such a view accords with Bakhtin's (1981) notion of the dialogically situated 
nature of utterances, and with Bazerman's (1994b) descriptions of "systems 
of genres" in complex texts, which are characterized by multiple actions and 
effects. In his analysis of patents, for example, Bazerman (1994b) notes that a 
patent consists not of a single-genre document, but of a legal activity, "in es­
sence, a complex web of interrelated genres where each participant makes 
a recognizable act or move in some recognizable genre, which then may be 
followed by a certain range of appropriate generic responses by others" (pp. 
96-97). Such relationships help define writing games. 
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Another potentially useful concept discussed by Freadman in her genre-
as-game analogy is that of place. Place constitutes genre, she claims, not 
formal linguistic features. Form, rather, is determined by a text's place and 
function within ceremonies (p. 60), "once the 'receiver' is positioned in the 
right game" (p. 63, italics in original). Learning to write, therefore, 

... is learning to appropriate and occupy a place in relation to other texts, 
learning to ensure that the other chapwill play the appropriate game with you, 
and learning to secure a useful uptake: The rules for playing, the rules of play, 
and the tricks of the trade, (pp. 63-64) 

John Swales (1990), too, in his discussions of genre, points out the game-
like nature of people's participation in discourse communities when he 
notes that people who participate in specialized communities do not neces­
sarily assimilate the community's values. For a variety of reasons (an obvi­
ous one being if one is a novice who is either transitioning into an unfamil­
iar community or who is participating in one or more communities 
primarily for instrumental reasons), people may take on roles and behav­
iors that help them achieve their purposes, without necessarily taking on 
the identity of a believer. He notes that there is "enough pretense, decep­
tion and face-work around to suggest that the acting out of roles is not that 
uncommon," and that in academic settings, students who take courses in a 
variety of disciplines seem to survive without "developing multiple person­
alities" (p. 30). Regardless of whether academic writers take on the identi­
ties of full-fledged members, the value of the game metaphor is that it can 
help us understand the strategic and negotiated nature of literacy practices 
in the academy and thereby help us understand more about who we are 
and how we define and position ourselves in academic settings. 

Perspectives on Identity in the Voices of Others 

The term identity can be used in many more senses than I can possibly re­
view in this book. I am restricting my uses to the common sense one dis­
cussed earlier in the chapter and to its use in discussions of how the self is 
positioned within communities of practice and within communities of aca­
demic writers in particular. In the studies I review and report on in this 
book, I was regularly struck by the extent to which people in academic set­
tings develop identities as academic writers in a social and political as well 
as linguistic environment. In such an environment, or community of prac­
tice in Wenger's (1998) terms, people's identities are shaped by a variety of 
factors, including fundamentally how we participate in a community's prac­
tices and reposition ourselves from the role of newcomer on the sidelines 
of a game to the accomplished player's more central place. Within a com­
munity, identities are also shaped by labels and credentials that both re­
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fleet and construct who we are (Bourdieu, 1991). Most pertinent to the case 
studies in this book, when people write something for public consumption 
in academic settings (even if just for one teacher), they represent them­
selves in their writing—they construct what Ivanic (1994, 1998) calls a dis­
coursal identity. These views on identity will help us see how freshmen in 
college, for instance, participate in disciplinary communities in one way 
and professors who conduct and write about research participate in those 
same communities in a very different way. Their specific communities of 
practice, the labels and credentials affixed to them, and the representations 
of themselves in their writings all differ greatly, with the result that their 
identities vary widely within the same general setting. 

Wenger's Identity Construction in Communities of Practice. Etienne 
Wenger (1998) and Jean Lave (1996, 1997) studied how people's identities 
evolve as they participate in and learn from the practices of their communi­
ties. In Lave's (1996) work on situated learning, identity is intimately con­
nected with learning in the sense that within communities of practice, learn­
ers (including teachers) are "becoming kinds of persons" as they change 
how they participate in the community's practices and as they engage in 
"identity-making life projects" (p. 157). Hence, "identity, knowing, and social 
membership entail one another" (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 53). 

In Wenger's (1998) later work, the author devotes a major portion of his 
book to an elaborated discussion of identity using concrete examples from 
his study of insurance claims processors. He calls identity a "negotiated ex­
perience" in which we "define who we are by the way we experience our 
selves through participation as well as by the ways we and others reify our 
selves" (p. 149). The key aspects of identity in Wenger's formulation include 
the following: 

• Identity as community membership, in which people define who they 
are by what they find familiar and unfamiliar; 

• Identity as a learning trajectory, in which people define themselves by 
past experiences and future possibilities; 

• Identity as a nexus of multimembership, in which people reconcile their 
many forms of membership into a coherent conceptualization of self; 

• Identity as a relationship between local and global ways of belonging to 
communities of practice, (p. 149) 

Identities are not fixed, in other words, but constantly being reconstructed 
and negotiated through different practices and modes of belonging. For my 
purposes in academic settings, I view people's identities as continually in 
the process of being constructed as the members of academic communities 
learn to engage in different sets of practices and envision themselves on dif­
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ferent possible trajectories. Students, teachers, and researchers all come to 
an academic setting with a history, with a more or less well-defined sense of 
where they want to go, and with opportunities to engage in practices that 
define them as members of the school community and perhaps also as 
emergent or expert members of a disciplinary or rhetorical community. 

As Wenger reminds us, and as is obvious in the many studies of aca­
demic literacy that I review in this book, the processes of developing an 
identity as someone who belongs to a community of practice may be filled 
with tension, conflict, and abuses of power. Newcomers inevitably feel the 
foreignness of unfamiliar practices, the unwieldiness of new forms and 
tools of communication, and relationships with more experienced partici­
pants that are not necessarily harmonious. Freshman writers, new graduate 
students, and novice faculty members alike need to figure out how to par­
ticipate competently in their academic subcommunities (to become skillful 
and strategic players) and to see themselves and these communities in rela­
tion to a broader academic enterprise. Identity construction and learning to 
belong go hand and hand, in other words, and both take time and effort and 
may never be complete. 

In sum, the identity-transforming phenomenon of learning in Lave's situ­
ated activity theory and Wenger's communities of practice perspective 
does not involve learners' internalizing transmitted knowledge (Reddy, 
1979) as much as it does their "increasing participation in communities of 
practice" (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 49). Within communities of practice of 
many kinds, learners' roles and identities thus evolve over time as mem­
bers change their patterns of participation. Both the communities of prac­
tice and the people themselves, "masters" and "apprentices," are trans­
formed in the process. 

Labels and Credentials. In institutions of higher education, people are 
identified greatly by how they participate in the practices of the academic 
community. But they are also identified in part by the labels and credentials 
attached to them. These signify that they have undergone the routines that 
are expected of title holders: An "A" or a "D" student, a holder of an MA de­
gree, and an associate professor are all seen to be certain kinds of people. 
Bourdieu (1991) is interested in the ways that identity is constructed through 
such linguistic and ritualized processes in which identity comes about only 
when people recognize it as legitimate (cf. Lave and Wenger's, 1991, notion of 
"legitimate peripheral participation"). People "possess power in proportion 
to their symbolic capital, i.e., in proportion to the recognition they receive 
from a group" (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 106). Labels and credentials help construct 
this legitimacy. 

Bourdieu (1991) refers here to the "theory effect" (cf. Giddens's [1991] 
notion of reflexivity)—the way that the expressions of a theory both de­
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scribe something and, by its expression, bring about the construct or 
phenomenon being described (p. 133). A person's identity is constructed in 
similar ways, suggesting the power of labels and naming that usually ac­
company credentialing rites. Others have investigated this phenomenon in 
concrete cases, noting the power of labels to create that which they de­
scribe: McCarthy (1991) and McCarthy and Gerring (1994) discuss the influ­
ence of categories and labels of mental illnesses in the standard manual 
from the American Psychiatric Association in constructing the diseases 
they describe; Ravotas and Berkenkotter (1998; Berkenkotter & Ravotas, 
1997) document how a patient's descriptions of herself get translated into 
the language of the same manual; and McDermott (1993) and Mehan (1993) 
demonstrate the power of labels to construct the identities of children in 
schools, often to the detriment of the children. In educational settings 
where credentialing procedures obtain, notes Bourdieu, the same labels 
and "formally defined criteria" that help construct identity also create the 
mechanisms by which inequalities are constructed and sustained (Bour­
dieu, 1991, p. 24). Those without credentials that are recognized as legiti­
mate are unable to construct identities that may in fact match their abilities 
and goals. They remain outsiders. 

The Construct/on of Academic Identities. In academic settings as else­
where, labels, credentials, and behaviors need to match for identities to be 
convincing to self and others. However, both first and second language 
writers at all levels in academic communities face the difficulty of figuring 
out what to do and who they are amidst multiple and conflicting practices, 
as the studies that I review in this book show. A student who is categorized 
as a freshman faces one set of expectations, and one who is labeled a grad­
uate student faces others. 

It is not that academic institutions consciously set out to subvert the ef­
forts of students and new faculty to construct coherent academic identities. 
In the case of expectations for writing practices for students, for example, 
institutional and teacher-produced guidelines often abound. The expecta­
tions as written out, however, may not be transparently obvious to stu­
dents, nor are the guidelines for writing themselves necessarily coherent or 
consistent (Lea & Street, 1999). Learning the game rules and constructing 
identities as participants in the game seem to involve the uncomfortable 
process of actual trial and error practice and of gradually garnering aware­
ness of patterns across conflicting behaviors and practices from more ex­
pert participants, whose own knowledge may remain largely tacit. In all 
cases of identity construction in academic settings, identity is shaped in 
general by power relations among game players and more specifically by 
the discoursal constructions of self in the writing that people do. 

In the case of the second language academic community, some theorists 
have described it as a heterogeneous community where struggle and con­
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testation are inevitable as people position and reposition themselves within 
networks of unequal power (Cummins, 1996; Ivanic & Camps, 2001; McKay & 
Wong; 1996; Norton, 1997, 2000; Peirce, 1995). Within such communities, 
learners' social identities shift in accordance with their investment (Norton, 
2000; Peirce, 1995) in the language they are learning. However, these points 
apply not only to the second language community, but to the so-called first 
language community as well. Roz Ivanic's (1998) study of eight mature un­
dergraduate students brings alive this heterogeneity within a predomi­
nantly mainstream group of students (two were African-American) and fo­
cuses on issues of identity that arose as the students made choices about 
how to position themselves in their academic communities via the essays 
they wrote for their college classes. "Writing does not just convey informa­
tion," she reminds us; "it also conveys something about the writer" (Ivanic, 
1994, p. 3). Her theorizing about and case studies of identity construction by 
writers in academic settings help frame my own studies and demonstrate 
vividly how "writing is more than writing." 

Ivanic's theoretical conceptualization of academic identity was influ­
enced by sociologists Giddens and Goffman and by sociolinguists Halliday 
(e.g., 1978), Fairclough (e.g., 1992), and Gee (1990) among others, all of 
whom are especially interested in social interaction and social positioning 
of self with networks of power and influence in society. Ivanic's particular 
interests draw her to the sociopolitical aspects of identity in academic set­
tings as seen in the ways that writing and identity intersect. She expresses 
this connection as follows: 

Writing is an act of identity in which people align themselves with socio­
culturally shaped possibilities for self-hood, playing their part in reproducing 
or challenging dominant practices and discourses, and the values, belief and 
interests which they embody, (p. 32) 

Always embedded in a sociopolitical context, a relationship explored ear­
lier by Clark and Ivanic (1997) and later by Ivanic and Camps (2001) in a 
study of L2 writers, the act of writing itself requires that writers negotiate a 
discoursal self amidst a wide array of choices about who to align them­
selves with. Hence there is no such thing as "impersonal writing" (Ivanic, 
1998, p. 32). Moreover, writers bring many selves to the task of writing, in­
cluding an autobiographical self built from life histories, a discoursal self 
that is purposely constructed a particular way for a particular piece of writ­
ing, and a self as author—someone who can speak with authority with vary­
ing degrees of confidence. The multiplicity of contexts, of selves, and of 
practices that surround the activity of writing in academic settings leads 
Ivanic to insist that we must speak of literacies, not literacy—that there is no 
single thing called "literacy" that people acquire or exhibit. 
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Ivanic's view of identities and literacies as multiple allow her to escape 
the notion of an all-powerful discourse community that molds student writ­
ers into clones of full-fledged members. Instead, as she found in the cases 
of the eight students she worked with, academic literacies develop on a 
playing field that is characterized by tension and conflict and by ongoing 
struggle between the academic institution and its members. Students bring 
"multiple practices and possibilities for self-hood" to academic institutions 
(Ivanic, 1998, p. 106) and position themselves in relation to institutional dis­
courses in a variety of ways (Hirvela & Belcher, 2001; Ivanic & Camps, 2001), 
making challenges to the status quo almost inevitable. 

The perspectives on identity that I have reviewed blend nicely to help 
me see writers' identities in ways that neither essentialize them nor suggest 
they are blindly shaped by disciplinary socialization experiences. Writers 
bring personal histories to every writing task; they necessarily learn by ac­
tive choice or by default that the acts and products of writing position them 
within sociopolitical networks in academic communities and are associated 
with various labels and credentials; and they learn that the discoursal 
selves they construct in particular pieces of writing will be seen by readers 
in particular ways whether that self feels authentic to the writer or not. In 
accordance with this complex conceptualization of academic identity, I em­
brace in this book the belief that diversity, contestation, and change char­
acterize all people in educational settings, and that people's efforts to make 
sense of all this complexity will be evident somehow in their stories about 
themselves and in their writing. 

Practice, Identity, and Disciplinary Enculturation 

To conclude this discussion of framing in the voices of others, I turn to 
ways that the concepts of practice and identity help characterize what has 
been called disciplinary enculturation. The term captures some of the rich­
ness and complexity of what it means to learn how to participate in the spe­
cialized activities of people who live and work in academic settings and 
who hold (or behave as though they hold) certain values and beliefs about 
what knowledge is and does. As the previous discussion of practice and 
identity predicts, a concept like disciplinary enculturation helps clarify why 
people might feel like outsiders or strangers (McCarthy, 1987) when they 
begin university work at undergraduate and graduate levels, and why later 
they feel at home in their departments and subfields. 

The term disciplinary enculturation implies that something like a "disci­
plinary community" or "rhetorical community" exists into which people be­
come enculturated. The community metaphor is a powerful conceptualizer 
that can help frame how people interpret their own and others' experiences 
as they learn how to participate in specialized activities in academic or 
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other settings (Swales, 1990; Wenger, 1998). It implies there are insiders and 
outsiders, people who either belong or don't belong to particular communi­
ties. However, the term disciplinary enculturation doesn't convey the partial­
ity and layered complexity of the enculturation experience. Wenger's (1998) 
notion of communities of practice helps complexify this particular reifica­
tion. In particular, Wenger counters the myth that at the beginning of an en­
culturation process people do not share the values and practices of a par­
ticular community and that later, through the process of enculturation, 
they do, in quite unambiguous and uncomplicated ways. Wenger docu­
ments and theorizes about the complexity of the process in ways that sup­
port the discoveries I made through my own experiences and learned 
about from the people whose stories appear in this book. When I use the 
term enculturation in this book, therefore, I intend it to refer to an experi­
ence that is ongoing, layered, and necessarily always incomplete. 

The term community deceives too, as Miller (1994b) has noted, with its 
implications of clear physical boundaries and of a physically contiguous 
group of like-minded people. But if we resist the temptation to reify the com­
munity metaphor, and see a community instead as characterized by shared 
values and practices (Swales, 1990) that can function over distances via 
writing and electronic media, then the metaphor retains its usefulness. 
Seen in this broader, less physically constraining way, we can understand 
the many ways that people belong to and identify with some communities 
and not with others, and the partiality of most of these senses of belonging. 
Further, once practicing as insiders, people may not even be aware of the 
many factors that distinguish them from outsiders. Their knowledge be­
comes tacit, felt, embodied. 

Disciplinary enculturation, then, can be seen as a process in which nov­
ice community members learn to engage in a community's practices and 
hence to participate in ways that redefine their identities. Texts and peo-
ple's relationships with texts and with other people who are producers and 
users of texts lie at the heart of the process. Some years ago, Thomas Kuhn 
(1970), Stephen Toulmin (1972), and Clifford Geertz (1983) described disci­
plinary communities and enculturation in ways that highlight the centrality 
of texts and of the social, political, and technical practices surrounding their 
production. Like Wenger (1998), these earlier scholars also saw practice, rep­
ertoires of techniques and tools, and multigenerational relationships as cen­
tral to the construction and perpetuation of scientific communities. 

More recently, Paul Prior (1998) documented at length the social nature 
of disciplinary communities and enculturation. Disciplinary communities 
and enculturation processes are about people and their activities rather 
than about forms, rules, and abstractions as some structuralist approaches 
suggest. In the sociohistoric view that he adopts, he sees enculturation in­
stead as an unstable, multivocalic social process in which clear divisions 
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cannot be drawn between members and nonmembers and between expert 
and novice practices. Following Lave and Wenger (1991), he characterizes 
activity in a disciplinary community as complex relationships and practices 
among people (Prior, 1998, p. 21). Activity as a social construct then be­
comes a core unit of analysis in studies of disciplinary communities and en­
culturation (Engestrom, 1993; Russell, 1995, 1997). However, in disciplin­
arity, "much of the work of alignment is centered around texts, around the 
literate activities of reading and writing" (Prior, 1998, p. 27). Prior described 
the centrality of textual practices in disciplinary enculturation as follows: 

This literate activity is central to disciplinary enculturation, providing oppor­
tunity spaces for (re)socialization of discursive practices, for foregrounding 
representations of disciplinarity, and for negotiating trajectories of participa­
tion in communities of practice, (p. 32) 

The earlier views of enculturation are not inimical to this social and tex­
tual view; they are just incomplete. After all, when Toulmin and Kuhn were 
writing about enculturation and practices in scientific communities, the fas­
cinating landmark social studies of the differences between how scientists 
actually work and how they represent their work in texts had not yet been 
written (e.g., Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984; Knorr-Cetina, 1981; Latour & Woolgar, 
1986). Neither Toulmin nor Kuhn fully appreciated how messy, partial, and 
political the process of enculturation was. What they did appreciate, and 
what is implicit in later studies of disciplinary enculturation, is the fact that 
in order to demonstrate their grasp of a discipline's knowledge and prac­
tices, novices need to display their knowledge publicly. Unexpressed, intu­
itive knowledge does not count. One of the main ways that all participants 
in a disciplinary community demonstrate their "legitimacy" (Bourdieu, 1991; 
Lave & Wenger, 1991) is thus through the texts they write. Written texts em­
body a disciplinary group's (or subgroup's as is more often the case) intel­
lectual traditions, practices, and values and thus link writers' identities to 
particular groups. 

In sum, the concepts of practice, identity, and enculturation into disci­
plinary or rhetorical communities intertwine in fluid yet inextricable ways. 
In academic settings in higher education, texts lie at the heart of this inter­
mingling. First, because the texts that have been chosen for use in an edu­
cational setting are discrete products that have been created through prac­
tice by the community's elders and sanctioned by the local and global 
community, they appear to represent a field's authoritative wisdom—its le­
gitimated end products of knowledge-building research activities. Second, 
texts reflect attitudes toward and beliefs about knowledge by virtue of the 
ways that knowledge is represented, even if no explicit theoretical stance is 
taken in the document. In this sense, to produce a discipline-specific text is 
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to identify with an intellectual and epistemological tradition whether or not 
one intends to or is aware of such a commitment. Third, as end products of 
the inherently messy and often serendipitous as well as conventionally con­
strained activities of researching and composing, texts construct and trans­
form reality into the discrete entities we call knowledge. Such order is not 
found in the laboratory or in the field, but is created in the act of producing 
a public, discipline-specific document. Finally, through the practices sur­
rounding the production of texts, participants in academic community prac­
tices shape, change, and represent their own identities as community mem­
bers. Over time writers in academic settings learn the social, political, and 
rhetorical games of how to orchestrate written texts so that realities and 
identities are constructed from the imperfections and complexities of 
school tasks, research activities, and conceptual explorations. This book 
examines how writers learn these games and how their changing practices 
influence how they see themselves and their shifting positions within their 
academic communities. 

ASSUMPTIONS: THE END OF THE BEGINNING 

I cannot identify all the sources of my assumptions and beliefs about aca­
demic literacy practices. Some can be traced to my own experiences (hence 
the importance of including bits of personal history in this book), some to 
readings I have done over the years such as those represented above "in 
the voices of others" and mulled over during long walks and discussed with 
interested colleagues, and some to the ideas expressed by colleagues them­
selves, who also developed their own assumptions within webs of multiple 
influences. Bakhtin (1981, 1986) would no doubt inform me that the hetero­
glossic development of my beliefs was not only normal, but inevitable. 

First, like many linguists and writing specialists, I believe that writing is 
(pardon the expression) an unnatural act. People need to be taught to write 
in ways they do not need to be taught in order to speak, the arbitrariness of 
the sounds and shapes of speech being extended one level further to arbi­
trary visual signs and symbols of sounds and meanings. Not only is writing 
in general unnatural, writing in schools is a specialized kind of writing fa­
voring some ways of representing meaning and not others. The How-to-
Write-in-School game is one that everyone in school settings needs to learn, 
whether they are starting from scratch or whether they have a head start in 
understanding the dominant written discourses of whatever culture they 
belong to. 

Second, I assume that the acquisition of school-based literacy practices 
happens both interactively and incompletely. A practice like that of writing 
and reading cannot possibly develop from the one-way transmission of 
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knowledge of how to write from expert to novice. Students may learn about 
writing in this way, but they will not learn to write until they themselves 
write and discover whether their writing successfully communicates some­
thing (to others or to themselves as readers). However, writers of any age 
or level of expertise never develop complete control over their ideas and 
their language—their knowledge of the practice of writing can in principle 
continue evolving indefinitely even if such development comes to a halt for 
one reason or another. Moreover, as a linear representation of nonlinear 
ideas, writing necessarily represents only incompletely the ideas and iden­
tities of individual writers, which are both too complex and multidimen­
sional to be reconstructed fully into lines of visual symbols. 

Third, I assume that people who write in academic communities do so 
from a wide range of starting places, purposes, and interests. The diversity 
makes the job of teaching (teaching anything, not just writing) challenging, 
since no matter how teachers may try, individual students will inevitably 
end up in different places, achieving course objectives in their own ways, 
for their own purposes, and to the extent that their own talents, under­
standings, and interests allow. In university-level academic writing games, 
this diversity means that no disciplinary canon, if such a thing exists, will 
ever be acquired in its entirety by even the most accomplished of develop­
ing writers. Writers in disciplines therefore contribute to change and nov­
elty within their specialties even if they don't intend to do so, if for no other 
reason than lockstep disciplinary socialization is impossible to achieve. 

Fourth, I assume that academic writing includes many kinds of text-
based literate behaviors, including reading and talking, hence my use of the 
terms academic writing and academic literacy practices interchangeably. 
However, I also assume that academic literacy practices are more than text-
based; they are also deeply social and political. I am in good company here 
(see, e.g., Barton, Hamilton, & Ivanic, 2000; Baynham, 1995; Benesch, 2001; 
Canagarajah, 2001; Clark & Ivanic, 1997; Gee, 1990; Kress, 1993; Luke, de 
Castell, & Luke, 1989; Street, 1995). People in schools (not just students) 
write in social settings in conditions where hierarchies of power influence 
how and what they write. 

Finally, I assume that my knowledge as a researcher and my ability to 
convey my ideas in writing in a publication such as this one are both incom­
plete and biased for at least two reasons. One is that I cannot escape my 
own background experiences, interests, and motivations. They will color all 
I do, from my choice of research topics to my interpretations of what I see 
and hear in my research activities. The second reason is that whatever I 
learn from others about their writing experiences is not only colored by my 
own biases and interests; it is also necessarily partial and biased knowledge 
from their perspectives. I end up knowing my informants incompletely no 
matter how deeply I try to probe and no matter how many angles I try to 
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view them from. I then add to my incomplete and faulty knowledge the fact 
that any research report that I write up necessarily selects only a small por­
tion of data to display that I hope will convince readers, and myself, that I 
have made accurate and trustworthy observations and interpretations. The 
good news in this potentially bleak picture is that all writers and research­
ers are in the same partially constructed boat, including those following 
paradigms of the so-called objective or scientific type. 

Taken together, my assumptions express my sense that I will never be 
able to comprehend fully the complexity of academic writing games or the 
diversity of writers. Such completeness and accuracy are therefore not my 
goals in writing about writing practices. Instead, I hope my assumptions re­
lay the excitement and challenge of studying a practice as diverse and com­
plex as is writing in general and of exploring the vagaries of writing at the 
university level in particular. Part of the excitement comes from realizing 
that it is useless for me to seek fixed answers or to try to convey the sense 
that there is a fixed body of knowledge to be learned about writing prac­
tices. The other part of the challenge comes from my conviction that schol­
arship about writing practices is about people as much as it is about texts 
and that one of my responsibilities is to talk about people who write in a 
way that resonates with readers who write. 

CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY 

In this book I explore facets of academic identities and practices in transi­
tion by means of case studies and literacy autobiographies (a kind of self 
case study?). A case study is a detailed examination of one setting or of a 
limited number of people in one setting over a period of time that is long 
enough for the people to get to know each other as more than distanced 
and disinterested researcher and observed subject. As described by Strauss 
(1987), case studies cover a temporal span, and involve just one social unit, 
in my case, a person rather than an organization. Traditional scientific 
gauges of worthiness, such as generalizability and validity are misapplied 
to case studies and other qualitative inquiry, which need to be evaluated by 
other means (Donmoyer, 1990; Eisner & Peshkin, 1990) such as credibility 
and relevance. 

Case studies are becoming increasingly powerful research methods in 
fields like education (Donmoyer, 1990) and language learning (Nunan,1992), 
appreciated for their in-depth observations of one site, one individual, or 
one group. In addition to close observation by researchers, one of the main 
data gathering techniques is interviews in which people narrate events and 
life stories to researchers who function as interested listeners. Narration, in 
fact, lies at the core of the case study (Newkirk, 1992). But researchers 
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themselves are storytellers, as has been pointed out by many scholars 
(Brodkey, 1987; Conle, 1997, 1999; Connelly & Clandinin, 1990; Newkirk, 
1992). Although there are different kinds of case studies and case histories 
(Bogdan & Biklen, 1982; Strauss, 1987), mine are about people, including my­
self as both the teller of other people's stories and of my own. I wish to in­
clude myself rather openly as a character in this book, because the stories 
of the roles that academic writing plays in my life are as much mine as they 
are my informants'. As is the case with perhaps most research, mine began 
with questions and curiosities that unsettled me during graduate school, a 
time when I saw my professional identity being both shaped and undone by 
the serious games I was learning to play in my particular settings. 

Case studies are rarely brought together and discussed under one con­
ceptual umbrella. More work of the sort that contextualizes and synthe­
sizes case studies is needed in the literature on academic and professional 
writing, and in Writing Games I contribute to this effort. Some of the case 
studies I present in the book are summaries of studies done by other schol­
ars. These particular studies are ones that detail in more or less effective 
ways the experiences of writers in academic settings. The ones most perti­
nent to my own work are those that track the writers' transitions, usually 
from the uncomfortable state of being a novice to the more familiar one of 
having learned the ropes. 

The other case studies are my own—ones that formed parts of several 
different projects over a 10-year period beginning with my dissertation 
work in the late 1980s. While I have not included case study analyses di­
rectly from my dissertation in this book—the analyses and discussions were 
all done after 1990 when I moved to Japan—the data for the story of Virginia, 
a first year student in a doctoral program in sociology, come from this ear­
lier period (Chap. 4). Other case study data come from several studies I did 
from my base at Keio University in Japan (Chaps. 2 and 5) and from a proj­
ect with masters students in second and foreign language education in 
Monterey, California while on a sabbatical leave (Chap. 3). In all these stud­
ies, I interviewed a small number of volunteer informants—students, teach­
ers, and faculty members—multiple times, and got to know many of them 
quite well as friends and colleagues. I interviewed most people from a set of 
written guidelines I had prepared (see Appendices), but expected our talk 
to develop in natural rather than constrained ways. After the first few inter­
views, I tended to let issues that had come up feed into the themes of subse­
quent interviews. As such, I was never absolutely sure where one of these 
conversations would lead, nor where the entire series of conversations 
would end up. I was mainly interested in listening to what people had to say 
about themselves, about their writing and their writing practices and atti­
tudes, and in watching them discover things about themselves as writers 
along the way. This self-discovery that often results from in-depth open in­
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terviews—the learning that happens as people listen to themselves put feel­
ings and experiences into words—contributed both to the clarity and com­
plexity with which people I interviewed view key issues in their lives. 
Although I did not systematically analyze writing or program documents, 
we often talked with pieces of writing in front of us—course syllabi, assign­
ment descriptions, drafts or final versions of papers that I had copies of. I 
was interested in how particular pieces of writing developed from assign­
ment guidelines, templates, models, or professional requirements and in 
writers' interactions with and responses to feedback from teachers, peers, 
and editors. I taped and transcribed all interviews. 

I also attended and took detailed field notes in three or more sessions of 
selected undergraduate and masters classes of some of the case study par­
ticipants, and most sessions of three first year core classes in theory and 
methods of a small cohort of doctoral students in sociology. In the cases of 
the young bilingual faculty in Japan, I interviewed them multiple times over 
a 2-year period, following written guidelines, and often discussing pieces of 
written work in their offices on campus or in mine. However, I did not visit 
any classes they were teaching, nor did we talk much about their teaching, 
which seemed to occupy a separate niche in their academic lives. 

As is normal for studies using narrative inquiry (Clandinin & Connelly, 
1994, 2000; Connelly & Clandinin, 1990) and grounded theory (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990), 1 did not begin with a system of categories that I imposed on 
my experiences. It was inevitable of course that I began all of my studies 
with concerns that stemmed from my own experiences and interests, and 
to deny this fact would be dishonest. Moreover, it was also inevitable that 
over time I began to perceive issues that people talked to me about as clus­
tering in certain ways and not in others, and that my discussions, no matter 
how I try to adhere to the stories themselves, will reflect these clusterings. 
My interpretations, therefore, are my stories of the stories of others. I have 
no interest at the moment in other analytical games such as model building 
and theory construction, although I hope I have come to understand con­
crete events in terms of larger social practices with the help of several of 
the compelling theoretical constructs that I discussed earlier. 

To be honest, I do not really care for the term case studies to describe 
what I am doing even though the term is now common in qualitative re­
search in education. The term strikes me as too clinical and too impersonal. 
I want to interact with, analyze, and depict real people, not cases, and to im­
part an embodied sense of their selves in the stories I construct. At one 
point, I wondered if, in contrast to the case study approach, I should be 
adopting and adapting Sarah Lawrence-Lightfoot's technique of "portrai­
ture" to help me depict the people I got to know (Lawrence-Lightfoot & Da­
vis, 1997). Portraiture, as described and exemplified by Lawrence-Lightfoot 
and Davis felt like what I wanted to do. It uses methods from ethnography, 
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case study, and narrative inquiry; it pays acute attention to detail; it allows 
for literary and esthetic dimensions to complement complex empirical phe­
nomena; and it brings readers into settings and into people's lives in richly 
detailed and humanistic ways. 

But I would be cheating somewhat if I now looked back on my many 
years of interview projects and relabeled them (for this is what it would 
be—a relabeling) portraits. They did not start out as projects in portraiture 
in the way Lawrence-Lightfoot and Davis mean. I did not keep the particular 
kinds of detailed notes on my observations and experiences that are requi­
site tools of portraiture. I did not view my interactions with people at the 
time as an esthetic experience, and did not "paint" pictures of people, set­
tings, and experiences the way a portraitist might. But in some ways I wish I 
had. 

Instead of Lawrence-Lightfoot style portraits, I have written what I guess 
must be called case studies. I hope they are neither dry nor "objective," but 
full of real people, including myself, and all our ups and downs, incomplete­
ness, unpredictability, and quests for meaningfulness. I hope my own bi­
ases come through, as well as my own sense of wondering what games 
there are still to learn and my own lack of certainty about how things are 
and what they mean. One of the traditional games of academic discourse is 
to mask confusion and uncertainty with the authoritative voice of the re­
searcher, who has seen, understood, and therefore concluded. I cannot 
play that game very well any longer though I'm sure that I tried for many 
years. The irony is that in expressing my uncertainties more openly, I feel 
more honest, hence more confident, hence (perhaps) more authoritative. In 
giving up the conventional game, I am indebted to Lawrence-Lightfoot and 
Davis (1997), to other authors who have found alternative ways of writing 
about people in the social sciences (e.g., Eisner, in Saks, 1996; Eisner, 1997; 
Ellis & Bochner, 1996; Neumann & Peterson, 1997; Trimmer, 1997), and to 
the wonderfully quirky, personal, and literary styles of several well-estab-
lished anthropologists for helping me recognize the range of possible por­
trayals increasingly available to academic writers (e.g., Clifford Geertz, 
1983, 1988, 1995; Dorinne Kondo, 1990; Mike Rose, 1989, 1995; Renato Rosal­
do, 1989/1993; John Van Maanen, 1988; Harry Wolcott, 1990, 1994). I am not 
in that league, and it is often said that only the recognized stars in a field 
can push at the boundaries of academic discourse. However, part of my 
own transitions as a writer within academic settings, part of the game that I 
am playing at the boundaries of several rhetorical communities and at the 
center of none, inspires me to keep pushing at these boundaries in small 
ways. After all, those of us who do not feel like privileged insiders to any 
clearly defined community of scholars do not have to worry about being 
thrown out. 
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The Beginnings of Change: 
Learning and Teaching Undergraduate 

Academic Literacy Games 

CLUELESS 

Every now and then I am reminded of how wretchedly difficult my first writ­
ing experience was in college. I didn't know how to play any of the aca­
demic writing games, not the textual ones or the social and political ones, 
nor did I imagine the existence of the latter at the time. I had to write a 5­
page paper on some topic in ancient thought and history about which I 
clearly knew little and in which I had no interest. I sat up all night (I am not 
a night person) in an armchair in our dorm study room, pulling out sen­
tences and phrases so slowly and painfully that I thought I would never fin­
ish. The night seemed endless. I turned in the paper, such as it was, at 7:55 
A.M. the next morning, 5 minutes before it was due, and got a C- as I recall. 
Luckily my imperfect memory has saved me from a lifetime of recurring 
nightmares about this experience, but even without the details, the sensa­
tions still haunt me. 

It's not that I was ever a bad writer. In fact, I occasionally got high praise 
from junior high and high school teachers for my writing (Miss Wilson, my 
8th-grade English teacher, had written in my year-end autograph book: "I 
hope English will be your forte," but she would not tell me what 'forte' 
meant). I also passed a college writing test that exempted me from any Eng­
lish courses. But that first college writing experience shriveled all confi­
dence I might have had, or might have nourished, in my undergraduate aca­
demic persona. I saw it as clear evidence that I correctly had chosen to be 
an art major, that I was not focused or bright enough to succeed in classes 

35 
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requiring extensive reading and writing on bookish topics. That I had 
passed the school's writing test was little consolation, and indeed this fact 
was buried so deeply in my memory that it did not find its way into the first 
draft of this chapter. I wonder how many undergraduates, including those 
in the privileged White1 middle and upper class, struggle with their early 
college writing experiences this way, and later find they can, with some 
confidence, consider themselves writers. I wonder, too, how much of the 
struggle has to do with lack of practice, or with lack of knowledge of a writ­
ing topic, with simple lack of interest in the assigned tasks, or with lack of 
mentoring. I was the none-too-proud possessor of all four of these lacks. 

Learning to write in academic settings is about change in ways of think­
ing, using language, and envisioning the self. I see that now, but then I think 
I saw it as a matter of survival. I have queried some of the very bright un­
dergraduate students at my Japanese university about their attitudes to­
ward writing, and some of them echoed my sentiments of decades ago: We 
just want to survive, to turn in (not learn from) this report, to pass the 
class, to put it behind us. One student who had been raised in the United 
States told me that she had tried in her first semester to write "real" papers, 
but had quickly learned a different game. "Nobody writes real papers," she 
said, "because there's just no time." She continued by describing how stu­
dents pulled things from the Internet and from books and pasted them to­
gether, without revision, since the teachers never gave feedback or re­
turned the papers anyway. These students no doubt experienced change, 
but I am guessing that the changes concerned developing better survival 
strategies. 

I don't know if I changed much during my undergraduate years as a re­
sult of writing. I have no memory of developing a sense of identity as an ac­
ademic writer until I began graduate studies some years later. But of course 
then I was choosing what to study with a much greater sense of awareness, 
interest, and focus. Could this transformation have happened earlier? Or is 
there something about being an undergraduate—a novice at writing and at 
almost everything else as well, a self-conscious postadolescent who fanta­
sizes about social life and not about Roman history, a partially formed per­
sonality that doesn't know what it really wants or why it is writing—that 
makes writing such a torturous tooth-pulling blood-sweating task? Or was it 
just me? 

I escaped my undergraduate years as quickly as I could, repressing most 
memories of classes except those held in the art studios. What remained of 
those times were social and artistic, not intellectual, lessons. Now, after 
teaching writing in undergraduate and graduate settings in Japan for some 
years, I am astounded at how easy it is for me to be on the other side of the 

'See my comment on this term in a footnote in the Preface. 
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torture chamber, at how rarely I recall my own past pain, and at how hard it 
is to know what is really going on inside the minds of the kids who sit in my 
classes. How many of my own students have gone through the all-night ag­
ony I went through, and this in a foreign language? Among the bilingual stu­
dents, how many of them write as fluently and confidently as some of their 
drafts suggest they do? And why am I making the undergraduates write, 
anyway, if in their other classes they just need to survive, to turn in unre­
vised reports in Japanese, and where their writing techniques are unabash­
edly electronically plagiarized? I don't know the answers to these ques­
tions, but my experience and reading of the literature as well as my 
research and teaching convince me that writing at the undergraduate level 
is just plain hard partly because every undergraduate writer needs to rein­
vent the writing wheel for him- or herself. In particular, the case studies I 
have read and conducted have made me reevaluate my expectations for un­
dergraduate writers and for myself as a writing teacher. They have also 
made me ask more pointed questions about my novice writing students' 
needs and goals, and the extent to which these arise and evolve from them 
as individuals and from influences outside the classroom, or in interaction 
with me and others in the context of specific practices in particular classes. 
When I was an undergraduate I certainly did not know what I wanted as a 
writer, and indeed had no sense of myself as a writer until many years later. 
But like other writing teachers, I persist in wanting my students to achieve 
in a semester what it took me a decade to learn, even though many of my 
students may never have to write again in the ways I'm asking them to 
write. No wonder I'm sometimes confused and frustrated. 

PUBLISHED STUDIES 

Before looking more closely at some published case studies, I want to re­
view some of the issues that have been explored in undergraduate writing, 
particularly in the second language education "EAP" (English for Academic 
Purposes) literature. Although this chapter concerns undergraduate educa­
tion, many of the issues I review here apply also to graduate level EAP 
courses and their influence on students' academic enculturation (Chap. 3). 
Scholars in EAP seek ways to help a multicultural, multiclass population of 
students make the transition into English-medium universities and to link is­
sues these students face with broader issues of literacy across the curricu­
lum that all students confront (Matsuda, 1998; Zamel 1995, 1996). Many of 
these studies have tried to figure out specifically what game rules, strate­
gies, and practices students need to learn in order to write successfully in 
their academic classes. The findings show that disciplinary discourse prac­
tices cannot be characterized in any unambiguous sense, thus making it dif­
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ficult for EAP teachers to know what to teach. Those studies that presume a 
relatively unified discourse community into which students need to be inte­
grated by adopting known sets of discourse or genre practices can be 
critiqued for not addressing the actual diversity and possibilities for agency 
in disciplinary discourse practices (e.g., Bartholomae, 1985; Berkenkotter, 
Huckin, & Ackerman, 1988; Bhatia, 1993; Walvoord & McCarthy, 1990). 

Nevertheless, perhaps because it is their livelihood, many writing teach­
ers, materials developers, and researchers advocate explicit teaching of 
some kind, believing that some aspects of what students learn in a writing 
class can be transferred to discipline-specific content classes or become 
part of novice academic writers' permanent repertoires of knowledge and 
strategies. This belief exists in spite of ongoing debates about the value of 
explicit instruction and awareness in areas of language education such as 
form-focused grammar instruction in second language acquisition (e.g., Fer­
ris, 1999; Truscott, 1996, 1998, 1999) and genre instruction in writing (Freed­
man, 1993a, 1993b; Williams & Colomb, 1993). We also have not resolved the 
question about what the content of EAP writing courses should be: lan­
guage, genre, subject matter content, ideological and political issues, criti­
cal thinking tasks, or some combination (see, e.g., discussions on genre in 
Bhatia, 1993; Freedman & Medway, 1994; and Swales, 1990; on critical think­
ing in ESL by Atkinson, 1997 and Pally, 1997; on content by Gosden, 2000 and 
Parkinson, 2000; and on ideological, cultural, and pragmatic issues by Alli­
son, 1996; Atkinson, 1997, 1999; Benesch, 1993, 1996, 2001; Ramanathan & 
Atkinson, 1999; and Santos, 1992). 

In an early piece by Ruth Spack (1988), the message was that writing 
teachers should leave the discipline-specific aspects of writing to the teach­
ers in the disciplines. Her point at that time that we hear echoed in different 
forms in later work by other scholars was that students need to be "im­
mersed in the subject matter" by attending lectures and seminars, reading, 
discussing, and observing professional writers (p. 40). "English teachers 
cannot and should not be held responsible for teaching writing in the disci­
plines," she said then. Rather, they should teach general inquiry strategies 
and rhetorical principles, helping students to learn to evaluate and synthe­
size data and reading sources (p. 40). Another second language researcher 
who has studied the demands that academic literacy makes on students is 
Pat Currie (1993). In her study of a social science class, she identified the 
following potentially generalizable skills in the class writing assignments: 
finding and recording information, using a concept to find and report obser­
vational details, using a concept to analyze data, classifying according to a 
concept, comparing and contrasting, determining causal relationships, re­
solving an issue, and speculating (p. 107). 

However, in another study by Currie (1998), such skills were not explic­
itly highlighted by the professor in a content class. In that study, Currie fol­
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lowed "Diana," a native speaker of Cantonese, throughout a one-semester 
undergraduate course in Management and Organizational Behavior at a Ca­
nadian university. Although Diana did have language and reading problems 
in spite of a high TOEFL (590), she faced even greater difficulties under­
standing the ways of reasoning and problem solving that her writing tasks 
required. In interviews with the professor of this class, Currie learned that 
the professor was not able to articulate explicit guidelines for writing and 
reasoning tasks because much of this conceptual knowledge was tacit, and 
deeply embedded in social practices within his field (see also Leki, 1995b). 

Another potentially teachable and generalizable aspect of academic writ­
ing in Western cultural settings is awareness of plagiarism. The less pejora­
tive notion of textual borrowing has been identified as a survival strategy 
for both first and second language students in academic settings who often 
need to write from their readings (Campbell, 1990). Indeed, Currie (1998) 
found that Diana eventually resorted to extensive "textual borrowing" be­
cause she was so distressed by her low grades in her weekly writing assign­
ments. Her copying went undiscovered by the teaching assistant who read 
her papers, and her grades indeed went up. Can students in EAP classes be 
taught the serious game of textual borrowing, including how to recognize 
and avoid plagiarism, then apply this knowledge to their content classes? 
Deckert (1993) for one hopes so, since his first year students at a Hong 
Kong university seemed to have little concrete sense of what it was or why 
it might be considered a serious problem. Pennycook (1996) was not sur­
prised at this, given what he learned about the complex history of the cul-
ture-loaded notion of plagiarism and the inconsistent uses of the words of 
others by published scholars in the West (see also Scollon, 1995). Discus­
sions about textual borrowing as a cultural practice continue, with ques­
tions about how and what to teach undergraduate students unresolved. 
One thing we can do is to help both undergraduates and graduates under­
stand that citation conventions are not just formalisms but one of the many 
serious game-like social practices within particular academic communities. 
We are learning more about these practices through fascinating socio­
linguistic analyses of how and why the authors of research articles cite the 
words of others (Hyland, 1999; Paul, 2000). However, the findings have as 
yet had little impact on undergraduate academic writing courses, which 
tend to focus on the formal aspects of citation and oversimplified sanctions 
against copying. The social and political game rules and strategies are per­
haps too complex to be taught explicitly and unambiguously and may more 
appropriately find their way into graduate level writing texts (Swales & 
Feak, 1994, 2000). 

Ilona Leki (1995b) is not sanguine either about what explicit aspects of 
academic writing within specific disciplines might be taught by EAP teach­
ers. One of her questions, reflected in the discussion above, concerns the 
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ability of writing teachers to teach genre-specific writing, given that so 
many disciplinary differences exist and that so much of what disciplinary 
insiders know is tacit, lying out of reach even of the probing questions of re­
searchers. It is not reasonable, Leki (1995b) claims, to expect "those who do 
not participate as conversation partners in a discourse ... to teach the ex­
plicit, let alone implicit, rules of that conversation to others" (pp. 236-237). 
For this reason, Bhatia (1993) and genre specialists in Australia and North 
America (see Cope & Kalantzis, 1993, Hyon, 1996, and the introduction to 
Freedman & Medway, 1994) suggest that special purpose English courses 
(ESP) follow a genre-based approach in which broad similarities of struc­
ture and function of writing across disciplines be taught. 

In a related but somewhat different approach, Ann Johns (1988) claimed 
that "generalized English skills, usable in any academic class" (p. 55) could 
be taught in special purpose writing classes. However, on closer examina­
tion of how skills such as summarizing and research paper writing were 
used in specific fields, she found more differences than similarities among 
disciplines (p. 55), as did Paul Prior (1998) in his studies of graduate level 
writing. Johns (1998) partially solved this problem by trying to "train stu­
dents to become ethnographers in the academic culture," to discover for 
themselves what knowledge and skills were required in the specific aca­
demic communities they were involved in (p. 57). In later work Johns (1990, 
1995) continued espousing an ethnographic approach to academic encul­
turation, recommending that students already enrolled in academic courses 
be trained to become aware of the social and textual conventions in their 
classes. Pat Currie (1999) experimented with this approach in two of her un­
dergraduate EAP classes in Canada by asking the students to observe spe­
cific practices within their content classes and to report their findings in a 
"journalog." Alan Hirvela (1997) similarly recommended that students learn 
about literacy activities in their own disciplines and compile a portfolio of 
their findings. His study concerned graduate students but applies to under­
graduates as well. In short, a partial solution to the dilemma of writing 
teachers trying to assist students with their disciplinary enculturation has 
been for teachers to set up tasks that ask students to discover the game 
strategies in their fields. 

Even though my discussion has focused on specialized EAP courses, 
which tend to be offered only to nonnative speakers of English, mother-
tongue English speaking undergraduates are thought to need special help 
with writing, too. This help is expected to take place in their freshman com­
position classes in the typical North American university setting. In this 
context, just as in the undergraduate EAP class, the purposes and value of 
general academic writing instruction for native English speaking college 
freshmen have been questioned by a number of authors, such as those in 
Petraglia (1995) and debated by L1 scholars such as Bartholomae (1995) 
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and Elbow (1995, 1999a). Although a detailed review of the issues from an L1 
perspective is beyond my goal in this chapter, I want to point out that it is 
increasingly difficult to use an L1-L2 dichotomy in discussions of under­
graduate academic writing, where students of all kinds often find them­
selves in the same freshman composition or remedial writing classes 
(Matsuda, 1998; Silva, Leki, & Carson, 1997). As will be clear from the case 
studies described below, the diversity of academic writing games in under­
graduate settings raises challenges for all teachers of writing who wish to 
coach students effectively, not just for those teaching so-called nonnative 
English speakers. 

Case studies, whether of students whose mother tongue is English or 
some other language, complicate the picture. What they show us is that 
even if we do consult disciplinary experts on college campuses and exam­
ine actual successful samples of reading and writing assignments from stu­
dents' classes, each teacher and each student differ greatly and interact in 
ungeneralizable ways with context-bound academic literacy activities. The 
picture is further complicated when we consider the many students who 
are not yet taking classes in their disciplines—full time students in EAP or 
ESL classes—or those who are studying in undergraduate programs in non-
English-medium universities (see the case study of David and Yasuko, be­
low). It is not clear, under conditions of such diversity, local exigence, and 
complexity, how to encourage students' engagement in specialized aca­
demic literacy practices (Bazerman, 1995). Nor is it clear whether to urge 
students to take a pragmatic, accommodationist approach (assuming we 
know what we are accommodating to), a culturally appropriate approach 
(assuming we know what is culturally appropriate), or a critical resistant 
approach (assuming we know what to resist and question; e.g., Allison, 
1996; Atkinson, 1997; Benesch, 1996; Canagarajah, 2001; Elbow, 1999b; Rama-
nathan & Atkinson, 1999; Santos, 1992). It may be that none of these ap­
proaches reflects the realities in many undergraduate students' lives. As 
Leki's (1999b) case study of Polish undergraduate student Jan showed and 
that some of the case studies I discuss below show in less extreme ways, 
the name of the undergraduate writing game may be Survival Strategies. 
Jan shocks readers with his wily and even illegal ways to get through the 
sometimes senseless writings and exams in his undergraduate years. Situa­
tions like Jan's cause Leki to ask whether writing is "overrated" in under­
graduate education (Leki, 1999a). 

There are not a great many case studies in print about college students 
and college writing teachers. One reason may be that case studies generally 
take more time than other kinds of studies such as surveys, cross-sectional 
sampling, or quasi-experimental studies. Most teachers who also do re­
search do not have the luxury of much research time in their busy lives or 
the money to fund long-term studies. Sternglass (1997) talked about this 
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problem in the introduction to her 6-year study of undergraduate writing 
development. Another reason for the paucity of case studies may be that 
qualitative studies, especially those including narratives and stories 
(Clandinin & Connelly, 1991; Connelly& Clandinin, 1990), are not accepted 
in some quarters as "scientific" enough (Herndl & Nahrwold, 2000; Miller, 
Nelson, & Moore, 1998). As a result, scholars in "fuzzy" fields, especially if 
those scholars are not yet well-established, may hesitate to take chances 
with research that does not follow a traditional model (Bridwell-Bowles, 
1992, 1995). Still, the big questions in studies of academic reading and writ­
ing seem to be shared by most people interested in L1 and L2 literacy prac­
tices: Why is it difficult for different kinds of students to learn to read and 
write in college? What kinds of literacy activities do students and their 
teachers actually practice in different disciplines? How do students' aca­
demic literacies and identities change over time? What factors contribute to 
changes? Case studies can help answer these questions. A disturbing as­
pect of case studies, however, is that we probably end up learning more 
than we want to: The case study invariably immerses the scholar in so 
much detail and so much complexity that the basic questions simply can't 
be answered unambiguously. Once someone becomes a real person in a 
study she can no longer be an abstract subject, simplified and tidied up in 
the interest of objectivity and generalizability. 

Let me turn now to some of the influential case studies of L1 and L2 un­
dergraduate writers. My mention of two of these studies, those of Stern-
glass (1997) and Ivanic (1998), is reluctantly brief, since their participants 
were older, mature undergraduates and I wish to focus on studies of young­
er students, similar in age and experience to those that the teachers in my 
own case study worked with. 

Sternglass' and Ivanic's Case Studies 

Marilyn Sternglass' (1997) study is billed as a true longitudinal study en­
compassing 6 years of interaction with nine students at City University of 
New York. The students who stayed with her for the duration of the study 
were primarily African American and Latino, with one Asian, and one White 
(all Sternglass' terms) as well. Students' personal lives, such as family rela­
tionships, work obligations, and gender identity influenced many aspects of 
their writing including their developing ability to integrate personal knowl­
edge and interests with academic writing tasks. This ability to integrate as­
pects of their personal identities into their writing helped push some of the 
students toward greater control of their academic writing. Unlike Chiseri-
Strater's (1991) Nick and Anna (below), we do not see them as silenced in 
their academic writing, but as liberated, through their own efforts and 
through some powerful mentoring efforts by concerned teachers. More­
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over, Sternglass' study covered many years in her participants' lives as un­
dergraduates. It is the longitudinal portrayal, Sternglass claims, that allows 
us to see the changes in students' academic literacies and identities and to 
recognize the fundamental need for students to interact with interested and 
engaged teachers over time. Their identities as competent players in aca­
demic writing game practices evolve over time, in other words, as they en­
gage with more competent players (Wenger, 1998). 

Roz Ivanic's (1998) shorter term case study of the academic literacy ex­
periences of eight mature (over age 25) undergraduate students—her "co-re-
searchers"—deals primarily with what she refers to as the discoursal con­
struction of identity in academic writing. She does not want to view academic 
enculturation a students' passive acquisition of dominant discourses. Instead 
she sees it as an experience involving tension and struggle between people 
and institutions in which students have opportunities to resist, take advan­
tage of slippages in the system, and bring about change (Ortner, 1996). 

Ivanic's (1998) study focused on linguistic text analyses and students' 
discussions about their linguistic choices. Although she interviewed eight 
students about the construction of one major academic essay, her detailed 
case study of "Rachel" shows how complex the discoursal construction of 
identity is. Rachel, a social worker student, wrote a paper on a "Family Case 
Study," attempting to blend disciplinary, course-specific, and personal 
voices. The tensions she experienced and choices she made highlight the 
many possible identities available to student writers within particular disci­
plines, departments, and courses and in interaction with specific people 
such as tutors (British usage) and teachers. Ivanic emphasizes that Rachel's 
identities as evidenced in her essay were multiple, complex, and partial and 
that Rachel was not able to position herself confidently as a contributor to 
knowledge in her field rather than as a student: 

Rachel was caught in a web of sincerity and deception as she attempted to 
take on social roles and to portray qualities which were valued by her differ­
ent readers and, whenever possible, to be true to herself. This process was 
complicated by the fact that Rachel was not a very adept writer: she had diffi­
culty in playing these games and, sadly, even more difficulty in challenging 
the conventions and presenting herself as she ideally would like to appear, (p. 
168) 

In both Ivanic's and Sternglass' studies we see students doing much 
more than learning a set of formal game rules. Instead, we see them learn­
ing to participate in game-like practices, sorting through and blending 
different values, behaviors, and beliefs that they hold and that the institu­
tions they write for seem to espouse. From positions on the periphery 
and the margins (Wenger, 1998) they forged identities through their writing 
that were inevitably multivocalic and riddled with conflict and inconsisten­
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cies but that could potentially contribute richly to their own knowledge-
construction. 

Both Sternglass and Ivanic provide numerous examples of students' writ­
ing; Sternglass incorporates examples into her discussion of research is­
sues, and Ivanic does detailed linguistic analyses. The amount and kind of 
focus on actual writing differentiates the case studies discussed below as 
well as my own, as does the extent of researchers' focus on teachers or stu­
dents. Sternglass and Ivanic, like the authors of most case studies in lan­
guage education, focus on students including the studies of Anna and Nick 
(Chiseri-Strater, 1991), Dave (McCarthy, 1987), and Yuko (Spack, 1997a) dis­
cussed below. My own case study in this chapter focuses on two teachers 
of undergraduate EAP writing, with students playing background roles. 

Anna and Nick 

Elizabeth Chiseri-Strater (1991) revised her dissertation into a smooth-flow-
ing ethnographic study of two mother-tongue English speaking undergradu­
ate college students, Anna and Nick, over two semesters. In this case study, 
the author is fundamentally interested in the two students as individuals. 
She paints a broad portrait of them in their college lives during this school 
year, drawing on journals, dialogue in and out of class, observation, and the 
students' notes and papers to document their responses to a variety of 
reading and writing activities. Chiseri-Strater captures some of the real-life 
drama of the students' lives: Nick, a prolific and expressive doodler, with 
his earring and torn jeans, combative and resistant in one class, coopera­
tive in another; Anna the dancer, Anna the artist, and Anna the writer. Each 
of these very different undergraduate students was faced with the chal­
lenge so common in undergraduate education, that of learning to survive 
the demands of many different writing games across a diverse curriculum. 

Both Anna and Nick seemed to thrive in a Prose Writing class taught by 
the same teacher, Donna. Donna set up a writing community that allowed 
for "students' exploration of personal and intellectual literacy develop­
ment" (p. 1). Students read essays and stories, wrote response journals and 
a final paper, discussed and collaborated in groups, and participated in sev­
eral different feedback arrangements (group, individual conference, journal 
writing) that ensured their personal involvement in the literacy activities. 
The processes of talk, reading, writing, and discipline-specific thinking all 
supported students' learning (p. 12). 

These literacy-related practices were valued differently in other classes 
that Anna and Nick took. Anna revealed herself to be an artistic young 
woman who doubted her academic competence, yet rebelled against the 
formal ways of learning in her art history classes. She talked to Chiseri-
Strater about the "tension in her academic life between fields that require 
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distance, detachment, and objectivity and those that welcome intimacy, en­
gagement and subjectivity" (p. 56). In the art history class that Chiseri-
Strater visited, Anna was not able, for the most part, to connect the pol­
ished lecture and slide shows or the dense readings to her own interests, 
partly because the teacher had set up no classroom practices to promote 
feedback and engagement. Whatever connections Anna made by the end of 
the semester she managed on her own. 

As for Nick, Chiseri-Strater describes him as a bored and troubled young 
man who had changed majors several times and who rebelled against the 
idea of leading a "normal" life after graduation that would be characterized 
by "a profession, a wife, and a dog named Spot" (p. 96). He persisted in play­
ing relatively nonserious academic roles and games in his junior and senior 
years and in distancing his personal life from his academic literacy prac­
tices. "School is what I do" he said, "Not what I am" (p. 97). Still, in Donna's 
Prose Writing class, he was confident, articulate, and expressive, dominat­
ing many of the class discussions. He wrote long response journals, in two 
voices—one formal and one personal—that demonstrated he had potential 
to push himself to think and write and rewrite in more complex and chal­
lenging ways, a goal that his teacher urged him to pursue in revisions. Nick, 
however, resisted all suggestions, revised none of his work, and continued 
to avoid difficult topics. The one real change that Nick saw in his writing in 
this class was a new appreciation for his audience, which now consisted of 
peers and a responsive teacher in addition to himself, no doubt as a result 
of the interactive practices that Donna involved the students in. 

The game practices in Nick's class on Political Thought were interactive, 
too, but not in the egalitarian and narrative style of the Prose Writing class. 
In the Political Thought class the professor exhibited the persona of an ex­
pert and an authority, challenging students to debate and argue and to 
compete with his own authoritative views. Intimidated at first, as were the 
other students, Nick believed that the game in this class required that he 
come up with interpretations in his papers that matched those of his pro­
fessor (p. 128). Unable until the final paper to connect his personal interests 
and his flair for expressive writing to the work in this class, Nick claimed to 
have "lost his tolerance for the formality of political science writing" (p. 
131). The final paper, however, was opened up to different styles including 
the personal after Chiseri-Strater suggested to the professor that he encour­
age alternate forms of writing. This freedom allowed Nick to write in journal 
form and to express his view that education had limited rather than ex­
panded his growth by channeling his ideas into narrow categories (p. 138). 
Chiseri-Strater concludes her portrait of Nick with the comment that he 
liked himself better in the Prose Writing class, where he played a coopera­
tive, collaborative game than in the Political Thought class, where he took 
on the identity of an intimidated combatant. 
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Chiseri-Strater brings alive the issues of what it means to behave in liter­
ate ways in college, demonstrating how the students' personal lives interact 
with more traditional literate activities, how "literacy codes and conven-
tions"—part of what I refer to as writing games—differ from one undergradu­
ate class to another, and how little nourishment these two young people 
received from the academy. Nick and Anna, struggling with issues of rela­
tionships, intimacy, job fears, gender stereotypes, and identity as they tried 
to get through class assignments, simply did not respond to the sometimes 
hierarchical and competitive game practices in the academy in ways that 
contributed to their personal and intellectual development. As Wenger 
(1998) might put it, their academic identities were defined as much by their 
nonparticipation as by their participation. Not wishing to generalize from 
these two case studies, Chiseri-Strater tells us that the portrayals can help 
educators recognize the multiple ways that students enact literate behav­
iors, and the complexity of the development of their identities within aca­
demic settings. 

Dave 

As Chiseri-Strater's (1991) study of Nick and Anna showed, a student does 
not need to be a second language speaker or a member of an oppressed mi­
nority to find the academy a strange place. "Dave," the college student that 
Lucille McCarthy (1987) described as a "stranger in strange lands," is an­
other nonminority student who probably led a college life similar to that of 
many undergraduate students in North American colleges. This life con­
sisted of traveling from one "land" (i.e., discipline) to another during his 
first 2 years as he went about fulfilling the undergraduate requirements at 
his college. As was the case for Jan in Leki's (1999b) study, the game for him 
involved figuring out what his teachers expected from him in each course's 
writing assignments. In general, as a newcomer to academia, he faced an ac­
ademic challenge in which each course and each teacher introduced a field 
and a way of writing that was new to him. 

Dave, according to McCarthy, was typical of students at his college in 
that he was young (18) when the study began, had comparable SAT scores 
and high school grades, lived not far from the school, and was White. Dave 
told McCarthy that he was a "hands-on" person who did not particularly 
care for reading and writing, although he believed that "writing was a tool 
he needed" (McCarthy, 1987, p. 238). By the time the study ended when 
Dave was a junior, he had been working as a lab technician in a local hospi­
tal for about a year, work that he enjoyed greatly and that did not involve 
any reading or writing. 

McCarthy documented Dave's writing experiences in three different 
classes over three semesters: a freshman composition class, a sophomore 
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poetry class, and a sophomore cell biology class. She visited the freshman 
composition class once a week for 9 weeks, collected all the class docu­
ments from the composition and the poetry classes, and interviewed all the 
professors once or twice. She conversed often with Dave and two of his 
friends, and interviewed them at least once a month during the poetry and bi­
ology semesters, taping and transcribing the longer interviews. McCarthy 
collected several protocols—audiotaped and transcribed think-aloud sessions 
during writing—from Dave as he wrote one draft of several papers in each 
class. From these she categorized what she called the "writer's conscious 
concerns" (p. 241). She also analyzed the papers that resulted and the teach­
ers' written responses according to Grice's (1975) Cooperative Principle. 

We do not know from this article the details of all of Dave's writing as­
signments for each of the three classes, but we do know that he wrote a se­
ries of short papers in each one. In his freshman composition class, the pa­
per that McCarthy looked at was a discussion of the wrongs of abortion. In 
the poetry class, Dave had to analyze the "true meaning" of one poem. In 
the cell biology class, he had to write a review of a published scientific jour­
nal article. From the think-aloud protocols, McCarthy learned something 
about what Dave believed each of these writing games was about. Dave un­
derstood that his composition teacher was interested in coherence—how 
ideas tied together—and seemed to care little for content. Dave found this 
concept valuable. In the poetry class, the teacher asked students to follow 
strictly a specific form for quoting poetry, and conveyed the impression 
that there was one correct interpretation that their analyses were to aim 
for, a task that Dave found meaningless. In the biology class, the teacher re­
quired that the students' reviews follow the standard organization of a sci­
entific article and that students incorporate the language and concepts of 
the article into their summaries, a task he found useful when considering 
his future in a scientific field. It is little wonder that an inexperienced writer 
like Dave could not see commonalities across the diversity of game prac­
tices he was exposed to. Even though all three papers required similar 
skills of summarizing, analyzing, and of organizing, and all three papers 
were "informational" texts written for the teacher-as-examiner, Dave be­
lieved that each writing assignment asked for totally different things. 

What stands out in this early study in light of much later work on the so­
cial and political aspects of academic literacy practices is that Dave was do­
ing more than learning to write different kinds of texts. He also needed to 
negotiate his way through very different role relationships between teacher 
and students in each class, showing that it is difficult to generalize about 
the function of the key players in academic writing games. In the composi­
tion class, the teacher portrayed herself as a writer herself, working along­
side students, who themselves worked together. In the biology class, the 
teacher played the role of expert and professional, a mentor who was help­
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ing students learn to do what scientists do (he told McCarthy that "it often 
comes as a rude shock to the students that the way biologists survive in the 
field is by writing" [p. 257]). In the poetry class, the teacher seemed to play 
the role of a distant all-knowing insider with little interest in bringing stu­
dents onto his playing field. Dave, then, might be seen as playing the roles 
of collaborator in the freshman composition class, of newcomer to a disci­
pline in the biology class, and of outsider in the poetry class. On each of 
these playing fields the rules differed in Dave's view and his participation 
and his academic identities differed accordingly. 

As an undergraduate learning how to write in his academic setting, Dave 
thus seemed to be pulled in widely different directions, socially, intellectu­
ally, and textually, the rules of the game apparently differing widely in each 
specific context. It is possible that in this conflicted environment he may 
have begun to see himself as a writer, thanks to his composition class, and 
as a legitimate newcomer to a professional field, thanks to his cell biology 
class. But in his junior year the transition that he talked about was that of 
having learned the strategic game of survival. In recounting advice he 
would give new freshmen about writing in college he told McCarthy that 
"first you've got to figure out what your teachers want. And then you've got 
to give it to them if you're gonna get the grade" (p. 233). McCarthy (1987) re­
alized that teachers concerned with the development of students' academic 
literacy may not like Dave's answer, but she insists that it reflects Dave's 
sensitivity to the social (and political?) realities of learning academic writ­
ing games in college: 

Successful students are those who can, in their interactions with teachers 
during the semester, determine what constitutes appropriate texts in each 
classroom. ... They can then produce such a text. Students who cannot do 
this, for whatever reason—cultural, intellectual, motivational—are those who 
fail, deemed incompetent communicators in that particular setting. They are 
unable to follow what Britton calls the "rules of the game" in each class (1975, 
p. 76). As students go from one classroom to another they play a wide range 
of games, the rules for which, Britton points out, include many conventions 
and presuppositions that are not explicitly articulated, (pp. 233-234) 

In short, the diversity of settings and the often unstated game rules in an 
undergraduate context, combined with students' lack of identity as writers 
and their often uncertain purposes and interests make the task of learning 
to write seem even more difficult than it is in graduate and professional set­
tings. It is no wonder that many of us floundered back then, myself in­
cluded. This floundering seems normal in its inevitability. If so, it is as­
tounding that so many young people, including students whose mother 
tongue is not English, manage to survive their undergraduate writing games 
as well as they do. 
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Yuko 

In all of these case studies, we see how centrally important the situated lo­
cal literacy practices were (Barton, Hamilton, & Ivanic, 2000), in contrast to 
general skills students might have learned in special preparation classes. 
We also see the beginnings of changes in identity as the students described 
by the authors found their way into their majors and found ways to sur-
vive—to meet their professors' expectations, with or without good men­
toring. In the few case studies of second language learners in the academy, 
we see examples of strategies that novice readers and writers not yet famil­
iar with English academic discourse develop to survive on unfamiliar aca­
demic playing fields. Ruth Spack's (1997a) study of "Yuko" is just such a 
study. 

Spack's study of Yuko is a richly detailed longitudinal narrative, covering 
Yuko's experiences in nine undergraduate courses over 3 years and docu­
menting Yuko's beliefs and interpretations of her experiences in relation to 
her education in Japan. Yuko came from a small town in Japan, some dis­
tance from Tokyo. In her childhood she learned to read before starting 
school, and later left home to board at a competitive high school in Tokyo 
where she learned the Tokyo dialect. During her school years in Japan she 
studied the books authorized by the Ministry of Education but did little 
other reading. She also recalled doing no writing except some 1-page "reac­
tion papers" in a literature class. As for English, she studied the required 6 
years in Japan, according to the grammar-translation methods used there, 
spent a year as an exchange student in a U.S. high school, studied several 
nights a week in her junior and senior years at a U.S.-British sponsored 
English school, and spent 10 weeks in a summer English program in Eng­
land. These experiences, plus a great deal of extra preparation, Yuko be­
lieved, helped her score so well on the TOEFL (640). 

Spack undertook this study when Yuko, at that time a freshman, begged 
to be let into one of Spack's ESL composition classes at her East coast uni­
versity in spite of demonstrated proficiency on the standardized test of 
English. Yuko was one of those students whose high TOEFL score did not 
give her confidence that she could survive her first semester at the U.S. uni­
versity where Spack was teaching. In halting speech, Yuko told Spack that 
in Japan she had not learned what she needed to learn in order to compete 
in a U.S. university, such as essay writing and efficient reading. Her many 
cross-cultural comparisons show that she believed that the games of aca­
demic writing differed in Japan and the United States. In her view, acquiring 
and memorizing information were needed to succeed in the Japanese edu­
cational context, and creativity and originality of opinion were needed in 
the U.S. context. She also seemed convinced that her silence in class, in­
grained in her from her many years in the Japanese system, was holding 
her back. Pulled in conflicting directions, she was "attracted to what she 
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perceived to be the 'American style' because, in the American way, 'I can 
have my own point of view,' " yet felt unable to participate actively and "su­
perficially" in her classes as she thought many Americans did (p. 16). 

At first Spack became curious about Yuko's literacy experiences in Japan 
and how those would compare to her experiences in her freshman college 
classes. But within a few weeks, Yuko was asking Spack for specific help 
with one class in International Relations that she was having trouble with. 
Spack decided to interview Yuko over the first year, to collect materials 
from the International Relations class, and to observe and take notes on 
Yuko in Spack's own English classes. Continuing the data collection into 
Yuko's third year, Spack held interviews and conversations with Yuko 
about her reading and writing experiences, observed Yuko in Spack's Eng­
lish class, and collected documents from Yuko's other classes and drafts of 
Yuko's papers. 

We learn from Spack's study that perhaps the hardest aspect of Yuko's 
student life in her first year was what Yuko herself called her lack of back­
ground knowledge and vocabulary. In her first International Relations class, 
she simply could not understand the readings in her textbook. Spack pro­
vided us with an excerpt from the book which suggested that the fault was 
not entirely Yuko's. Still, when her professor then asked the students to 
write an "original," "aggressive" paper applying course materials to a choice 
of topics, she gave up and dropped the course, not having developed at this 
point any survival game strategies. In her second semester, she had a simi­
lar experience in a Philosophy of Religion course, finding she "didn't have a 
clue" what the readings were about. Having dropped two courses, she went 
home for the summer, wondering whether to change majors. 

However, Yuko's experiences in Spack's English courses during that 
same difficult first year seemed to be those of another person. Although 
Yuko did not recognize fully the changes that Spack saw, she did in fact be­
come a more fluent and fearless writer, and took on (in Spack's eyes) the 
identity of a person who could defend herself in class when challenged in­
tellectually by classmates during debates and write clearly and coherently. 
Yuko did not yet see herself in these terms. 

At home in Japan that summer, Yuko read novels in English. She came 
back for her second year refreshed, determined not to give up, more confi­
dent in her reading ability, and armed with new game strategies. For exam­
ple, she told Spack that she had stopped worrying about not being able to 
understand every word of every reading, was avoiding difficult readings 
when she had a choice of topics, and read differently according to the kind 
of text and to the treatment that text was given in her classes. She also 
learned to choose paper topics to which she could apply some of her back­
ground knowledge of Asia, and she learned as well to string together pas­
sages of text, with page numbers given, taken from her sources. The teach­



PUBLISHED STUDIES 5 I 

ing assistants and teachers who read her papers, and even Spack herself at 
first, did not notice the extent of Yuko's "textual borrowing." Yuko re­
mained torn about these papers, believing that her job was to come up with 
original ideas and phrasings throughout her papers as well as in introduc­
tions and conclusions. She was surprised that the "Japanese style" of tex­
tual borrowing and repeating information that she had hoped to leave be­
hind actually worked to improve her grades (p. 32; cf. Currie's [1998] 
Diana). However, she was still convinced at the end of the second year that 
"there was a Japanese way of writing and an American way of writing, the 
former being a repetition of the ideas contained in a reading and the latter 
being an original opinion provided by the (student) writer" (p. 39). Spack 
saw that Yuko was amply rewarded for repeating ideas from her readings, 
and recognized that student writers in the United States face the same di-
lemma—that of trying to write from sources and to be original at the same 
time. For her part, Yuko saw her confidence increase as she began to get As 
and Bs in her classes, a result, she believed, of "practice," of consulting with 
professors and TAs, and of learning to selectively ignore what she did not 
know (pp. 38-39). Yuko retook the International Relations course that she 
had dropped her first year, as well as a sociology course where the profes­
sor guided students to a deeper understanding of the material through 
reading response journals and systematic assignments. In her third year, 
Yuko continued taking more control of the reading and writing activities in 
ways that suited her abilities and interests and that integrated her own 
knowledge with what she was learning. 

In the conclusion of her article, Spack describes some of the changes 
that Yuko went through in her freshman, sophomore, and junior years. For 
example, she describes Yuko's early model of reading this way: 

• Good students grasp meaning the first time they read. 
• Good students understand every word of every reading assignment. 
• Good students read everything assigned. 
• Good students read everything on schedule. (p. 45) 

Yuko gradually began to dispel these myths as she learned to read strategi­
cally and purposefully (see Haas's [1994] case study of Eliza, an undergradu­
ate student learning to read biology texts), and to recognize that "American 
writing" was not original in the way she had believed at first. Writers, she 
learned, drew on other sources all the time. Critical thinking was based on 
what writers understood from published authorities. 

Yuko believed, according to Spack, that she had learned to read and 
write in an "American style," and that she had finally overcome her "Japa­
nese style." Not having access to data on Yuko from Japan, Spack wisely re­
frains from commenting on the accuracy of Yuko's belief. What she does tell 
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us is that Yuko's perception of her educational background in Japan influ­
enced her approach to and her theorizing about the development of her ac­
ademic literacy in the United States (p. 47) and that her background knowl­
edge of Japanese culture became important in helping her develop topics 
for writing. Yuko, in other words, did not give up her Japanese identity, nor 
did she fully take on the identity of her mythical American student, but per­
haps she discovered new aspects of her self, integrated them with the old, 
and played one off against the other. With time and maturity and with 
greater understanding of the complexity of academic environments and 
practices, she also lost some of her idealism. More realistic by the end of 
her third year, she had learned through situated practice in a wide variety 
of very different courses how to read and write strategically in ways that 
ensured her survival in a competitive foreign language academic environ­
ment. In the end, Yuko learned how to play the different writing games in 
her academic setting in her own way and crafted a complex academic iden­
tity that matched no stereotypes (even her own) of passive Japanese learn­
ers who supposedly depend on rote memorization for their success (see 
Kubota [1997, 1999] for critiques of these stereotypes). She was beginning 
to reconcile, in other words, her different forms of membership, what 
Wenger (1998) calls "multimembership," into a coherent and complexly ne­
gotiated identity that did not require that she give up any aspects of her 
past self. As part of her survival games strategies, she was learning instead 
to reinterpret her role and location of herself within the undergraduate 
community. 

The Beginning of Change: Situated Survival? 

The diverse and complex academic literacy games that the undergraduates 
in these case studies were learning required that the students develop sur­
vival strategies in multiple local contexts rather than expertise as academic 
writers in focused disciplinary communities. Students who might have been 
able to identify themselves as successful academic writers based on their 
early experiences in some classes (e.g., Sternglass' students in their compo­
sition classes, Yuko in her ESL classes, Dave in his biology and composition 
classes) apparently did not recognize these successes as ones that could in­
fluence their literacy activities or their academic identities in other settings. 
Rather, they saw them as isolated responses to particular teachers and as­
signments. They did not see the undergraduate setting as part of a larger 
enterprise in which embedded communities of practice might have shared 
goals and practices (Wenger, 1998). 

Of course they may have had trouble seeing the commonalities in aca­
demic literacy games across the broad spectrum of classes they took be­
cause there weren't many. Indeed, research has revealed many disciplinary 
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differences in academic writing, but equally importantly many differences 
according to particular teaching-learning situations. The key to the stu­
dents' survival in academic settings thus involved their ability to figure out 
what was expected in each class—strategic social and interpretive skills 
rather than just formal academic writing skills. Moreover, as Brown, Collins, 
and Duguid (1989) pointed out some time ago, because much school learn­
ing takes places without immersing students in "authentic activity" in disci­
plinary domains, students are "asked to use the tools of a discipline without 
being able to adopt its culture" (p. 33). The systemic constraints of under­
graduate education, with its brief forays into multiple disciplines and their 
concomitant literacy practices, make it unlikely that many students will 
come to identify with one or more of these disciplinary subcultures or will 
come to see coherence in the larger educational enterprise. 

Although it is not clear that the undergraduate students I discussed in 
these case studies came to see themselves as participants in a community 
of academic writers or as experts within the academy rather than as just 
survivors, their evolving identities as survivors on a wide range of aca­
demic playing fields will stand them in good stead. They developed a sense 
of what kinds of games were played, who some of the key players were, and 
what strategies they needed to employ to—literally—get the grade. With or 
without a local academic village (Geertz, 1983) in which to situate them­
selves, they had learned that academic writing games involve more than 
learning sets of formal game rules, and this lesson is foundational to the de­
velopment of academic literacy. 

CASE STUDY: COMMUNITIES OF PRACTICE? 
GAME STRATEGIES IN TWO TEACHERS' EAP 
CLASSES IN A JAPANESE UNIVERSITY 

In this section I wrestle with the question of what a "communities of prac­
tice" (Lave, 1996; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998) EAP classroom might 
look like in an undergraduate English-as-a-foreign language setting and ex­
plore what kinds of game strategies might be practiced in such a setting. 
Given issues that have been raised in the literature discussed earlier, can 
such a framework be rationalized? What kinds of practices, identities, and 
transitions do teachers envision for their undergraduate EAP students, and 
what is it that students believe they are learning and practicing? In particu­
lar I hoped to learn what the two teachers I studied believed the most im­
portant aspects of academic writing were and how they introduced stu­
dents to them in a brief one-semester course. Moreover, as proponents of 
versions of a "communities of practice" framework in our own teaching, all 
three of us wondered how such communities of practice could be enacted 
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in a structurally constrained EAP foreign language setting in ways that 
would help students become participants in academic conversations (Casa­
nave & Kanno, 1998) and help them begin to see themselves as writers with 
something to say. We could not send them out to become "ethnographers" 
of English-language academic literacy practices on our own university cam­
pus (Currie, 1999; Hirvela, 1997; Johns, 1990, 1995) because nearly all work 
was done in Japanese. Nevertheless, by the end of the study, I knew I would 
be able to present the study as a success story, one that demonstrated 
what was possible given hard work and engagement with challenging tasks 
(Bazerman, 1995; Leki, 1995a), in spite of my unresolved questions about ac­
ademic literacy games. 

Two Teachers, Two Communities of Practice 

Background to the Study 

In the spring of 1997, one of the teachers (Yasuko) and I undertook a se-
mester-long research project on our Japanese university campus to find out 
what the attitudes and practices were of five teachers of a newly estab­
lished Academic Reading and Writing course for our undergraduates. The 
course was originally conceived by me and the second teacher (David) as a 
step in helping prepare our junior and senior students for future graduate 
work in English-medium universities. Many of our undergraduate students 
are advanced users of English, and some of these and other students as 
well dream of one day studying abroad (meaning outside Japan). Much to 
our surprise, in spite of a course description emphasizing graduate prepa­
ration and a course enrollment limited to 15, more than 100 students tried 
to enter the first two sections taught by David that were opened the semes­
ter before this study was undertaken. Clearly many of the students wanted 
more than a narrowly defined course in graduate preparation; they wanted 
more academic English as well, or perhaps just more English, regardless of 
their plans for future study. We opened more sections the next semester. 

Yasuko and I worked together to help set up the multiple sections of the 
course. The other teachers of the new sections requested some guidance 
about what and how to teach this course, so we provided a broadly defined 
template of the course on Academic Reading and Writing that David had 
written, one that emphasized that we hoped to prepare students for critical 
reading and writing that they might need in graduate school and that stu­
dents should design their own writing projects (see Appendix A). All the 
teachers had the freedom to redesign the course in whatever way they saw 
fit, with the proviso that we wanted students to have a hands-on writing ex­
perience with topics chosen by them and not just to learn about writing. For 
the study, Yasuko and I observed five sections and took detailed field notes 
three times (beginning, middle, and end of the semester), interviewing the 
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teachers after each observation, transcribing those interview tapes, and 
collecting class syllabuses and handouts. We also distributed a question­
naire in Japanese two times (beginning and end of the semester) to all stu­
dents (about 140) asking them about their reasons for taking the class, their 
paper topics, and their responses to the class (see Appendix B). Students 
responded in Japanese or English, as they wished; I had the Japanese re­
sponses from David's and Yasuko's students translated to English by two 
Japanese assistants. We did not collect student papers since our project 
was not focusing on text analysis. For my part of this project, I observed 
and interviewed David and Yasuko. Because I knew David and Yasuko quite 
well, our conversations about academic literacy didn't stop when the tape 
recorder went off, so some of my "data" and my interpretations slide off the 
field note and transcript pages and into the fuzzy realm of remembered 
lunches, dinners, and phone and e-mail chats. I also taped an interview with 
five of Yasuko's students mid-semester in English, and kept copies of the 
first month of e-mail conversations among David's students and between 
them and him. I used the questionnaire information to compile a general 
profile of students from that semester and to learn more about the goals 
and responses to the class of David's and Yasuko's students in particular. 

We began the project with questions that the three of us continued to ex­
plore throughout the semester about what we should be doing in an under­
graduate academic literacy course in a foreign language setting, our re­
sponses becoming more complex with the accumulation of experience in 
our particular setting. I believe that similar questions can be asked of any 
course that aims to help prepare undergraduate writers for more advanced 
academic work. Here are some that underlay our project and that 1 con­
tinue to wrestle with: To what extent were these classes about teaching and 
learning aspects of the English language or about teaching and learning 
some of the social and political values and practices associated with writing 
in academic settings? Does the argument that students need to get a head 
start in possible future graduate work in English-medium settings make 
sense, given our belief in the situated learning framework and in the preem­
inent role of our own in situ academic enculturation? A head start in what? 
Does the apprenticeship metaphor work here, where EAP teachers are seen 
as mentors and expert models for novice practitioners, or does this meta­
phor work better at graduate levels (see Chaps. 3 and 4)? In what ways can 
the foreign language EAP classes of the two teachers I observed, David and 
Yasuko, be considered "communities of practice"? As "coaches" of aca­
demic writing games, how did David and Yasuko seem to understand and 
practice various academic writing games in their respective sections? In the 
discussion that follows, I first introduce David and Yasuko and their 
classes, then touch on some of these questions through a discussion of 
some of the classroom game strategies that David and Yasuko seemed to 
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feel were relevant to their young students' development of academic liter­
acy. I also bring in some of their students' views, in particular as docu­
mented in their open-ended responses in Japanese and English to question­
naires. The games were played in quite different ways in the two classes; 
some of the differences can be attributed to the two teachers' own experi­
ences with academic literacy practices in their graduate school encultur­
ation and in their current writing activities. 

David 

By the time I interviewed and observed David as part of the larger re­
search project on our campus about academic writing, I had known him for 
almost 6 years. A colleague of mine and I had interviewed him for a 3-year 
position in 1992, for which he was hired. We both liked his sense of humor 
and his energy in addition to his CV. Tall and athletic, sandy hair beginning 
to thin, David was in his mid-thirties at the time. He had traces of a southern 
U.S. accent that made a nice addition to the collection of Englishes in our 
program. When he arrived on our campus David was just finishing his dis­
sertation in language education from a university in Georgia. I didn't think 
he could finish in a year and work full time, but he did. Since that time he 
had taught, read, presented, and written in areas such as foreign language 
education, cross-cultural pragmatics, and intercultural communication. 

Fluent in Japanese, married to a Japanese, and the father of two young 
"doubles" (he refused to refer to his children as "half Japanese and half 
American"), he had special interests and experience in Japan that made 
him a particularly committed teacher. He saw and resisted the constraints 
and limitations imposed by aspects of the Japanese educational system and 
worked hard to help talented young students see a larger academic world. 
At the same time, he understood and respected other aspects of the Japa­
nese culture and educational system, and so seemed to me to feel pushed 
and pulled by conflicting understandings and goals. On our campus, David 
was particularly committed to helping high English proficiency students de­
velop academic literacy. He had taught many conversationally fluent, seem­
ingly bilingual English students in his undergraduate classes and believed 
these students could develop their full potential as bilinguals if they could 
become as literate in English as they were fluent in conversation. Moreover, 
some of these students wished to join graduate programs in English-
medium universities, and one way to help prepare them was to introduce 
them to North American practices of academic reading and writing that he 
was familiar with. He was instrumental in designing the original template 
for the reading and writing course, three semesters before our project took 
place—a course that because of institutional constraints was limited to one 
semester. At the time we worked together on this template we both knew 
that a one-semester course could barely scratch the surface of what stu­
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dents needed: lots of writing and reading practice, in-depth discussions, 
and designing and carrying out their own writing projects. What we didn't 
talk about explicitly at the time were the harsh realities of academic en­
culturation, where learning to participate in the many kinds of academic 
practices seems to take place through immersion in academic settings, in 
sometimes highly politicized interactions with different professors and col­
leagues, over many years. We were familiar with these realities from our 
own graduate educations. 

David had taken a number of courses in his own graduate program that 
dealt with literacy issues, and had been teaching aspects of academic liter­
acy for a number of years. He himself was reading and writing whenever his 
tight schedule permitted, in Japanese (a lecture series course he was teach­
ing) as well as in English. He wrote papers for conferences at least once a 
year, and whenever we talked, had several papers in the hopper waiting to 
be revised for publication. Talk about his research and writing was punctu­
ated with acerbic though humorous comments about his heavy schedule, 
lack of time, and the dilemma of how to balance all of his obligations. David 
mentioned in his first interview that he felt he was not reading and writing 
enough, but that the manuscript reviews he did for academic journals and 
the masters thesis advising he did for an American university in Tokyo 
helped him understand what students needed in an academic reading and 
writing class. In other interviews he talked about designing his class activi­
ties and responses from "intuition." His high energy, intensity, and perfec­
tionist tendencies kept him in a state of uncertainty throughout the semes­
ter, but also ensured that he did everything possible to conduct what he 
and students could assess as a successful class—one that resulted in stu­
dents' production of a "good paper" and in everyone's sense of accomplish­
ment. From my observations and interviews, I got a sense of what David 
thought the academic writing game was all about, and of what aspects of 
the practice he intuitively, as well as overtly, believed undergraduates 
needed to know in order to begin participating. 

Yasuko 

I first met Yasuko when she came to our campus for an interview for a 
position in our English section. A native Japanese, she was still finishing up 
the last details of her PhD program in Canada where she had specialized in 
bilingual education and qualitative research methods. I remember sitting at 
a lunch table with her and several other colleagues and being struck by 
how tiny she was. I felt clumsy, large, and bulky next to her. She seemed 
half my height and weight, and I wondered where she was able to find 
clothes that fit her. The second surprise was how articulate and firm she 
was in her discourse with us, in her slightly British-accented English. I won­
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dered at the time where all this confidence had come from in someone so 
young and tiny when I, at 20 years her senior, was still experiencing unset­
tling ups and downs in professional identity and in my relationship with the 
academic world. Was it an act, the kind we all perform when we are on 
stage in the serious game of the job interview? Or did she really have a 
comfortable sense already of who she was? Or, a third possibility, had she 
just not yet been burned by any of the political games in academia that 
tend to sap one's enthusiasm for the job? At any rate, I was taken with her 
freshness, her commitment to continuing her research, and her excitement, 
tempered with questions and inexperience, about teaching undergradu­
ates. I sensed that the students would respond to her with enthusiasm, 
which they did. 

At the time I observed her classes as part of our project she had been 
teaching English at our university in her first full time job for about a year. 
She was teaching the Academic Reading and Writing course for the second 
time, two sections of it, plus regular required freshman and sophomore 
English classes. Throughout the semester in which I observed and inter­
viewed her, she was doing her own academic reading and writing in addi­
tion to teaching her regular English classes, including "freewriting" that she 
did with her students and on her own, work on a paper from her disserta­
tion for future publication, and reading in the areas of academic literacy, 
cultural readjustment, and Japanese minority children. She had had no for­
mal training in the teaching of writing, although she had once taken an EAP-
like course which she claimed had helped her understand what would be 
expected of her in her PhD program. Before arriving on our campus, as was 
the case for David, she had been immersed in nonstop reading and writing 
experiences for the 6 or so years of her doctoral work. As had David, 
Yasuko mentioned throughout the semester in which I observed her that 
her previous and current academic literacy experiences at the graduate 
level greatly influenced her class practices and reflected aspects of her own 
academic enculturation that she felt were important. 

The Students and the Course 

On our campus, an old private university, students came from all over 
Japan, many entering through the grueling entrance exam process (see 
Brown & Yamashita, 1995; Frost, 1991) and some through Admissions Office 
processes involving special applications and interviews. Quite a few stu­
dents were "returnees"—students who had spent several years in foreign 
countries where their businessmen fathers were stationed. All students 
were required to take a foreign language in their freshman and sophomore 
years, and could take some of the few elective language courses once their 
language requirement was fulfilled. 
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From the questionnaire data gathered from all of the students (136 re­
sponded to the first one) at the beginning of the semester (Appendix B), we 
learned that most were sophomores (about 61%) and about 25% were ju­
niors, even though the course was intended for juniors and seniors. Sev­
enty percent were women, and more than half had lived abroad for 1 year 
or more. Over 80% had learned something about writing in Japanese in their 
past schooling, and more than 50% had studied some kind of writing in Eng­
lish. About half of the students said they would seek full-time jobs after 
graduating, and about one third said they would pursue graduate study 
abroad. Most students claimed they liked to write or at least felt neutral 
about it (83% for Japanese, 75% for English). Moreover, many of the stu­
dents said they read books and magazines outside of class in Japanese 
(88%) and just over half claimed to do so in English (52%). These last two 
sets of figures say something important about the students who chose to 
take the Academic Reading and Writing course—most enjoyed and prac­
ticed reading and writing in both their first and second languages. 

In the open-ended responses to the first questionnaire, students ex­
plained why they had decided to take the course and described what their 
goals were. David's and Yasuko's students, for the most part, stated that 
they hoped to maintain or "brush up" their English. About one third of their 
students said they needed academic English because they wished to study 
abroad some day or that they needed English for their future jobs. These 
figures accord with the general profile of the whole group. Specifically they 
said they hoped to learn aspects of basic writing skills, learn how to write 
good "high level" academic reports and papers, and to learn to express 
their ideas clearly and fluently. Some students, particularly those in David's 
very high level class, expressed a desire to learn specific techniques of writ­
ing, such as how to structure papers, how to collect reference materials, 
and how to write their opinions persuasively and logically. (Several of Da-
vid's students had taken his class before and were aware of what they 
would be doing this particular semester.) In general, however, the students' 
personal goals for the class were quite general. 

David and Yasuko taught two sections each, roughly considered the two 
highest levels. In the sections that I observed, one for each teacher, there 
were 15 students in David's class and 6 students, all women, in Yasuko's 
class. Yasuko's class included as well one student from the newly opened 
graduate school on our campus. The classes met once a week for 90 min­
utes for 14 weeks. Except for the few students in David's class who had 
taken this same class before, none of the students had had a class in the de­
velopment of academic literacy in English, and none had worked for a full 
semester on a major single-authored paper on a topic of their own choice in 
English or in Japanese even though some of them had done quite a bit of 
writing in freshman and sophomore English courses. In both David's and 
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Yasuko's classes, most of the students had very high TOEFL scores, in the 
mid-500 to low 600 range, and some had spent more time living outside Ja­
pan than inside. These were "returnee" students, children of businessmen 
who had been stationed abroad by their Japanese companies and who had 
grown up bilingually. However, in some cases their English development 
had come to a halt in junior high school when they returned to Japan in or­
der to enter the competitive race for entrance into a prestigious university. 
As Cummins (1981) and others have noted, fluency in oral conversation 
may be unrelated to competence in the text-related proficiencies required 
by people who need to read and write in the academy. Some students them­
selves were aware of and wished to close this gap. 

The challenge facing David and Yasuko, and other teachers including me 
(I had taught a section the previous semester), was where to start, and 
what to do in just one short semester of 13 or 14 class meetings. It seemed 
to all of us that students needed so much. We ourselves had learned to 
write in academic settings over many years, and most of that in graduate 
school. The one thing David and Yasuko and I did agree on was that we 
wanted to consider the undergraduate students in the classes to be inexpe­
rienced academic writers rather than just students lacking proficiency in 
English. All of us, after all, had once been novice academic writers and Da­
vid and I could recall developmental experiences even in our native lan­
guages that made us squirm with discomfort. (Yasuko on the other hand 
continually surprised me by her love of writing.) We agreed, too, that we 
wanted students to "own" their topics, and to have ongoing support and in­
teraction with teacher and peers as they struggled through their first writ­
ing experiences in these academically oriented classes. And as Bazerman 
(1995) advised, we wanted them to feel motivated enough to work very 
hard. To these ends, David had his students read and respond orally and in 
writing to academic journal articles and write a paper supported by at least 
five published sources. Yasuko had her students read and respond orally 
and in writing to nonfiction stories written by people who had done field­
work, and then do their own ethnographic-style fieldwork project about 
which they were to write their own nonfiction story and give a class presen­
tation. Amidst these broadly similar goals, what specific practices did these 
two teachers set up for their students? After briefly describing the setting 
for the two classes, I group my observations under several categories that I 
label "game strategies." 

The Setting 

To my eye, our campus is not conducive to encouraging student motiva­
tion, study, and interaction. It was built on farm and forest land, opened in 
1990, and was hailed as Japan's new innovative computer campus. It strikes 
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me as gray and cold, built as it is of concrete slabs and a lot of glass. The 
landscaping in part makes up for the coldness; there are more trees and ex­
panses of lawn than one usually sees at universities in the wider Tokyo 
area, and there is even a duck pond where an occasional snowy egret visits. 
On a rare clear day we can see Mt. Fuji from the fourth floors of the class­
room buildings. But there are few places for the more than 4,000 students to 
sit, chat, study, and concentrate. The only outside seating consists of 10 
card-table sized tables with a few metal chairs around each just outside the 
cafeteria and bookstore area. Weather permitting, some students sit on 
lawns. There are no dormitories, no general student center, and few quiet 
spaces in the media center-library, which is often crowded with noisy 
groups of students chatting behind a computer monitor or at one of the li­
brary study tables. Other than the rare empty classrooms, there are no 
other places for students to collaborate and study together. The class­
rooms themselves are square or rectangular gray concrete and glass rooms 
with bare walls, crowded with desk-chairs or heavy two-person tables with 
the teacher lectern or podium up front and close to the black or white 
board. Unless a teacher decides to take the noisy step of moving chairs and 
tables, all students face front in the regular 35-60 person rooms. Except for 
the smallest of the seminar rooms, chalk dust covered equipment abounds— 
large television monitor, VCR, OHP, tape system under the hinged desk top, 
and some with full computer-projecting systems. 

David's and Yasuko's classrooms were designed to accommodate about 
35 students. Like the design of the rest of the campus, the physical setting 
communicated that teaching and learning happens by transmission within 
classroom walls, from teachers-knowers to listening students, not around 
seminar tables or in lounges, cafes, and student centers. It did not convey 
the sense, in other words, that communication, engagement, and collabora­
tive practice were central to the educational process. David and Yasuko, 
within these physical constraints, did what they could to create an atmo­
sphere of engaged practice, warmth, and support for students, often leav­
ing the front podium, rearranging seating, and joining student discussion 
groups. The "game strategies" they practiced in each of their classrooms 
differed in emphasis, but appeared in some form in both classes. I discuss 
six of these strategies below. 

Game Strategy I: Interact With Texts 
and With Others About Texts 

David and Yasuko hoped that their students would begin to see texts as en­
tities with which they needed to interact constructively and about which 
they routinely interacted with peers and teachers. They both wanted stu­
dents to read extensively, respond to what they read in writing and in dis­
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cussion with them and peers, and to begin to see themselves as partici­
pants in conversations with authors and with each other about authors. 
The students in David's and Yasuko's classes had not conceptualized their 
relationships with texts in this way before. How did these two teachers set 
up games practices that might encourage students' changing relationship 
with texts? Reading response journals, discussion, and teacher feedback 
helped instigate this change. 

Reading Response Journals and follow-Up Discussion. Both David and 
Yasuko asked students to read one or more common articles, write re­
sponses in a journal, and discuss their responses later in small group and 
whole class discussions. David also had his students read, respond to, and 
discuss articles each had found through an extensive literature search on 
an individual paper topic. David and Yasuko participated in discussions, 
sometimes as listeners, sometimes as commentators on the subject matter, 
and sometimes as guides to help students construct deeper, more critical 
and questioning responses, particularly in the case of a common reading ar­
ticle that they themselves knew well. 

In my first observation very early in the semester, David was helping stu­
dents learn the serious game of how to respond to academic articles in writ­
ing and in talk and to interact with him and with each other in their 
discussions of readings, activities that he himself had learned to do in gradu­
ate school and that he was actively pursuing in his own current work. He had 
set up a small-group activity with reading response journals designed to get 
students interacting with each other through the texts they had read. He ex­
plained to them why this response activity was helpful. "It gives writers a 
sense that there are readers," he told the students, "that people are listen­
ing." At the end of class, in which the students had sat in their groups reading 
each others' journals and chatting quietly, he reminded them once again 
about the conversational nature of this academic activity: "These journals," 
he reiterated, "should be a conversation," not just between teacher and stu­
dent but "sideways" too, between and among student readers and writers. 

In revealing where this goal had come from, and his sense of how it 
could be achieved, David said, "It came from my experience. It came from 
what I think is useful. Where else could it come from?" (Interview 1, 4/22/ 
97). He clarified that this experience included not only his academic experi­
ences in and out of graduate school, but also "peer advice and social inter­
action," his experience with Japanese schools, and his own theoretical ori­
entations toward learning that he had developed through his own reading 
and study: 

The idea about reading and responding to a journal [article] was in part from 
my own theoretical interpretation about acquiring literacy, or acquiring lan­
guage, through interaction, and by actually using the language.... I mean the 
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practice develops out of that theory or theoretical interpretation. (Interview 1, 
4/22/97) 

Sometimes it was difficult to get students to direct their reading re­
sponses to each other rather than just to the teacher. In my first observa­
tion of Yasuko at the beginning of the semester, she had asked her small 
group of women students to talk about the nonfiction readings they had 
chosen from her reserve list—a collection of well-written narratives she 
had put on reserve that were models of good nonfiction storytelling. She 
had chosen readings that she herself had found especially engaging and 
hoped that students, too, would become caught up in the stories about 
autistics, a male prostitute, or a well-known singing group, and find them­
selves getting to know the characters as well as the textual structure of the 
stories themselves. Her instructions to her small group of women students 
on this day were to talk about what they had read and about how they felt 
about what they had read. Her goal was to have students interact with each 
other about these readings, not just with her, and to respond to the descrip­
tions and dilemmas of the characters and to the authors' manner of telling 
their stories. 

The students did not yet know each other well, but I was struck in this 
early class by how hesitant and teacher-oriented this small group of ad­
vanced English-speaking young women seemed to be. The talk tended to be 
directed at Yasuko in the beginning of this activity, more like an informal 
presentation than interaction among group members. Like most students, 
these young women were more familiar with a transmission model of edu­
cation where information from a text was to be displayed back to a teacher, 
not used as a basis for interaction with classmates or with the text itself. 
Students had written in their response journals on their chosen readings, 
so referred to their papers as they talked, but the first young woman to 
speak about her Oliver Sacks article on autism made eye contact only with 
Yasuko. Before the second student began to talk, Yasuko stood up suddenly 
and commented that students should be talking to each other. She then 
moved out of the circle and back to a seat behind a large teacher's desk. 
Just after the student began talking, again maintaining eye contact only 
with her, Yasuko quietly left the room. The speaker continued talking, look­
ing down at her paper and now making eye contact primarily with the stu­
dent who was sitting directly across from her. When Yasuko returned a few 
minutes later, the speaker continued without a break while two other 
women in the group nodded and backchanneled occasionally. Yasuko, at 
the teacher's desk, kept her gaze down at her own notebook of freewriting, 
flipping a page from time to time. Several other students talked about the 
articles they had read, fielding a few questions, and managing to interact 
with each other rather than with Yasuko, whose generally lowered eye gaze 
did not invite interaction with her. 
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However, Yasuko did participate actively in response to a pair of stu­
dents who had both read the same article—the second of two Oliver Sacks 
stories that were on reserve, this one on the effects of L-Dopa, the theme of 
the film "Awakenings." Both women spoke from a handout, which the other 
students followed as they spoke. Yasuko once asked, "So what can we learn 
from this?" In the discussion that followed, Yasuko was trying to get stu­
dents to link the two texts by Sacks, to compare their structures, and to 
help them learn more about Sacks as a person and an author with extra in­
formation she was able to provide them. The discussion picked up. The stu­
dents seemed curious about Sacks and wanted to know what was in the 
"rest of his book" and about "why he didn't insist anything, about what we 
should do." Yasuko filled these gaps as best she could in the limited time, 
trying to shape the author into a real person with whom students could 
communicate. The class laughed when Yasuko told them that Sacks "really 
likes footnotes" (some had complained about this characteristic of his writ­
ing) and that some of his articles devoted up to half a page to them. Yasuko 
talked about Sacks in the way she might talk about a colleague she knew, as 
someone with whom she had interacted over time through the many essays 
of his she had read. Students were getting a sense from this discussion that 
it was possible to relate to the authors they read as people with whom they 
could interact and that a serious expectation of academic literacy games 
was that readers interact with authors in just this way. 

In this early class activity, I did not observe Yasuko explaining to stu­
dents how to communicate about the texts they had read, how to interact 
with the texts themselves through their journals (a required writing activ­
ity), or how to communicate with each other about texts. Yasuko chose in­
stead to arrange the activity so that students would not be able to commu­
nicate in the traditional unidirectional way with her or just receive 
information transmitted from her, but would be forced to talk to each other. 
She also modeled how becoming familiar with an author's body of work 
could allow readers to see authors as people with a coherent agenda that 
could be discussed from the perspectives of their different writings. In par­
ticular in her descriptions of "inside information" on author Sacks, she 
showed students (did not teach them) that for her reading meant getting to 
know authors, becoming familiar with their quirks and personal styles, and 
finding in them tricks of the trade to apply to her own writing. I had the feel­
ing as observer that the students had not practiced these kinds of interac­
tions before, with texts, and with each other about texts, and that in their 
"presentations" and discussions they could not yet relate to the authors as 
people with or about whom they might have a conversation. They were just 
beginning to practice this interaction game, and in some cases did this 
through the back door: By mid-semester, I saw that Yasuko had begun to 
acquaint students with the interactive aspects of academic reading and 
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writing by modeling a way of relating to reading and writing that she had 
acquired in graduate school and that was evident in how she herself talked 
about texts and their authors. 

Feedback and Response. Part of the practice of interacting with and 
about texts, for both teachers, involved extensive teacher involvement 
through written and oral feedback, both on reading response journals and on 
student papers. These activities conveyed the sense that oral and written 
interaction with texts of all kinds was a normal practice that had less to do 
with grading and evaluation than with what David called the practice of "en­
gaged discussion" between novice and more experienced academic writers. 

For his part, David responded in depth in writing to students' reading re­
sponse journals and to their paper drafts, modeling in sometimes excruciat­
ing detail his belief in the role of an involved listener in the development of 
academic literacy. This was one of his ways of "talking to" individual stu­
dents. He felt particularly strongly about the mentor role of a teacher, not­
ing that ongoing teacher-student interaction was essential for helping stu­
dents produce a good paper—his main goal in this class. "The teacher has 
responsibility," he said. "A teacher's part of this whole construction. We're 
part of the conversation, and if we don't respond enough to the students, or 
motivate them, encourage them enough so they can produce a good paper, 
then we haven't really done enough work ourselves" (Interview 1, 4/22/97). 
In explaining his commitment to teacher involvement in the revision proc­
ess, for example, he drew on his own experiences with publishing and the 
value for him of feedback and response from reviewers: 

And then the activity of writing the paper, the revision so necessary, that's 
not just theoretical. I've seen how students' papers have just changed after re­
vision. And producing a paper—the one big journal article that I've had came 
out of intense negotiation with—back and forth with the editor. And any pa­
pers that I've had published have always been out of that revision process. 
The activities are doing what it takes to get a good paper published, my expe­
rience, what other people go through, this is in Lave and Wenger's—I mean 
this is actually the practice instead of the theory about it. Actually doing it. 
(Interview 1, 4/22/97) 

Later in the semester David also provided numerous opportunities for 
students to read each other's paper drafts and respond with questions (es­
pecially of clarification) and suggestions. During these sessions he would 
circulate around the room, visiting each group as listener and commenta­
tor. Additionally, David and his students interacted by e-mail throughout 
the semester, although those interactions dealt primarily with formal and 
practical matters such as searching for journal articles and developing ap­
propriate descriptors for an Internet search. For her part, Yasuko often met 
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with students individually to discuss issues and ideas related to their field­
work project. These practices, along with David's and Yasuko's extensive 
written commentary on journals and drafts, demonstrated for students the 
social and inquiry-oriented nature of the academic writing game and the 
role of readers and listeners as active participants in the construction and 
interpretation of ideas. 

Game Strategy 2: Blend Voices 

Another common practice that novice academic writers wrestle with is that 
of learning the serious game of merging the voices of published authorities 
with their own—to rely on others' voices and at the same time to stamp 
their written work with what Spack's (1997a) Yuko believed was creativity 
and originality. This challenge of merging voices loomed large for David's 
students, who were required to use at least five references with proper APA 
documentation to help support their arguments in their papers but who 
were not allowed to copy more than a few consecutive words from their 
sources without citing them. Yasuko's students, who wrote from a fieldwork 
experience, did not need to learn the citation game at this time. 

In the mid-semester class observation, 1 watched David set up an activity 
whereby students were to figure out how two authors of published papers 
they had collected were interacting. An exercise in how to merge voices-
students' and those of two authors, David asked students in small groups to 
"compare and contrast" the two articles they had read by trying to put the 
key information from both authors into one sentence. As each student 
summed the ideas from two authors, the other students were to listen 
closely, make notes that would allow them to paraphrase what each speak­
er had said, and ask appropriate questions, especially to clarify meaning. 

Students had never tried to merge the voices of two authors before, nor 
to blend those voices with their own writing without the kind of textual bor­
rowing that Westerners call plagiarism (Deckert, 1993; Pennycook, 1996). In 
this compare-contrast activity, and in students' papers, as reported by Da­
vid, students found their first experience with multivocality extremely diffi­
cult. This conforms with my own experiences with undergraduate writers. 
In my mid-semester class observation, I watched David's students working 
together in small groups and was not sure whether they grasped how to 
carry out the practice that David had set up. At the end of the class, two of 
the students presented their multivocalic summaries to the whole class, 
pulling expressions from their readings and sounding authoritative. How­
ever, as one student said after presenting her brief but confident-sounding 
commentary on her two authors, "I didn't know what I was talking about." 
Kenny, the student who "didn't know what she was talking about," may 
have just been going through the motions of knowing how to play this par­
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ticular game, but she and the other students had at the very least experi­
enced their first tries at showing how authors "converse" and how they as 
novice writers could interact with these interacting authors. 

At the same time, the students were encouraged to blend David's edito­
rial voice with theirs without needing to acknowledge him as a source, a dif­
ferent game strategy altogether. In a final interview at the end of the semes­
ter, David talked about inter- and intratextual interaction, and the blending 
of voices. He noted that in his own editing of students' drafts, he did not 
consider students' use of his own words to be plagiarism: 

So that my comments to students when I gave them editorially on their rough 
drafts were designed in that way, so that I would instead of trying to correct 
students' writing, I see it as rephrasing, adopting their point of view and talk­
ing in their voice, and they can use my words to pick them up and incorporate 
into their own writing. That's a theoretical notion of what I'm trying to do in 
interacting with students, responding to their writing and helping them to 
coconstruct a paper. (Interview 3, 7/18/97) 

For David, the major issue was not plagiarism. "The major issue," he said in 
the final interview, "is in terms of dialogicality, or heteroglossia, multi-
vocality." A copied argument, he explained, was unevaluated and underde­
veloped, and therefore needed to be rephrased and explained in students' 
own words—which themselves were a paradoxical blending of theirs and 
his—as well as paraphrased and cited from sources. David wanted students 
to own their topics and papers, yet believed theoretically and in practice in 
the necessity, the inevitability, of the multivocality of academic discourse. 
He had no intention of resolving this paradox one way or the other. As he 
did in his own writing, students needed to learn to wrestle with this para­
dox themselves with their new awareness that in academic writing games in 
English, writers tried to distinguish between words they owned and words 
they borrowed from others (Pennycook, 1996). 

In Yasuko's class, the task of blending voices differed in that students' 
main writing project was not a library research paper but an experiential 
"ethnography," involving fieldwork observations and interviews that stu­
dents then needed to craft into a well-told story. The voices that needed to 
be blended were those of people they had met, with their own voices as sto­
rytellers. Yasuko told me that she purposely did not ask students to consult 
library resources for this project because she did not want to deal with the 
problem of plagiarism and because one of her primary goals was to help 
students learn to tell a good nonfiction story from their own experiences 
and interactions with particular people in a particular setting. Such a story 
might, however, include direct quotes from her informants. The project, in 
other words, was set up so that the voices of others that found their way 
into students' work formed a natural part of the narratives that students 
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constructed. Yasuko provided a handout to students on how to include 
these voices in their stories. I found it interesting that she did not consider 
this type of writing to be "academic," as is evident in the following quote 
from our mid-semester interview: 

We talked about citations a bit, although I don't focus too much on citations 
and APA style. Actually I don't focus on APA style at all because I don't think 
of this [project] as academic—academic reading and writing. Urn, but then I 
thought you know if they want to quote their participants' own words, it 
would be useful to know how to cite people's words. So I prepared a little 
handout on that, and talked about that. (Interview 2, 6/10/97) 

The only exercise in blending textual voices was in the first part of the se­
mester in which students read and responded to nonfiction articles, de­
scribed under Game Strategy 1. Moreover, unlike in David's class, Yasuko's 
students were not required to turn in drafts of their papers, but about a 
third did. In those cases, Yasuko provided extensive comments but without 
actually editing students' words. In all other cases, the first full draft that 
Yasuko saw was the final one. Yasuko's own voice, therefore, did not ap­
pear in students' papers in the way it did in David's. (See Game Strategy 3.) 

Game Strategy 3: Own Your Research Experiences 
and Tell a Good Story From Them 

A goal in both David's and Yasuko's classes was for students to pursue a 
topic of their own choice that had been developed and narrowed in discus­
sion with teacher and peers. This they did. But because Yasuko's students 
did a fieldwork project in the second half of the semester, Yasuko felt they 
would be able to own their topics in ways that would be difficult to achieve 
with a library paper. The fieldwork, she explained in our last interview, was 
what gave students something to talk about, and was something uniquely 
owned by them. She talked in the mid-semester interview about some of 
these projects, which turned out to capture her own interest as well as that 
of classmates: 

Ok one woman is doing a study on a tea ceremony. [Yasuko describes the 
process briefly.] Another person is really interested in the interface between 
human beings and gadgets. And for that she is observing physically disabled 
people using computers. (...) And actually that's turning out to be really 
quite interesting. Because she's actually talking to one disabled person who 
communicates with her on e-mail, that way, because he actually cannot talk, 
or he has a hard time talking. But you know he uses the computer to talk with 
her. (...) And ah oh, what else are they do—oh another girl is observing a law 
firm. (Interview 2, 6/10/97) 
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Students then began to construct their stories in the form of informal class 
presentations soon after they had begun their fieldwork. Yasuko also pro­
vided instruction in how to structure a good story, including an exercise in 
which students analyzed the story structure of the readings they had done 
in the first part of the semester, and how to write a coherent paragraph 
(see Game Strategy 6). In the presentations of their final papers, a session 
that I observed, the students told structured stories about these real set­
tings and people, using a variety of visuals that added another personal 
touch, such as their own Power Point displays and video clips. 

By virtue of the fact that each of the students' fieldwork experiences was 
unique and incapable of being checked as one might check students' cited 
sources, students owned their projects in ways that differed from David's 
students. The sense that students had come to own their experiences and 
their tales of them was evident to me in the last class in which the students 
were giving their final presentations. Their stories, uniquely theirs, cap­
tured the attention of their peers, teacher, and me in ways that summaries 
and analyses of previously told stories could not. 

Game Strategy 4: Speak With Authority 

The practices that novice readers and writers engage in influence how they 
identify themselves within their academic settings and the authority with 
which they learn to express their knowledge and their identities. As we 
have seen from Chiseri-Strater's (1991) study of Anna and Nick, there is no 
guarantee that students will come to see themselves as academic writers in 
the way that more mature students might (Ivanic, 1998; Sternglass, 1997). 
On the other hand, from my own studies of journal writing I found that stu­
dents can indeed come to see themselves as writers and thinkers in a uni­
versity setting even without writing conventional academic papers (Casa­
nave, 1992b, 1995a). In both David's and Yasuko's classes, in different ways, 
this was one of the goals that the two teachers had for their students. David 
and Yasuko wanted their students to begin to see themselves as writers 
who had something to say and who were aware that someone (peers, teach­
ers) was reading and responding. 

David saw this partly as an issue of voice. As I mentioned in a previous 
section, David felt that the students needed to learn to do more than just re­
port on an article. In the mid-semester interview after the class in which he 
had asked students to merge the main ideas in two of their reading articles 
he said: 

The big issue is the authorial voice. They're finding articles, and they're pur­
suing a topic, so with five articles in less than ten weeks, I think topic develop­
ment is great. The question is, you know, do they, in the words of a student 
who came to me after class today, do they know what they think. And the 
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question is, are they able to handle all of this, and to merge it, and to pull it to­
gether. Are they able to deal with i t . . .  . I see that as issues of voice and inter­
pretation. (Interview 2, 5/27/97) 

In asking students to do this kind of exercise in merging voices, David 
hoped to help students develop their own voices by helping them learn to 
be critical readers: 

It's built on something that last semester and the semester before that I no­
ticed, that the students in developing their authorial voice that they need 
to be able to evaluate. That puts them in a position that lets them judge the 
advantages disadvantages, good points weak points. It's strengthening their 
voice in a sense. (Interview 2, 5/27/97) 

Students learn to mimic an authorial voice as part of the writing games 
they become familiar with in college. Bartholomae (1985) discussed this as­
pect of learning academic literacies, as did Ivanic (1998) in her study of 
adult undergraduate writers, all of whom took on different voices that dis­
tanced them from or identified them with voices in the academy. In Penrose 
and Geisler's (1994) case study comparison of authorial voice in a freshman 
and PhD level writers in philosophy, the novice freshman writer seemed to 
believe that an authorial voice was one that presented "facts" as gleaned 
from her sources. However, she had only a minimal sense of how the voices 
in her sources were speaking to each other, and no sense of her own role in 
this conversation. In my study, however, David seemed concerned with 
helping students develop confidence in themselves as writers who actually 
could speak with some authority. After all, they had researched their own 
topics in areas in which David himself and classmates as well were not nec­
essarily authorities. Nevertheless, knowing how long the practice of learn­
ing to speak authoritatively takes to develop when young writers are rely­
ing on published sources (the "real" authorities, some students believe, by 
virtue of having claims in print), David felt he had barely scratched the sur­
face of this practice with his students. He and his own students (as ex­
pressed in their final questionnaire) both knew that one semester provides 
too little time for inexperienced writers to take on authoritative roles as 
participants in academic conversations. 

Yasuko's students, on the other hand, in their final presentations and pa­
pers spoke with the authority of "researchers" who owned their knowledge 
and experiential resources. No one else in the class, neither peers nor 
teacher, were experts on their topics, nor could expertise be accrued from 
published sources. Yasuko had helped her students find a formal structure 
for their stories, but the stories themselves were told by the students with 
the authority of writers who have first-hand knowledge. In our last inter­
view, Yasuko described at length some of the presentations from her other 
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class that I had not witnessed, indicating how much she and classmates had 
learned from each one. It seemed to me, in other words, that David's more 
formal academic exercise of writing from sources helped students own 
their topics and develop an authoritative voice (a textual phenomenon?), 
whereas Yasuko's project helped students develop authoritative personae 
(a social role?). As we know from work by Ivanic (1994, 1998), a writer's 
identity, which I believe includes both voice and persona, is constructed by 
and represented in texts, a most serious game indeed. (See Ivanic, 1994, for 
a discussion of Goffman's terms for the different ways identity can be repre­
sented in texts.) 

Game Strategy 5: Learn to Love Writing 
(or at Least to Become Fluent) 

Becoming a fluent, nonhesitant writer is a goal that some of us continue to 
carry with us into our gray-haired years even if we have given up hope of 
ever being able to say we love writing. Like me, David often struggled with 
his own writing even though he seems to me to be a fluent and accom­
plished writer in English and a budding academic writer in Japanese. Like 
most academic writers, he ties his writing practices closely to his reading 
practices. The two kinds of fluency go together. From his perspective, then, 
he sympathized with students greatly and understood how much reading 
and writing his class entailed. In his interviews he did not talk about helping 
students learn to love writing. Nevertheless, the weekly reading response 
journals and multiple paper drafts that he required ensured that students 
who completed the course would develop fluency they had not had before. 
In their final questionnaires, some students commented on how valuable 
the regular and extensive reading and writing activities had been. 

Yasuko, on the other hand, hoped her students would learn to love writ­
ing, to become close observers of a setting and of the people in it, and to 
tell a good story, all intertwined aspects of qualitative research that she 
had learned in her PhD program. She wanted them, in other words, to come 
to see themselves as writers and as storytellers. In addition to the fieldwork 
experience, she also asked students to write often and write a lot in class, 
following the practice of freewriting that she herself benefitted from and 
paralleling in some ways the practice of regular journal writing that some of 
them had done in freshman and sophomore English classes. She also 
wanted her students to see her as a practicing writer. In one class early in 
the semester that I observed, she asked students to write nonstop for 10 
minutes, as she herself wrote in her own journal, a Peter Elbow (1973) prac­
tice. As I both watched and participated, I marveled at the amount of writ­
ing that these Japanese students were producing in English and noted that 
some of them, as well as Yasuko herself, wrote faster than I did. 
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Yasuko explained that her goals for her writing class came very strongly 
from her own experience, not so much from being taught, but "by doing it" 
(Lave & Wenger, 1991), an experience she tried to replicate with her own 
students that semester. Believing that "you improve if you write a lot," she 
had asked her students to do what she herself had been asked to do in 
graduate school, where she had developed her own identity as an academic 
writer: 

I learned that from personal experience, mostly in grad school, when I was 
writing a PhD dissertation. Because I was— Oh because when I first went to 
Canada, I took a course, I think it was Merrill Swain's course on applied lin­
guistics or something. And part of the requirement was that every week there 
was a talk by someone, and you had to read an article on reserve by that per­
son, and you either have to write a summary of it, or write a critique of it. And 
so every week, you are supposed to write say two pages, three pages. And 
that was really really hard when I first went there. And maybe that was a 
three-day project for me? But then towards the end, after six years, I could 
probably sit down in an afternoon and do it. Because I had written so much 
by then. (Interview 1, 4/28/97) 

At the end of that semester, she spoke about whether she felt her goals 
for her class had been achieved, goals that paralleled her own goals for her 
research and writing. She said that her goal of getting students interested in 
the process of writing came through in the final papers, an ambition that 
was close to her heart, as she had expressed in our first interview: 

I guess the reason why that's so important to me is because that's really what 
I learned to do in the course of my PhD. And that's really changed my life, my 
professional life, and my personal life too, in that now— I mean I used to follow 
the last minute shot, last minute writing pattern, too. But then after learning 
to do journal writing and writing narrative way, I learned to integrate writing 
into my life, and my life is so much richer for it? ... So I guess I'd like my stu­
dents to have that experience too. (Interview 1, 4/28/97) 

Yasuko believed that her students had begun to see themselves as writers 
who could communicate their "owned" knowledge and experiences to an in­
terested audience in an academic setting. In their final questionnaires, her 
students, like David's, commented on the value to them of the extensive op­
portunities for writing, reading, and discussion. I don't know if her students 
learned to love writing more than they might already have, but they 
learned not to dread it, and they learned that by practicing it regularly it 
did get easier. These are essential game strategies for academic writers. 
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Game Strategy 6: Make the Paper Look Right 

Much has been written about the role of genre conventions and rhetorical 
structure in academic writing, and arguments persist about whether we 
should teach students to conform to or resist formal conventions (see com­
ments in the previous section). In different ways, Yasuko and David both 
taught students some formal features of academic writing that they ex­
pected to see in the final papers, partly for reasons of convention and 
partly for reasons of readability (requiring coherence of paragraphs, transi­
tions between them, and so on). 

David, for one, provided students with a great deal of detailed informa­
tion about rules and computer commands for formatting text and for citing 
and referencing in the very first class I visited, spending a full 10 minutes on 
these details. He insisted that students follow APA citing and referencing 
style, for example, and labored at length with examples on overhead trans­
parency, handouts, and board to point out the dozens of details that he 
himself now used automatically (see Bazerman, 1987; Lynch & McGrath, 
1993). David's focus on form as well as content from an early stage in the 
writing project communicated to me and to students a sense of his own val­
ues about the professional look of a paper, and about the need for format­
ting conventions to be practiced repeatedly (game-practice style) until they 
become second nature. The drafts of his own papers that I had seen in the 
past had all followed APA formatting conventions, those that he was teach­
ing his students. Attention to these formal requirements at the earliest 
stages of writing, a much disparaged activity by some "process-oriented" 
scholars, might be thought of as attention to some of the sociolinguistically 
appropriate language game conventions that writers use when they com­
municate via academic texts. 

In Yasuko's more formal teaching, to prepare students for structural 
analyses of some of the narratives they had read and to help them struc­
ture their own narratives later, Yasuko talked about technical aspects of 
nonfiction story writing (paragraph writing, topic sentences, the character­
istics of a good story). Unlike David, she had explicit lessons on paragraph 
writing and did structural analyses of the published readings but presented 
almost nothing on how to cite sources from readings. In interviews she 
talked about how important she felt it was for students to learn to write a 
well-structured paragraph and was continually amazed at how difficult this 
task—now second nature for her—was for students. 

In their editorial comments on students' drafts as well as in class activi­
ties, both David and Yasuko included comments that communicated to stu­
dents the need to make their papers look right, although the formal fea­
tures they emphasized differed. Neither teacher waited until the last stages 
of students' project write-ups to have students practice certain formal fea­
tures of their writing, as so-called process approaches have suggested, but 
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worked on them at different points throughout the semester, including in 
David's case from the very beginning. 

Neither Yasuko nor David discussed their teaching in terms of strategies 
and games. However, as I reflected on my experiences in their classrooms 
and on my discussions with them, the game analogy helped me to concep­
tualize what I saw and learned as structured, interactive, rule-governed 
practices. It also helped me understand that novice writers in undergradu­
ate settings require a great deal of practice in the company of more expert 
players in order to learn to participate in such literate activities. 

Students' Perspectives 

The students in David's and Yasuko's classes struggled with a variety of ac­
ademic game practices that these two teachers had set up. The students 
found David's class, in which reading and responding to academic journal 
articles formed a foundational practice in students' construction of their 
own papers, particularly difficult. In informal written evaluations that David 
asked students to write, they commented on specific difficulties: how diffi­
cult the reading and responding was, how limited their vocabulary, and 
how faulty their grammar. But these students and others also wrote that 
they felt they were learning how to think critically, that learning how to 
write in the way David was instructing them was essential for being able to 
communicate in a world where English was the dominant language of busi­
ness and the Internet, and that the class was difficult but important. In the 
final questionnaire (Appendix B) David's students said that by far the most 
difficult task in his class was finding appropriate journal articles, a litera­
ture search task that required that some of them travel to other university 
libraries. Several students commented on how difficult it was to blend 
voices: "[The most difficult thing was] combining all 5 or more articles and 
my opinion into one essay" and "Bringing the paper together at the end." 
For this last student, "Gathering the information was not at all difficult, but 
trying to mesh all the ideas together at the end" was. Looking back over the 
whole semester, students in both classes commented that classes were 
very hard work, but worth the effort. 

The benefits, from the students' perspectives, were many. Five students 
from Yasuko's classes whom I interviewed at the end of the semester spoke 
little of the traditional student concerns in school (i.e., grades) but seemed 
much more absorbed in the new interactive practices and ways of thinking 
that they were learning. In both classes, a majority of students commented 
in the final questionnaire on how valuable the small class discussions had 
been and many noted the value of regular reading and informal presenta­
tions. A student in David's class wrote that he or she had become con­
sciously aware of readers, and another noted the value of learning how to 
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avoid plagiarism and how to use references to back an opinion. One of 
Yasuko's students said that in this class it was possible to learn "formal 
writing," and "how to present ideas in a coherent and intellectual way." 

Quite a few students in both classes commented in the final question­
naire on the value of feedback and critical comments from teacher and 
peers. For example, as e-mail records from the interactions among David's 
students show, the students were consulting each other and David about 
various aspects of their projects, from descriptors needed to search for lit­
erature on their topics to technical and formal questions. Regular teacher 
and peer interaction occurred routinely in small group peer discussions 
and written commentary from the two teachers on journals and drafts. 
Yasuko's students as well shared fieldwork experiences and problems not 
just with Yasuko but also with each other. Lave and Wenger (1991) point 
out that in apprentice-type relationships it is quite typical that "apprentices 
learn mostly in relation with other apprentices" (p. 93). 

A final question on the semester-end questionnaire asked students to 
give advice to a friend who might be thinking about taking the course. 
Nearly all students in David's class commented on how much work the 
class was, and only those motivated students willing to "stick to it" should 
take the class, such as those determined to study abroad. Unlike some of 
the expectations they expressed in the first questionnaire, some students 
noted that this was not a general English course: "If you just want to brush 
up your English, don't take it." A student in Yasuko's class said, "If you re­
ally want to learn something and think hard, I recommend this class," and 
one in David's class said "There is no other class that makes you think 
deeply." 

In short, these students did not appear to view their classes in the same 
way they viewed their other undergraduate classes or other foreign lan­
guage classes. Yes, they were being graded and yes, they had to turn in a fi­
nal paper (called "reports" in their other classes), but they could not cut 
and paste at the last minute. In interaction with each other and with their 
teachers, they had to involve themselves in reading, discussing, and writing 
activities, and in Yasuko's case in fieldwork, throughout the semester in or­
der to achieve the final goal. Although David and Yasuko set up different ac­
ademic literacy practices in their respective sections, both seemed to me to 
have established what could be called a mini-community of practice in 
which all students were participating in one sense or another as novice aca­
demic writers. The games they were learning involved far more than text­
book exercises in grammar and writing. This finding parallels that by Freed­
man, Adam, and Smart (1994), who found that even "wearing suits to class" 
did not turn school writing into professional writing, but that the simulation 
activities in they observed in a third-year financial analysis class did differ 
in important ways from more traditional class activities. 
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Communities of Practice in These Undergraduate 
EAP classes? 

David and Yasuko, looking mainly to their own backgrounds in and current 
experiences with academic writing for guidance, had tried to figure out 
what their students needed and to create a community of practice in aca­
demic writing in English in a foreign language setting—a challenge by any 
stretch of the imagination. They hoped that the students would come to 
view themselves as participants in this classroom community of practice 
where writing and reading activities helped shape participants' identities. 
David hoped his students would develop an authorial stance—a sense of 
self as author—and knew this was particularly challenging for undergradu­
ates (Ivanic, 1998; Penrose & Geisler, 1994). His goal was similar to that of 
the teacher in Stuart Greene's (1995) case study of the development of au­
thorship in the practices of two students in a beginning college writing 
class. By authorship Greene means what David intended: "the critical think­
ing skills that students use in their efforts to contribute knowledge to a 
scholarly conversation, knowledge that is not necessarily found in source 
texts but is nonetheless carefully linked to the texts they read"—an interpre­
tive not a reporting activity (p. 187). David's students, as well as one of the 
two students in Greene's study, found this activity extremely difficult. It is 
thus questionable to what extent students' identities and participation prac­
tices can change in just one semester, which was all that David and Yasuko 
had, particularly in a foreign language setting. David sensed the beginnings 
of change, as did Yasuko with her students, who had learned to own and 
narrate a nonfiction story based on their fieldwork experiences. 

However, using a "communities of practice" metaphor for interpreting 
David's and Yasuko's classes is complicated by the fact that Lave and 
Wenger (1991; Wenger, 1998) do not consider a school to be a site where 
learning usually happens in the ways they conceptualize in their work in ap-
prentice-style or organizational settings. In school settings, they point out, 
learning is usually viewed as internalization—in a cerebral sense—of bodies 
of knowledge as a result of students' being taught. They, on the other hand, 
are more interested in how learning happens inevitably as a result of learn­
ers' changing patterns of participation in the practices of specialized com­
munities. This kind of learning, they note, results in ongoing changes of 
identity as newcomers become increasingly involved in the community's 
practices, including "new forms of membership and ownership of meaning" 
(Wenger, 1998, p. 219). Lave emphasizes that "learning is ubiquitous in on­
going activity, though often unrecognized as such" (Lave, 1993, p. 5). In a 
physics class, however, it is often not the community of physicists that stu­
dents are learning to participate in, but the community of "schooled adults" 
except perhaps later at the graduate level (pp. 99–100). In this sense, stu­
dents learn how to "do school" (Scribner & Cole, 1981)—learn how (as Mc­
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Carthy's [1987] Dave concluded) to give teachers what they want and how 
to play the game well enough to get themselves through the system. In this 
view of school, students and teachers have clearly distinguished identities 
and participation practices. 

In the communities of practice metaphor, however, learning happens 
and identities are constructed through ongoing participation by all mem­
bers in specialized practices. In this view, teachers and students cannot be 
neatly divided. As Lave (1996) points out, "the social-cultural categories 
that divide teachers from learners in schools mystify the crucial ways in 
which learning is fundamental to all participation and all participants in so­
cial practice" (p. 157). Wenger (1998) emphasizes that cross-generational 
encounters are essential features of communities of learning and that all 
participants are involved and changed. The question that arises in school 
settings is what activities take place in particular local settings and what it 
is that students, and indeed teachers, learn by participating in them. 

In David's and Yasuko's Academic Reading and Writing classes, it is clear 
that students were not participating in authentic, domain-specific academic 
literacy practices in apprentice relationships with their teachers (Brown, 
Collins, & Duguid, 1989). They might have done so if they had been involved 
as research assistants or coauthors on work that David and Yasuko were 
currently engaged in themselves. As do some graduate students, they could 
have done literature searches for a common teacher-directed project, read 
and written summaries of what they found, constructed reference lists, or 
helped analyze data (see my discussion of Prior's [1995, 1998] case study of 
Moira in Chap. 4). Perhaps such activities distinguish graduates from under­
graduates. Still, the students in both David's and Yasuko's classes were cer­
tainly not just absorbing bodies of codified knowledge or learning only the 
formal mechanics of writing, and in neither class were tests of any kind 
used to evaluate their learning. Rather, students had to actually engage in 
the practices used by academics in both English-medium and Japanese set­
tings in order to fulfill the class goals. The students' participation was in­
deed peripheral, but it was participation nonetheless. Following Lave and 
Wenger (1991) and Rogoff (1990), Freedman and Adam (1996, 2000) distin­
guished between "guided participation," which involves conscious atten­
tion to teaching and learning and "attenuated authentic participation," 
which does not. This distinction might be applied here. As described by 
Rogoff (1990) in the case of children's learning from caretakers and ex­
tended to the case of adults by Freedman and Adam, students can be 
viewed as guided by David and Yasuko into new practices in a conscious ef­
fort at scaffolding (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976) in students' zone of proxi­
mal development (Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). 

In terms of the game strategy metaphor, David and Yasuko helped their 
students learn games strategies that focused, in Wenger's (1998) terms, on 
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both participation and reification in communities of practice. The students 
engaged in techniques of participation through their reading response jour­
nals and their interactions with peers and teacher, and through the aca­
demic practices of literature searches and fieldwork. They also learned 
some of the academic games that revolve around the academy's reifica-
tions—its genre conventions and documentation styles such as citation 
practices, its guidelines for interview and fieldwork research, its ways of us­
ing language, and its tools such as libraries, databases, and web sources. 
These game strategies were meaningfully connected to planned lessons be­
cause they linked the students to their individual projects. Moreover, game 
strategies such as the systems of interactive oral and written discussion, 
feedback, and response allowed students to interact cross-generationally 
with David and Yasuko, who as practicing academics were adults who "'rep­
resent their communities of practice in educational settings" (Wenger, 1998 
p. 276). These teachers were not just textbook teachers of writing. They 
themselves were academic writers. In short, the students were learning 
writing game strategies that encouraged them to view their academic liter­
acy activities as a form of negotiated engagement with expert community 
members and with the repertoire of tools, artifacts, and language that typify 
academic literacy practices. Although it is not clear from this short study 
how the teachers' identities or practices may have shifted, I believe that the 
one-semester experience contributed to the beginnings of a shift in the stu­
dents' views of themselves as emerging participants in academic practices. 
As owners of their individual projects, for one, they were able to practice 
agency as writers and to recognize as well that their authority as writers was 
tied partly to the academic writing game of incorporating fieldwork experi­
ences and voices from published sources into their own texts. At the very 
least, the students' awareness of practices of writing had changed, and with 
those changes they were beginning to learn new games, characterized by 
new sets of rules and values that involved reading, talking, listening, inquir­
ing, and observing as integral practices to the sociopolitical practice of aca­
demic writing. And all of this, to my surprise, in a foreign language setting. 

CHAPTER REFLECTIONS 

As Wenger (1998) points out, "when we come in contact with new practices, 
we venture into unfamiliar territory and don't know how to participate com­
petently" (p. 153). The case studies in this chapter show that undergraduate 
students who are learning to participate in academic literacy practices in­
deed venture into unfamiliar territory. Those of us interested in academic 
writing and disciplinary enculturation want to learn more about specifically 
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what undergraduates find unfamiliar, why, and how to help them make eas­
ier transitions onto the academic playing field. 

What is it that novice undergraduate readers and writers need to learn 
about texts and text-related practices beyond the widespread belief by un­
dergraduates that they are primarily sources of information to be learned 
and then displayed back to teachers as another kind of text? If we follow 
Lave's and Wenger's work, a key sign of undergraduates' developing exper­
tise in academic literacy games is their changing relationship to the texts 
they read and write. Their relationship to texts becomes more complex and 
layered, involving more aspects of themselves and of the people around 
them. All novice academic readers and writers, in other words, must learn 
to treat their readings and writings as media through which they are inter­
acting with authors, professors, peers, and gatekeepers and to recognize 
the paradox of ownership and multivocality in their own writing. Such a 
view implies further that they need to learn to view themselves as commu­
nicators and builders as well as displayers of knowledge, taking on what 
Ivanic (1998) calls a contributor role, not just a student role. 

In enacting more complex roles and in expanding their view of academic 
writing to include reading and discussion as inseparable from it, undergrad­
uate students are faced with the possibility that their academic identities 
will evolve in even more fragmented ways than the already fragmented un­
dergraduate curriculum predicts. This may be what happened to Anna and 
Nick (Chiseri-Strater, 1991), Dave (McCarthy, 1987), and Yuko (Spack, 1997a) 
in the first year of her program. Following Giddens (1991) and others 
(Linde, 1993; Polkinghorne, 1991; Wenger, 1998), I surmise that a major chal­
lenge for novice academic writers is to figure out how to survive what may 
be an inevitable period of relative incoherence as they face a wide array of 
writing games that differ greatly in their local peculiarities. Because it takes 
time to construct a coherent identity as an academic writer and, as Ortner 
(1996, p. 12) notes, to learn to play the game with "skill, intention, wit, 
knowledge, [and] intelligence," the primary challenge for teachers may be 
to help students survive within the bounds of academic playing fields (Leki, 
1999b), and then to become aware that academic literacy games eventually 
consist of more than games of survival. It is not clear how much of a head 
start in constructing academic identities students can get in short-term EAP 
classes like David's and Yasuko's, or whether time and immersion (as in the 
case of Spack's [1997a] Yuko) and time and maturity (Ivanic, 1998; Stern-
glass, 1997) suffice. My observations of David and Yasuko convince me not 
to give up on the idea of EAP classes in foreign language settings. Some­
thing happened in both classes that worked: I saw motivation, hard work, 
engagement with texts, peers and mentors interacting, ownership, shifting 
identities and growing awareness, and a great deal of instruction in English 
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that served larger purposes than language teaching. In these classes, the 
writing game definitely involved more than writing. 

In this chapter I have discussed a number of undergraduate writing ex­
periences from the perspectives of students and teachers that took place in 
different academic settings, not with the intention of generalizing about 
them, but of establishing a variety of connecting points, some of which I 
hope will resonate with readers' own experiences. The specific experiences 
of each of the students and teachers I discussed in this chapter cannot be 
replicated nor will they resonate in their entirety. However, each case can 
be reflected upon in terms of the serious games that were being learned, 
transitions that were or were not happening, and identities that were begin­
ning to be constructed. All undergraduates (all newcomers to a community 
of practice) need to learn to figure out what to do and what their roles will 
be, as do newcomers to the teaching of academic literacy. Similarly, those 
who remain on the playing field will inevitably experience change of one 
kind or another as what was strange becomes more familiar, as they build 
background knowledge and skills, or as they resist and reject aspects of 
their academic literacy practices. Identities, always multiple, interacting, 
and often conflicting, and involving teachers as well as students, will take 
on some new facets, perhaps as strategic survivor as in the cases of Yuko 
and Dave, as sometime rebel and resister as in the cases of Anna and Nick, 
or as champions and mentors for newcomers of a practice in which they 
themselves are still developing expertise as in the cases of David and 
Yasuko. 

What strikes me about all these cases is the asymmetry between the 
ways that teachers seem to perceive their worlds—full of complexity, detail, 
and purposeful rhetorical practices—and the confusion yet relative lack of 
complexity in students' perceptions. Certainly David and Yasuko could not 
easily put aside their post-PhD-level perceptions of what academic literacy 
is all about even though they were working with young undergraduates 
who could not at first perceive what the issues were or why they were im­
portant. I think that in some sense teachers of EAP want students to quickly 
become like us, to think and write in ways that have taken us years to learn 
how to do. Our lessons, our expectations are based on our own immersion 
experiences and our own drawn out learning of the serious academic liter­
acy games we encounter, and these cannot be duplicated with students. Af­
ter all, when faced with a new game, none of us can perceive its rules. We 
can certainly help students write papers that resemble the academic writ­
ing of more mature writers and that in some ways (as the case studies 
show) begin to initiate changes in practices and personae, particularly if as 
teachers we are practicing academics who are playing our own linguistic, 
social, and political academic writing games. However, the undergraduate 
students' sense of investment in their academic literacy practices probably 
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cannot match the sense of investment or coherence that their teachers feel. 
This may be inevitable. There is probably not enough time or singularity of 
purpose, partly because of the fragmented nature of undergraduate educa­
tion and partly because many undergraduates simply don't know what they 
want to do or who they want to be. Within their tentative beginnings, how­
ever, undergraduate students need to find a way to make some order out of 
the diversity of academic literacy games they are engaged in if only to sur­
vive. Perhaps a deeper sense of investment and coherence comes only 
later. I am reminded of composition scholar Min-Zhan Lu (1987), who came 
to understand the various writing conflicts and personae that she struggled 
with during her school years in China only much later, after time, experi­
ence, and reflection. 
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C H A P T E  R 

3


Stepping Into the Profession: 
Writing Games in Masters Programs 

FROM OBSERVER TO PARTICIPANT 

There are no doubt countless reasons why individuals decide to pursue ad­
vanced study at the masters degree level, including pure love of study or 
desire to postpone entry into the work world. Nevertheless, I am guessing 
that for most people, the decision represents a life and career choice to be­
come a person with a field-specific identity who wishes to practice particu­
lar activities in professions that can be identified by name (teaching, engi­
neering, business and so forth). With some specialized knowledge and 
expertise, plus the certificate that promises something to the public beyond 
general competence, the holders of masters degrees possess more sym­
bolic capital than nondegree holders (Bourdieu, 1977a, 1991). This symbolic 
capital can then be used as public proof that degree holders have a certain 
amount of authority in a field, that they therefore deserved to be listened 
to, and that they can be trusted to practice their trade in ways appreciated 
and shared by other practitioners. 

In my field, which I would label broadly as second language education, 
many people return to school after some years of teaching, knowing now 
what they want and don't want. This situation is probably similar in other 
social science and business fields. Years of work experience may in fact 
provide masters degree students with more real, as opposed to symbolic, 
knowledge and expertise than could ever be provided in a 1 or 2 year pro­
gram of study. In my case, after chancing into the ESL field as did so many 
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people in my age group, I had been teaching and studying part-time for a 
number of years before being told that a full-time job would be available to 
me only if I completed my masters degree. I had been puttering away at the 
degree one or two courses at a time as part of a tuition-free package for full-
time staff at my school (I managed the small bookstore and copy-mail ser­
vice in addition to teaching part-time). By this time, I knew that I wanted to 
enter this field as a full-time professional, and the masters degree was the 
ticket for my journey as well as a symbol of my new authority. So I read, 
took classes, and wrote a lot of papers, none of which I recall much about. 
The first paper I recall writing in my field was not a school paper, but my 
first publication—a three-page article in one of the field's newsletters, writ­
ten several years after I completed my degree. At about the same time, I 
presented my first conference paper (and was told afterwards by a col­
league in the audience that I should have smiled more, a tough challenge 
when one is terrified). My real sense of increased authority, in other words, 
came with participation in the field, not only as teacher-with-MA, but as one 
who interacted in the field's public forums—its conferences and journals. 
The MA may have been one of the factors that gave me the incentive and 
confidence to join those public interactions. 

My case was probably atypical, however. I stretched out my MA studies 
over several years, gaining teaching experience and a sense of professional 
identity at the same time. Most masters degree students plunge in full-time 
for 1 or 2 years, then seek or return to work with their new status as certi­
fied practitioner. In more recent years, post-PhD, I began to wonder how 
much enculturation could really take place in a masters degree program 
and what a program's writing requirements, especially in the second lan­
guage field, reflected about that program's expectations and values and 
how those writing practices and values helped students reimagine their 
identities. If an embodied sense of identity comes mainly through participa­
tion in a field's practices (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998), what can a 
school-centered academic or professional program offer beyond an intro­
duction to some of the field's issues, arguments, and techniques and be­
yond the granting of a certificate that bestows a modicum of authority on 
the recipient to join the field's practices? If much graduate student writing 
is mimetic (Campbell, 1997), at what point do students take on a more con­
tributory and authoritative role? Is it possible, in the short duration of a 
masters program, that students come to view themselves and the practices 
in their fields in new ways? How do the school-based practices in masters 
programs, in particular the writing and writing-related activities, help stu­
dents make the transition from unauthorized to authorized participant in a 
community's shared practices? How similar and different are the writing 
games in MA programs and in the professions that follow? 
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PUBLISHED STUDIES 

Published case studies of academic enculturation at the masters level are 
sparse. As the last chapter indicated, many scholars of academic literacy fo­
cus their work on undergraduates, the true novices in college and univer­
sity settings. Studies of masters level students, however, should be reveal­
ing as to how the transition from novice to expert begins to take place, in 
the sense that masters students are positioned precariously between the 
status of novice and specialist (Ivanic & Camps, 2001; Reynolds, 1994). Sec­
ond language students are positioned as well between cultures and lan­
guages (Fox, 1994). A number of studies comparing the writing practices of 
undergraduates as they move into professions can shed light on the prac­
tices that begin to reshape identities as students undergo these significant 
transitions. These studies show that writing practices in professional set­
tings, with their multiple, embedded, and overlapping discourse communi­
ties, can strike novice professionals as very unlike the writing practices 
they are familiar with from school settings (Beaufort, 1997). They show fur­
ther that novice writers in professional settings, like Doheny-Farina's (1989) 
adult woman learning to write in an internship program in a family planning 
clinic, tend not to appreciate the extent to which professional writing prac­
tices are socially enacted. 

In the field of engineering, for example, Dorothy Winsor (1996, 1999) fol­
lowed four engineering students through their undergraduate program and 
into the workplace. The writing they did in the academic context helped the 
students learn to manage technical information but did not help them see 
knowledge in their field as rhetorically constructed. As newcomers in the 
workplace, on the other hand, they learned to appreciate the social and polit­
ical aspects of writing by being immersed in very different sets of practices. 
In particular, in the workplace setting they began to see how the writing in 
their engineering firm developed consensually among peers, supervisors, 
subordinates, and customers. In another study of fourth year engineering 
students involved in simulated and authentic projects, Deanna Dannels 
(2000) found that local academic exigencies dominated students' concerns 
even when products were being designed for real customers. For the stu­
dents, the bottom line was to get a good grade. Interestingly, even though 
the students' bottom line concerns were situated firmly on the academic 
playing field, their conceptions of customer needs and relationships were 
more sophisticated than the academic materials (textbook, handouts) 
they were required to use. This finding suggested to Dannels that aca­
demic programs that intend to move students into professions should be 
more challenging, reflective, and authentically professional than this one 
was. Students' discourse and practices, Dannels points out, "illustrate the 
contradictions between the activity systems of the workplace and the class­
room, as well as the power of the situated, local academic context" (p. 27). 
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Major differences in the nature of writing and role relationships between 
academic and workplace settings were also found by Chris Anson and Lee 
Forsberg (1990) in their case study of six English and journalism seniors in a 
professional internship program. The students held full-time positions for 
10 to 15 weeks in local agencies in which writing was a main part of their 
jobs. The authors found that the students went through three stages in 
their transitional experiences: unrealistic expectations, disorientation, and 
finally transition and accommodation. Each of the students' experiences 
differed greatly in the details associated with each local context, but in all 
cases the students needed to find new ways to learn that were unlike 
those in their familiar academic environment. This need to find new ways 
to learn once students step into a profession is exactly what Aviva Freed­
man and Christine Adam (1996) concluded from their comparison of fourth 
year students doing simulated professional writing in an academic setting 
and graduate students doing workplace writing in an MA internship pro­
gram. The MA students found that their academic learning strategies that 
stemmed from explicit assignments and evaluation criteria did not serve 
them well in their much more vaguely defined internship writing tasks, 
where supervisors tended to expect the students to take more responsi­
bility for their writing than did teachers. In the workplace they needed to 
find new ways to learn since the purposes, genres, role relationships of 
key players, and systems of evaluation differed so greatly from what they 
were familiar with. Other studies of workplace and university writing 
confirm these differences (Freedman & Adam, 2000; Freedman, Adam, & 
Smart, 1994). 

Within the MA context itself, which constitutes its own kind of situated 
learning environment, it is not clear whether students unambiguously find 
themselves stepping into a profession in the course of their studies. One 
nicely done study of MA students' discourse socialization in a TESOL pro­
gram looks at the complex and conflicted enculturation process within the 
graduate program, focusing on students' experiences in two oral presenta­
tion classes (Morita, 2000). The author found in this longitudinal study that 
both native and nonnative English speakers struggled with similar issues as 
they learned to read and respond critically and present their ideas orally, 
but implications beyond the graduate context and into the professional 
realm were sparse. Some studies are too limited in duration and focus to 
address this question, such as Ulla Connor and Melinda Kramer's (1995) 
case study of five business management students. In that study, the authors 
tracked how five first-year masters students in a business management pro­
gram, two Americans and three foreign students, carried out a single read-
ing-writing task—a business case analysis—in one of their classes. They 
focus their conclusions on the international students, but their results sug­
gest that the problems some of the students had situating themselves in the 
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literate practice of a business management community depended less on 
native- or nonnative-speaker status than on students' familiarity with these 
practices from previous experience. Even this finding cannot be supported 
with the data presented in this study, since the background information of 
each student is sketchy. Also, as is the case with much other work on aca­
demic writing, this study focuses greatly on cognitive issues and textual 
analyses—how the students read a text and what the features are of the sub­
sequent written products—in spite of mention in the introduction of the im­
portance of "social constructionist" accounts of literate activity. Potentially 
rich areas to investigate, such as writers' previous experience, the complex­
ity of the nontextual aspects of the task, differences in personal interests 
and motivation, and cultural assumptions about the roles of writers—not 
just writing—within graduate school and workplace settings are hinted at 
but not developed. The hints give us the impression that learning to partici­
pate in the literate activities of the business management community in­
volves far more than learning the linguistic skills of reading and writing spe­
cialized texts. 

Nevertheless, as Dannels (2000) noted, students' concerns about grades 
in the academic setting tend to take precedence over their concern for 
learning how to participate in a professional community's literate activities. 
This concern makes it difficult for researchers to detect whether and how 
students see themselves as stepping into professions in their MA programs. 
Students may simply not see their MA studies in primarily professional 
terms, but in pragmatic terms of survival: Without fulfilling their academic 
goals, they probably will not be moving on into a profession. A profound 
conflict in masters level programs arises when program goals focus on and 
try to simulate or practice authentic literacy activities as did the business 
program in which Connor and Kramer (1995) did their case study, and stu­
dent goals focus on activities needed to be done to assure passing grades. 

But in addition to the impossibility of escaping fully the academic goals 
and systems of evaluation, even students who are not preoccupied with 
grades differ in the extent to which they can take advantage of the profes­
sional aspects of an MA program. For example, some of Paul Prior's (1998) 
case studies of MA and PhD students in a Language Research class, particu­
larly those of international MA students "Mai" (from Taiwan) and "Teresa" 
(from Spain), show that students proceeding through the same academic 
program take different trajectories in spite of the same "situated practice" 
environment. They participated in and learned from their academic game 
practices in very different ways. For her part, Mai participated more in the 
role of a novice, displaying rather than engaging with ideas, whereas Teresa 
participated more deeply, forging alliances with people, issues, and litera­
ture in her disciplinary community. For reasons not fully explored in this 
case study, Mai worked in relative isolation from both human and textual 
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resources. Teresa, on the other hand, surrounded herself and actively en­
gaged with both. In a very real sense, they both contributed to the con­
struction of their situated practice environments, providing evidence that 
expertise develops not as a one-way transmission from a community of spe­
cialists to novices but interactively. The contexts for practice, in other words, 
did not exist for Mai and Teresa apart from their own involvements in them. 

This variation in contextually situated involvement was also found in 
Suresh Canagarajah's (2001) case study of "Viji," a university English 
teacher in Sri Lanka. Viji, who was working for a graduate teaching certifi­
cate, took the time and effort to actively use material and human resources 
around her for her dissertation, the religious topic which she was person­
ally committed to. Other students took a more individualistic and prag­
matic approach, wishing to fulfill a requirement rather than explore a topic 
of personal importance. Also unlike other students, Viji resisted some of the 
expected academic conventions in her writing, negotiating for herself a hy­
brid voice of some power. In another study, Ivanic and Camps (2001) ex­
plored in some depth the textual aspects of how graduate L2 students in a 
British university negotiate a voice and position themselves in their writing. 

These studies all address aspects of the questions I raised at the end of 
the first section of this chapter. I look now in more detail at two case stud­
ies of masters degree students who were trying to figure out the writing 
games in their academic contexts. One small study of unsuccessful aca­
demic enculturation coincidentally was published about a student at the 
same campus on which I conducted the research reported in the third sec­
tion of this chapter and where I received my own MA. In this study, Melanie 
Schneider and Naomi Fujishima (1995) attempted to learn why a Chinese 
masters student was not able to fulfill the expectations his teachers and 
school had for him. In the second case study I return to the work of Prior 
(1998) to review his study of "Lilah," an MA student in an American Studies 
seminar. 

Zhang 

We know from Schneider and Fujishima (1995) that Zhang was a 30-year old 
student from Taipei whose older brother had obtained a masters degree in 
International Policy Studies from this same school, a small professional 
graduate school in Monterey, California (see the more detailed description 
in the next section). Zhang completed a bachelors degree in agricultural 
economics in Taiwan and had then spent 2 years in military service. In 1990 
he applied for admission to a 2-year degree program in International Public 
Administration at the Monterey school and was only provisionally admitted 
because of a low TOEFL score (480). The school felt that the success of his 
older brother some years earlier indicated that Zhang would eventually 
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succeed too. Zhang was required to take 16 weeks of intensive ESL instruc­
tion before beginning his regular graduate course load in the fall of 1990, 
and at the end of this period had raised his TOEFL score by about 50 points 
to 537, an impressive gain but still below the 550 recommended for masters 
level study at this school. 

Zhang continued to take three English Studies courses in the fall, and in 
his eagerness to get through his masters program quickly and against the 
advice of teachers, he signed up for four additional courses in his Policy 
Studies program for a total of 18 credits. The results were predictable: a 
GPA below the required 3.0 minimum. In the second semester, although he 
cut back the number of courses he took, he was not able to raise his GPA to 
3.0 and was informed by the Academic Dean that he would not be able to 
continue in his degree program. The Dean attributed Zhang's problems 
to "language," and to the fact that he did not seem to be as strong in math 
as his older brother had been. Indeed Zhang's lowest grades were in his 
English Studies courses—mostly Cs. Had these grades not been factored 
into his GPA he would have just earned a 3.0 since most of his grades in his 
major were Bs. The Dean claimed to be looking ahead and predicted Zhang 
would not succeed, that he would probably not learn the language games in 
his English courses and that this predicted failure would influence how suc­
cessfully he learned the game rules in his Policy Studies program. This kind 
of unfortunate discrepancy was also noted by Johns (1991), who did a case 
study of "Luc," a young Vietnamese undergraduate student in biochemistry. 
This student had an A- in his major and was ready to graduate but he could 
not pass his freshman English competency exam. 

In this study, we get only brief glimpses of Zhang primarily through the 
eyes of three of his teachers in English classes (including Fujishima) but 
also through journal entries written by Zhang for one of these classes. His 
teachers described him as a hard worker but as one who did not participate 
in the academic culture at the Institute beyond attending classes. He lived 
with other family members and left campus each day as soon as classes 
were over, leading one teacher to speculate that Zhang had little interest in 
American culture. His interests in the school, his training, and the language, 
she believed, were "very utilitarian" and "pragmatic" (p. 13). Even his in-
class participation seemed out of tune to the "social realities" of the class, 
as one teacher put it, suggesting that he was not able to interpret the nega­
tive ways that other students reacted to him (his tendency to speak out, his 
difficulty articulating his ideas). The one sample of his writing from an Eng­
lish class that is included in this study shows that at the surface level his 
English is ungrammatical and unidiomatic, but the sample does not reveal 
anything about his ability to handle the writing he had to do in his Policy 
Studies program. Both as a game player in the larger sense and as a writer 
of texts, Zhang did not seem to be fitting in. 
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In Zhang's Writing Workshop classes, taken in two consecutive semes­
ters, class activities were linked to the academic reading and writing that 
Zhang did in his program. Zhang revealed in one Workshop class that he 
read his graduate textbooks slowly and inefficiently. In a section taught by 
Fujishima he brought drafts of papers from his Policy Studies program to 
the Writing Workshop, where sessions were devoted to correcting the 
many word and sentence level problems. In the reflective journals for the 
Writing Workshop students were supposed to focus on broader aspects of 
writing in their other classes. The teachers learned from Zhang's journal 
that he seemed to have "insurmountable problems" narrowing a topic and 
organizing his ideas in a principled way (p. 17). We learn that Zhang was ap­
parently not applying any of the very basic and well-practiced strategies for 
listening, reading, and writing he had learned in his English classes even 
though he was able to articulate what he needed to do in his journals: "I 
think it is not only to narrow my researches, but also to narrow my ideas 
and my writing content. And depending on my information, I should have 
an outline and method to organize my idea and writing content." He then 
asks himself "why I cannot improve my academic writing skills?" (p. 18). 
Schneider read this entry and "found herself vacillating between admira­
tion for his ability to pinpoint his writing problems and frustration at his dif­
ficulties in writing intelligibly for different academic audiences" (p. 18). One 
of his Policy Studies professors expressed a similar confusion: Zhang was a 
student who worked hard but who had problems with English and who "got 
bogged down in detail," missing the overall analytical framework of a paper 
he had written (p. 18). Schneider and Fujishima (1995) concluded that 
Zhang, in spite of his anxiety and desire to do well, did not seem able to re­
spond flexibly when faced with critiques of his work beyond his determina­
tion to "work harder" (p. 19). In particular, the longer paper assignments 
and readings seemed to bring him to a standstill. He was not able to apply 
his strategic knowledge and did not appear to have a classmate or group 
with whom he could share academic literacy problems outside his reliance 
on the Writing Workshop teachers. He seemed to know a few rules of the 
game, in other words, but not to be able to enact them or to participate 
with others in a community of learners. He also did not perceive the de­
mands being placed on him as part of a serious academic game that was as 
much social as linguistic. The fact that his Writing Workshop focused on 
language problems no doubt contributed to Zhang's concern with fairly nar­
row linguistic and organizational aspects of academic writing. 

Schneider and Fujishima's speculations from their study of Zhang, how­
ever, contribute to our understanding of the complex intertwinings of lan­
guage issues with other factors (social, motivational, political) in the aca­
demic enculturation process. Zhang's most serious problems, in other 
words, apparently did not result only from an inability to write or under­
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stand spoken English (students with lower TOEFL scores had succeeded) 
but from factors such as sociolinguistic competence, motivation for study­
ing, and strategies for learning (Schneider & Fujishima, 1995, p. 8). The au­
thors also ask whether Zhang's case had been judged prematurely. I would 
add my own question to the case of Zhang about the extent to which he was 
supported by faculty in his program, not just in the Writing Workshop, in 
his academic literacy practices. Without good mentoring in a graduate pro­
gram including rich cross-generational interactions (Wenger, 1998), stu­
dents of all kinds may not learn to participate in academic literacy games 
even peripherally (Belcher, 1994; Casanave, 1992a; Chap. 4, this volume). We 
don't know the answer to this question from this study, but there is no evi­
dence given from Zhang's journals that his Policy Studies faculty contrib­
uted to the development of his academic literacy practices or to his identity 
as a participant in their community of practice. As teachers, we are left with 
the question of where the responsibility for Zhang's failure lies, and as re­
searchers with the question of what the role of EAP writing teachers is in 
helping international students in particular learn to participate in the game-
like practices in their MA programs and eventually step into their profes­
sions. 

Lilah 

The complexity of academic literacy practices in graduate schools is ad­
dressed in much of Paul Prior's work in which one of the goals is, as is mine 
in this book, to move from "analysis of writing (texts and transcription) in 
discourse communities to analysis of literate activity and disciplinarity in 
laminated functional systems (situated and typified)" (Prior, 1997, p. 292). 
Prior employs numerous figures of speech (such as "laminated activity" 
from Goffman, 1981, and "legitimate peripheral participation" from Lave and 
Wenger, 1991) to make his point that discourse communities are not unified 
abstract fields in which experts participate in literate practices in generi­
cally prescribed ways. They are better characterized as functional sys-
tems—heterogeneous networks of relationships among people, practices, 
artifacts, institutions, and communities (Prior, 1998, p. 31). People partici­
pate in these functional systems in multiple ways simultaneously such that 
looking at just one aspect or activity (e.g., drafting and revising behaviors) 
will tell us little about how newcomers find their way into the system or 
what it means to participate. For Prior, studies of graduate education and 
writing, redefined from a sociohistoric, functional perspective, lend them­
selves particularly well to helping scholars understand the nature and ac­
tivities of disciplines: 

Graduate education is one key link in disciplinary networks, a site of intense 
disciplinary enculturation (i.e., the continuing production of full participants 
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and the discipline itself as well as the integration or marginalization of relative 
newcomers). In graduate education, writing is a central domain of action, pro­
viding opportunity spaces for (re)socialization of discursive practices, repre­
senting a central medium for displays of disciplinarity, and mediating the 
(re)production of disciplinary communities of practice. (Prior, 1997, p. 277) 

However, as Prior's later case studies show, the role of writing in the encul­
turation process cannot be explained by simply examining whether gradu­
ate students represent and carry out a writing assignment according to a 
professor's expectations. Instead, graduate level writing games are far more 
complex, involving factors outside the immediate classroom and stemming 
from multiple identities and relationships in writers' lives. These complexi­
ties became particularly obvious as Prior observed graduate seminars 
(Prior, 1991), which he described as an especially "laminated and dynamic 
activity setting" (Prior, 1998, p. 252). It is in such a setting that Prior situates 
his case study of "Lilah," a first year masters student in American Studies 
(Prior, 1997, 1998). 

The American Studies seminar in which Lilah and 17 other students were 
enrolled was the last course in a three-quarter sequence of field research 
offered in students' first year of their graduate program. All students but 
two were native speakers of English. Their task as set up by the professor 
(Kohl) was to pursue an area of interest they had developed in the previous 
classes and to tie their interest to the local community, where they would 
do their fieldwork. At the end of the semester students had to turn in an 
outline for a larger work, a discussion of about five pages, and an annotated 
bibliography (Prior, 1997, p. 285). Lilah was the one student in the class who 
kept a log for Prior, so we know her through some of her entries rather 
than just through descriptions provided by Prior. We know she is inter­
ested in Chicano ethnicity, for example, but know little about her own eth­
nicity (which she describes vaguely as including German and "Bohemian" 
ancestors [Prior, 1998, p. 254]), age, background, or previous writing experi­
ence. The log, however, along with interviews, reveals that as a participant 
in the literacy activities of Kohl's seminar and of two other seminars in 
which she wrote papers for different professors on a similar topic, Lilah 
connected and blended issues from past and present classes, from home 
and personal experience, and from reflections on aspects of her project 
from inside and outside the classroom setting. Prior (1998) noted that the 
trajectories portrayed in Lilah's log "achieve [...] coherence through the 
continuity of her own biography and through central topics, especially eth­
nicity and course work" (p. 255). 

Prior traced just one of these trajectories in Lilah's log and in interviews 
with her through the production of the paper for Kohl on the topic of Cinco 
de Mayo and of different versions of that paper for two other seminars. 
Prior found a theme of Mexican food (symbolized by "the taco") in multiple 
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layers of Lilah's thinking and literate practice. She asked questions about it 
as a symbol of ethnicity in interviews with local community activists, she 
described a Mexican dinner she and her husband had as well as the neigh­
borhood in which the restaurant was located, and she recounted the local 
history of the Cinco de Mayo festival foregrounding and challenging the 
taco as a symbol. She wove these threads into one kind of paper for Kohl, 
closely aligning her work to Kohl's representation of the task and allowing 
herself some playfulness with the taco symbol, and into other kinds of pa­
pers using a "more serious historical discourse" for two other professors 
(Prior, 1997, p. 290). In each paper, Lilah presented not just her issues but 
herself differently, as accommodating in one and challenging and "con­
trary" in another (p. 291). Lilah explained that her different approaches 
stemmed from her responses to the different personalities of each profes-
sor—professors who motivated her and at least one (Kohl) who did not. She 
perceived that different academic writing games were called for, in part be­
cause the players and her interactions with them differed, and responded 
accordingly. 

Prior (1998) concluded his case study by noting the "multiple align­
ments" and "multiple identities" within the "heterogeneity of situated activ­
ity" (p. 261). His dense prose, complex descriptions of textual and non-
textual influences on Lilah's writing, and multiple methodologies do not 
make for easy reading. However, it is this portrayal of complexity of what it 
means for an individual to step into the profession at the masters level that 
constitutes Prior's crucially important contribution to the work on aca­
demic literacy. Above all, his work reminds us that the writing games in par­
ticular graduate programs are not just textual, but personal and political as 
well (Clark & Ivanic, 1997; Ivanic, 1994, 1998; Margolis & Romero, 1998). 

In the next section, I discuss my own case study of MA students learning 
to participate in the literate practices of the second and foreign language 
education field. 

CASE STUDY: FIVE MASTERS STUDENTS STEP 
INTO THE SECOND LANGUAGE EDUCATION 
PROFESSION1 

Many of the MA students in applied linguistics that I am familiar with want 
to teach, want to teach better, and want to understand how people learn a 
foreign language so that they can adjust their teaching accordingly. These 
students consider their MA a terminal degree. A few find they have had re-

'With the permission of all the faculty and student participants in this case study, I use their 
real names. 
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search chips implanted in their brains during their MA experiences and 
eventually enter PhD programs. Perhaps the most general statement I can 
make about the MA students I have worked with is that none of them knew 
the extent to which their lives in their MA programs would be defined by 
writing. 

In the case study of five MA students I conducted during a sabbatical 
leave at the small institute in California where I had gotten my own MA, I 
wished to reimmerse myself in a familiar MA environment within my own 
field in order to look closely at students' experiences with and attitudes to­
ward writing and to discover any changes over time in how the students 
viewed themselves and their field. With no responsibilities for teaching or 
evaluating these students, and with a primary focus on them rather than on 
their professors, I was able to concentrate on the perspectives of five very 
different students and to learn something about the centrifugal diversity 
and complexity within what seemed on the surface to be a tightly struc­
tured centripetally oriented MA program in educational linguistics. In the 
midst of this diversity, the writing games in this program required that stu­
dents develop social and political strategies as well as learn several varieties 
of linguistic game rules and conventions. 

The Setting 

Monterey, California is an unlikely location for a highly specialized, increas­
ingly well-known professional school. The setting for some of John Stein-
beck's most memorable novels, it began as the Spanish capital of California 
in the mid-1800s, flourished as a fishing village until the canneries closed in 
the mid-1900s, and then became one of the tourist havens on the pictur­
esque Monterey Peninsula. More recently it has become known for its sev­
eral schools that focus on language study. 

The Monterey Institute of International Studies ("MIIS" or "the Insti­
tute"), formerly the Monterey Institute of Foreign Studies, began in 1955 as a 
small private language school occupying the old Monterey Library. Known 
early for its intensive summer language programs taught by native speak­
ing faculty, it grew over the years into a center for second and foreign lan­
guage education, translation-interpretation, and international business and 
policy studies, offering some bachelors but primarily masters degrees. By 
the mid 1990s, the Institute had expanded to include buildings located over 
several blocks near the small downtown area and a student population of 
approximately 750. Always international in orientation and in population, 
the Institute hosts students and faculty from all over the world. During my 
research year on this campus, I often sat at a picnic table under the single 
large oak and redwood trees on the outdoor patio listening to people of all 
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colors speaking Japanese, Chinese, French, Spanish, German, and Russian, 
and occasionally some familiar English. 

The MA Program in TESOUMATFL 
at the Monterey Institute of International Studies 

The Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS) Masters in Teaching 
English to Speakers of Other Languages (MATESOL) and in Teaching For­
eign Language (MATFL) is a packed three-semester program in the Gradu­
ate School of Language and Educational Linguistics that runs year-round 
(including a summer session), with classes held mainly on weekdays. For 
local working teachers from the Defense Language Institute (the military 
language school "up the hill" from the Institute) who wish to pursue mas­
ters degrees on a part-time basis, some classes are scheduled in the late af­
ternoons or evenings. Many students, however, come from around the 
United States or from abroad, and devote themselves to full-time studies. 
The program can handle up to 40 new students, although in some previous 
semesters the enrollment was lower than this. The primary faculty at the 
time of my study were eight full-time mid-career PhD holders, many of 
whom write and publish extensively and participate regularly in domestic 
and international conferences and other professional activities. 

The preponderance of faculty who are very active professionally and the 
program decision not to rely heavily on part-timers contribute to the pro­
fessional flavor of the MATESOL/MATFL program. In a 1998 large format 
brochure describing "the nature of the graduate program" in the Graduate 
School of Language and Educational Linguistics, two of the potential con­
flicts that students need to balance are mentioned—the conflict between 
teaching and research and between personal and professional goals. "Every 
good teacher is both a facilitator of language learning and a classroom re­
searcher," the brochure states (p. 3). And in another paragraph: "Each pro­
gram [TESOL and TFL] has a small and personal flavor in which faculty en­
thusiasm for the field is conveyed to students, and student involvement in 
turn motivates faculty members. Students and faculty frequently present 
joint papers at conferences and publish co-authored studies" (p. 3). The 
curriculum itself adds another clue as to the character of the program: Of 
the 37 required credits, most are required courses in applied linguistics, 
just 4 involve observation and practice, and only 4 are open electives. An 
exit mechanism in place since the early 1990s consists of a program portfo­
lio and an oral conference with two faculty who have evaluated the portfo­
lio. From this published information we get the sense that this program is 
not just preparing teachers, but that it is preparing people for a life of par­
ticipation in a variety of professional activities, including participation in 
the field's knowledge-building and disseminating practices. 
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The MII S Case Study Students 

To locate students for the case study project, I contacted one of the profes­
sors I knew and asked if I could visit one of her classes to explain my proj­
ect briefly and request volunteers. After the class, quite a few students ap­
proached me and offered to participate. With these volunteers and one 
other woman from Japan who had been suggested by one of the MA stu­
dents, a total of six students, coincidentally all women, formed the case 
study cohort. Three of the women were from Japan, two were White middle 
class Americans, and one was an experienced teacher from Armenia. One of 
the Japanese women returned to Japan before we completed all of our in­
terviews so is not included here. With a core of only five volunteers, I can­
not be certain that these women represented anything typical about the 
MATESOL/MATFL student population. I can say that this population is char­
acterized by more women than men and by its balance of international stu­
dents, many of whom are from Japan, young White Americans, many of 
whom are on scholarships or who get loans, and older students from a vari­
ety of countries who were employed full time at the Defense Language Insti­
tute. Diversity of background, nationality, and purpose may have been the 
most typical characteristic of the student population, so the diversity of the 
case study participants was in that sense typical. I include in the descrip­
tions below some background on the case study students' past writing ex­
periences, information that adds a sense of how prepared they were for 
the academic writing in their MA program. 

Kazuko 

Kazuko was a young Japanese woman in her early 20s who had entered 
the MATFL program directly after completing her undergraduate degree in 
Japan. Her goal was to become a Japanese teacher, possibly in the United 
States. She was one of the few students in the program who had not taught 
before. She wore her hair long and straight, the way we used to in the 1960s, 
and smiled in a quiet and friendly way during our meetings, and in general 
seemed genuinely excited about being in graduate school in the United 
States in the company of not only native English speakers, some of whom 
were interested in Japan and Japanese, but also of many other students 
from Japan. Shortly after we met, she proudly and somewhat fearfully an­
nounced that she had gotten her first car, ever, a bright red sports car sold 
to her by its former owner, a friend and roommate. She also took on an 
American boyfriend, one who had a special interest in Japan and the Japa­
nese language. During her time in the Monterey program, she began tutor­
ing Japanese in the Institute's Custom Language Program. She also tutored 
me in conversational Japanese for several months. 
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As a young child in Japan, Kazuko says she hated writing. In elementary 
school, the children were not given clear instructions, but were instead told 
"just write." Later she was given some strict rules to follow for structure 
and punctuation and found writing a little easier as a result. She was never 
comfortable, however, with writing that was supposed to be "creative." As 
an undergraduate, Kazuko was an exchange student at a midwestern uni­
versity in the United States, where she took an "English 100" course. She 
found it strange that her teacher there wanted students to submit all the 
stages of their writing—outlines and drafts as well as final papers. The final 
output, she claimed, is what should be graded. She said that at the Mon­
terey Institute she and many of her friends felt that too much emphasis was 
put on writing. "Sometimes more practical things are needed," she ex­
plained. 

Natsuko 

From the first meeting with Natsuko, a young Japanese woman in her 
mid-20s, I was impressed with her intense, no-nonsense approach to my 
case study project and to her own work. Determined to complete the full 
MATESOL program within a year (a feat accomplished by very few native 
English speakers, let alone native Japanese), she had honed her work style 
to the point where every minute of the day, and much of the evening, was 
filled. She was known throughout the program, by faculty and by other stu­
dents, as one of the best in the program and was admired as one who was 
computer literate. Small and pretty, she sometimes showed up at our inter­
views looking but not acting tired. During her year at the Institute, in addi­
tion to her studies she tutored Japanese in the Custom Language Service 
program and taught ESL in and helped administer one of the Institute's spe­
cial ESL programs. She also tutored me occasionally in Japanese. Her plan 
was to return to Japan to teach English, a goal somewhat complicated by 
her steady relationship with a German boyfriend. 

Natsuko enjoyed writing and did a lot of it from an early age. Throughout 
elementary and junior high schools she got awards for the expressive writ­
ing she did in Japanese in response to her fiction reading. In junior high she 
started to read nonfiction and her writing style began to change as a result 
of instruction in a more factual style and of models from her reading. In 
high school, her Japanese class continued to be her favorite, but she was 
surprised that her award-winning writing seemed less highly valued there. 
At the university, where she majored in American literature, she got a part-
time job as a journalist for a Japanese magazine for junior high school stu­
dents, a job that took her to different high schools for visits and interviews 
with principals and students. After reading many sample articles provided 
by the company, and having her first few pieces edited, she began to pro­
duce pieces that were published without editorial changes. 
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Perhaps Natsuko's most important academic writing experiences before 
coming to Monterey took place in her junior and senior years when she 
took classes and wrote papers in American literature, poetry, and history, 
in English and Japanese. She had two professors, one American and one 
Japanese woman who was educated in the United States. It was these teach­
ers who taught her how to write. They told her that her writing was very 
"ambiguous," and tried to make her conscious of her writing style. Her Japa­
nese professor was the one who told her "state the point directly at first, 
then restate it at the end." During her junior year, she wrote "all the time, a 
journal for each class, twice a week" for her American professor, who gave 
her feedback on content rather than grammar. In particular during her se­
nior year, this professor was very explicit in her instructions, assisting 
Natsuko in producing a 30-page thesis in English. Natsuko's first attempts at 
drafting some pages of her thesis were rejected in toto by this professor, 
who claimed she had only summarized rather than made an argument. 
Natsuko says she went home and cried, feeling "overturned completely," 
given her long history of successful writing. With time, careful explanation 
by her professor, and self-discovery, she survived and flourished, later fin­
ishing her MA program at Monterey in record time as a star performer. 

Karine 

Karine was not officially enrolled at MIIS for the full MA program, but 
was there for a year by special arrangement with an American university 
program based in her home country of Armenia. She would be finishing her 
MA there, and continuing to teach and administer in her university's Eng­
lish program. Olive-skinned, with dark eyes and hair, she had a short but 
solid build as well as a firm aura about her that contrasted with the 
petiteness of Natsuko and the insecurity and youth of Kazuko. A much 
more experienced teacher than most other students in the program, she ra­
diated an intensity in her discussions with me about writing that suggested 
to me not only a deep interest in writing but also a sense of urgency about 
her limited time in Monterey and a deeply emotional relationship with her 
field. Her interests ranged from article usage in her written English to philo­
sophical stances on education. Trilingual in Armenian, Russian, and English, 
she had studied Russian during her school years in the Soviet regime, and 
had majored in English at the university, where the languages of instruction 
were Armenian and English. Of all the students I interviewed for my project, 
she was having the most trouble finding an "academic voice" that matched 
what some of her professors expected from her, partly because she did not 
wish to stifle totally her emotional and philosophical side. 

Karine had been instructed in Russian from a very young age. In the 
eighth grade students were taught an explicit, rather conventional format 
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for writing: introduction, body, and conclusion. She mentioned that many of 
these early writings were "dicto-comps," which I understood to be stories 
that were told then reproduced. She also read literature and wrote essays 
from these books, infusing her writings, as did other students, with Soviet 
ideology. She was good at language and literature, but resisted one of her 
teacher's attempts to get her to continue studies in Russian philology. In 
college she wrote a final project in English, but did not recall needing to fol­
low any explicit conventions for citing or referencing works. She received 
feedback on grammar, vocabulary, and syntax, but not on the structure or 
style of academic writing. She commented that her secondary school Rus­
sian literature program had been more "academic" than her university Eng­
lish studies. Once at the Institute in Monterey, she found that she was not 
prepared for the kind of academic writing that she was expected to do. 

Kirsten 

Kirsten struck me as a bright and unpretentious white American woman, 
a casual dresser, and good-humored friend to her classmates. She radiated 
a sense of confidence and of security with her identity and her career goals. 
She had just returned from several years teaching in Japan when we met. 
Her husband was Japanese, and she herself was quite proficient in Japa­
nese. Her projects in the TESOL program at MIIS reflected these interests 
and experiences. She told me that she had always liked writing, had done a 
lot of it, and rarely found it uncomfortably difficult. She expressed a confi­
dence with her writing that most of the other students I got to know did not. 
Competent and self-taught with computers, she had a school job as a com­
puter assistant, helping design and maintain websites and organizing two 
writing and computer literacy workshops for students. After graduating, 
she planned to join her husband in another part of California where he 
would be employed and to look for a job there teaching English. She was 
considered by some of the faculty that I spoke with to be one of the stron­
gest students in the program. 

Like Natsuko, Kirsten had always done well in reading and writing and 
had always enjoyed it and received praise for it from a very young age. In 
elementary school and junior high she was taught "formal schemata" for 
writing, and learned about thesis statements and paragraphing. However, 
at several points in our interviews she commented on how much she has al­
ways hated revising. This antipathy may have caused her some problems 
with her interdisciplinary BA thesis in Japanese studies. She did a "huge 
project" that involved keeping a journal and incorporating parts of the jour­
nal into the final piece as well as creating a performance art piece on Noh-
like masks. The project also required that she write a literature review, 
which she found difficult. The writing was critiqued by her professor for 
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"going off the topic." Once enrolled in the Institute's MA program, Kirsten's 
awareness of her writing changed, and for the first time she realized that 
she had to gear her writing to a real audience that had certain expectations 
of what they would and would not be reading. She continued to enjoy many 
kinds of writing she did in her program, but developed a much more com­
plex understanding of what writing was than she had held previously. 

Kyla 

Kyla, young and inexperienced with just a year of teaching at a conversa­
tion school in Japan, looked like the stereotypical Californian—blue eyes, 
shaggy blond hair, sleeveless shirt, bermuda shorts, and sandals in spite of 
the cool, foggy Monterey summer. She seemed nervous in our first inter­
views, though part of this may have been her normal way of interacting 
with people whom she did not know well. She smiled throughout our first 
talks, racing through her comments to the point where I was sure that 
it would be difficult to transcribe her tapes (it was, according to the assis­
tant who was charged with the onerous task). She talked about her efforts 
to become a clearer, more effective speaker with the help of the Toastmas­
ters program, in which she was currently enrolled. She had majored in 
French and history as an undergraduate at the University of California, 
Berkeley. In her TESOL program, which she was combining with a certifi­
cate in language program administration, she used her experience from Ja­
pan as material for papers, having spent a year there teaching and having 
had little success studying Japanese herself. Of the four students who were 
on campus for the full duration of my study, she was the only one who had 
one more semester to complete before graduating. 

In high school, Kyla was taught the classic five-paragraph essay, a topic 
of debate at her high school. In her stressful senior year she wrote a thesis 
on Virginia Woolf. Her perfectionist tendencies added to her stress, and 
prevented her from looking at an overall theme in her writing. Instead, she 
paid more attention to details, "stringing details together" to construct her 
texts. Later in college she had a number of classes in history and French 
that required that she write papers. She received no explicit instruction in 
how to write these papers, but had to teach herself to write. One strategy 
was to seek help from professors themselves during office hours or even on 
the phone beforehand to get specific advice on form, or afterwards for feed­
back on graded work. She found her senior thesis in history especially hard 
in that she had to find and combine sources, then interpret what she had 
found. At the Institute, Kyla continued writing a lot, both in and out of class: 
e-mail, personal journals, and school papers, enjoying in particular the aca­
demic papers that encouraged students to add a personal element (lan­
guage autobiography, response journals). She continued her practice of 
seeking help from professors. 
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I interviewed these five women individually seven times from the end of 
the spring semester 1998 through the end of the fall semester, December, 
1998. In the case of Karine, we held our seventh interview in the middle of 
July. We met on campus, often outdoors in a common patio area or in a 
comfortable lobby area of one of the buildings. I took extensive notes dur­
ing these interviews, and recorded them as well for later transcription by 
an assistant. Each interview lasted approximately 45 minutes. (See Appen­
dix C for Interview Questions.) The students also allowed me to copy many 
of their papers that had been marked by various professors. We talked 
about some of these during our interviews. I met informally with some of 
the students' professors and visited a number of classes but did no formal 
interviews with them. 

The Professors, Their Classes, and Their Assignments 

In order to contextualize the experiences of the masters students described 
above, and to help me understand what they were expected to do, think, 
write, and become, I visited four different classes, three required for the 
masters degree and one elective. My discussion focuses mainly on the re­
quired classes. I did not attend every session—time away from Monterey 
prevented this. I sat in on three sessions of the three required classes, col­
lected handouts, and took extensive field notes during each visit. 

What struck me after my visits and what came through in the interviews 
with the students was the diversity of professional styles and demands of 
the teachers on the one hand and the high level of expectations of and sup­
port from them with regard to students' academic literacy practices on the 
other. This high level of involvement of the teachers with their students' 
evolving literacy practices seemed radically different from the picture 
painted by Schneider and Fujishima (1995) about Zhang and his MA pro­
gram in the same school. Unlike other studies of academic literacy prac­
tices in MA programs, in other words, my study can be told as a success 
story, a story of a program that encouraged students to engage actively in a 
wide variety of literacy practices and provided the support needed to help 
students find their way into this particular community of practice. 

The Professors. In this MA program, the professors all taught several of 
the many required courses in addition to occasional electives. The required 
classes that I visited several times were: Educational Research Methods, 
typically taken early in the program, taught by Jean; Applied Linguistics Re­
search, taken at the end, also taught by Jean; and Portfolio Seminar, taken 
in the final semester as students were preparing their final exit portfolios, 
the section I observed being taught by John. (All students called the profes­
sors by their first names, a custom I follow in this study.) 
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As was her mode of dress, Jean's style of teaching both Educational Re­
search Methods and Applied Linguistics Research was simple, straightfor­
ward, systematic. In each class I visited, she distributed an abundance of 
handouts on different colors of paper. She punctuated her instruction with 
humorous comments and personal anecdotes designed to make the new 
students in particular feel comfortable and encouraged in a class that might 
intimidate them with its introduction to statistics in applied linguistics. The 
professor who taught the Portfolio Seminar, John, had helped design and 
revise the elaborate portfolio system over the past 6 years. He looked young­
er than he was—had a boyish look about him—and radiated a quiet blend of 
precision, seriousness, and good humor. He was known by both students 
and colleagues as a "stickler for details" and a "walking APA Manual," and 
was deferred to by all on matters of style and form in students' portfolio 
materials. A nonstop worker, he spent many late evenings in his office read­
ing student papers, reviewing manuscripts for publishers, and working on 
his own writing. By all accounts Jean and John were located on the stricter 
end of the continuum of teacher styles in the program. The other end was 
occupied by two professors in the "touchy-feely" camp whom I had heard 
about but whose classes I did not visit as part of my project. Jean and John 
were active professionally, writing and participating in conferences. 

The Classes and Assignments. Jean's Educational Research Methods 
class met twice a week for two hours each session. My case study partici­
pants had already taken this class, so I did not know any of the 22 students 
in it. Students in her class were learning to understand, evaluate, and use 
basic statistical procedures used in some kinds of language research. Stu­
dents were evaluated by means of a critical summary of a study, a midterm 
and final examination, and a written research proposal. This research pro­
posal was to be structured in a conventional way: abstract, introduction, 
method, subjects, materials, procedures, analysis, results, and discussion. 
The second research class taught by Jean, Applied Linguistics Research, 
met once a week for 3 hours. Two of my case study participants were in this 
class, Kirsten and Natsuko. The class required that students plan, carry out, 
and write up a research project according to their interests and to some of 
the research techniques they had been learning. In the classes that I ob­
served, the students were learning to discuss and evaluate different kinds 
of data from readings and samples of interview and survey data and later in 
the semester were peer-editing each other's drafts of their own research 
projects. 

The Portfolio Seminar taught by John that I observed was offered in stu­
dents' final semester of the MA. It aimed at helping students bring together 
everything they had done in the program in a way that followed explicit 
Portfolio Guidelines so as to help students succeed on this all-important 
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program exit mechanism. The Guidelines (a long and detailed document 
distributed as a packet at the beginning of the program) specified four ma­
jor sections for the final portfolio, some with multiple subsections: (1) a po­
sition paper, (2) two revised works and literature in the field (in the form of 
a bibliography and summaries), (3) personal writing and professional prod­
ucts and materials, and (4) critiques (personal, peer, faculty). Each subsec­
tion was to be preceded by a cover note. The final portfolio was evaluated by 
two professors (the students never knew which two until they received feed­
back for revision) who then met with each student in a final oral hearing. 

In John's Portfolio Seminar, the main piece of new writing was the posi­
tion paper, perhaps the students' most important piece of writing in the 
program. In this paper students were to lay out a personal and rationalized 
pedagogical philosophy about language, learning, and teaching. It needed 
to be personal, but at the same time supported by integrated knowledge 
from the different strands of the program, evidence of familiarity with pub­
lished authorities in each of the strands, and attention to the practical impli­
cations of theoretical issues. Color-coded handouts abounded in John's class. 
An early handout mentioned balancing a "personal imprint vs. playing the 
game." In other handouts related to the development of the position paper 
and in the class activities that I observed, a great deal of emphasis was 
placed on being able to name many of the authorities in the field, on follow­
ing conventions for writing in applied linguistics, and on attending to details 
that apply to good writing in general (such as avoiding unclear referents). 

Three of the case study participants in my study were taking the Portfo­
lio Seminar in the fall (two sections offered, taught by different professors) 
and trying to finish up all requirements for the MA during my data collec­
tion period (Kazuko, Natsuko, Kirsten). Kazuko and Kirsten were both en­
rolled in John's section and Natsuko in another section. Kyla would begin 
her seminar in the spring. (Karine, as I mentioned earlier, returned to Arme­
nia to finish her MA there.) During the fall semester when this class was of­
fered, students in their third semester of the program talked of little else. 
Albatross-like, the portfolio requirement followed them everywhere and 
was now inescapable. Time was short and the task seemed overwhelming 
to some of them. 

The classes that I described in this section represent just a portion of the 
classroom experiences and projects that the students in the MA program 
undertook. In other classes they learned about language teaching methods 
and materials, designed curricula and language tests, studied language 
structure, sociolinguistics, and second language acquisition, observed 
classes, and did practice teaching at one of the local schools. In most 
classes there was a great deal of small group discussion as well as teacher-
fronted activities. The professors on this campus expected students to go 
on to contribute to the profession by being not only exemplary teachers 
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but also by engaging in professional activities such as research and presen­
tation, hence the relatively heavy emphasis on research courses and the 
minimal focus on practice teaching. According to one student who talked to 
me about this expectation, some students, particularly those without much 
teaching experience, disliked the emphasis on theory and research in this 
program and found one or two of the professors extreme in their demand 
that students live up to "professional standards." Nevertheless, she said, 
students benefitted from the diversity of faculty and of approaches in this 
program. Others, like Kirsten, joined this MA program because of its reputa­
tion for professionalism. 

Amidst this diversity of classes, projects, writing tasks, and professors' 
personalities and demands, an equally diverse group of students had to 
find ways to make sense of the different academic literacy games they en­
countered in this program. It is to the students' perspectives that I now 
turn. 

Students' Perspectives on Their MA Academic 
Literacy Practices 

In the course of their MA program most students take at least one class 
from each of the full-time professors. From experience, and early in their 
program from hearsay, students become well-acquainted with the range of 
personalities, teaching styles, and demands of different professors and with 
the kinds of activities and projects each was likely to require. One of the so­
cial and political game challenges for the students was to work with or 
around the diversity and to avoid clashes with some of the more powerful 
personalities among the faculty who also had some clashes of values and 
practices among themselves. Related to this challenge was that of making 
writing, teaching, and research projects fit their own interests as well as 
meet the professors' expectations. This MA community was small—a small 
program on a small campus in a small town—and the full-time students 
could not avoid interacting with most of their diverse faculty. Students 
liked, respected, revered, feared, disliked, tolerated, and emulated their dif­
ferent professors, according to students' own personalities, expectations, 
and individual experiences with them. 

Where there was broad agreement among all the students I got to know 
was in their strongly voiced opinions about the central role that writing 
played in the program. The writing itself took many forms in addition to the 
standard research paper, and the professors differed in how explicitly they 
laid out their assignments and then provided feedback. In the sections of 
my case study that follow, I look at the students' perceptions of the differ­
ent genres of academic writing and their purposes, at their responses to dif­
ferent assignments, and at their experiences with different kinds of feed­
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back. These aspects of the program communicated messages about values, 
norms, and writing practices that were important to particular professors 
and by extension to the field of language education. I conclude the case 
study with the students' perceptions of changes in their writing and in their 
professional identities. 

The Pervasiveness of Writing and the Diversity of Writing Types. All of 
the students that I worked with in the MA program at Monterey had been in 
the program for nearly two semesters by the time we began the project. 
With this experience behind them, all emphasized that writing was the key 
to success in the program. There seemed to be no challenge to this view, 
nor even differences in the strength of their opinions. Kyla said that writing 
was "very important—everything we turn in is writing." Kirsten, a confident 
and comfortable writer, added three more "verys." She continued: 

There's no way you can go through this program without being able to write, 
not just write, but write in the way that professors here expect you to, as in a 
kind of academic writing, you have to know how to present ideas and support 
your argument and write with a certain level of detachedness. Not say, well, I 
think that such and such, you have to say it like you're not there. (Kirsten, In­
terview 1) 

Natsuko, a strong writer in the program, noted that because the program 
did not rely on examinations, writing was "the main source for professors 
to evaluate our performance." She told me that "the first priority to success 
in this program is good writing skills." Kazuko commented that she had had 
only "two big exams" in her program and that everything else was "papers, 
papers, papers." 

When I asked them what they understood by the term academic writing, 
the five women described it in a number of different ways. Karine said that 
academic writing was characterized by a "certain register" that employed 
specialized vocabulary ("jargonese") and a literary or educational stan­
dard. Kazuko mentioned these features too. Another characteristic for 
Karine was stance: "Every piece of academic writing in my today's under­
standing presupposes my position in regard to what I am writing." 
Finally, Karine noted that there were formal requirements, which she dis­
liked greatly, having to do with formatting, citations, and reference lists. 
Kirsten, who had always written rather naturally and intuitively, noticed a 
change in her view of academic writing since becoming a "TESOL person," 
primarily in her awareness of audience. "I think about academic writing 
now in terms of how I would explain to someone who doesn't have the 
same kind of background that I do," she said. Natsuko had an interesting 
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perspective on Japanese and English academic writing, one that echoes 
Hinds' (1987) views on reader and writer responsibility: 

Japanese academic writing, from what 1 understand, is pretty factual. Like, it 
must contain a lot of information, the details, and must use higher register, 
terminology, and it should be very logical and convincing, but at the same 
time, you don't need to explain everything. The burden was more on the 
reader, not the writer, to leave the room for the reader to imagine. And my un­
derstanding of academic writing in English, or in the U.S. is very, very consis­
tent and coherent structured paper. And every time I like to mention some-
body's work, I have to have accurate citations. (Natsuko, Interview 1) 

The characteristics of academic writing that Kyla mentioned were that "you 
have to give credit," and take a position and support it in a structured way. 
Like Natsuko, she was especially impressed with the need to cite sources so 
often. Even though she had done a lot of writing in her undergraduate days, 
she said she "hadn't seen citations done this way before I got here, with like 
300 names after each sentence. I've never seen that much explanation for 
what should seem really clear." Interestingly, in Kyla's experience writing for 
particular professors whose published examples she followed, she learned 
that stories, anecdotes, metaphors, and use of first person help enliven aca­
demic writing. Unlike Kirsten's view that academic writing should be "de­
tached," she said, "It seems like here all academic writing can be personal." 

In sum, the students described the game rules for writing as ones in 
which the author takes and defends a position, writes for an audience, re­
lies on sources and cites them accurately, uses specialized terminology and 
formal register, and structures the writing in clear ways. The students dif­
fered somewhat in their beliefs about the extent to which academic writing 
could include "personal" elements, differences that their professors no 
doubt expressed as well. It also became clear that the students' drafting 
and revising activities could not be disentangled from the writing-related 
practices that allowed each piece of writing to come into being: reading the 
literature in the field, talking and working with peers and professors, ob­
serving classes and practice teaching, attending closely to handouts that 
described writing projects and procedures, listening to and asking ques­
tions of professors during class sessions, working statistics problems, 
learning how to use the computer to do graphs and tables, and studying ex­
amples of previously produced student papers. The term academic writing, 
therefore, must be understood in this larger sense, not only in this case 
study but throughout this book. 

Genres of Writing in the MA Program. What kinds of writing are stu­
dents required to do in MA programs? The simple answer is that they do 
academic writing that consists of conventional essays (introduction-body-
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conclusion, with clear thesis and supporting evidence), summaries and cri­
tiques, or library- or data-based research papers. Genre studies of writing, 
however, have complicated our understanding by looking at the features of 
different kinds of research articles (Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995; Hyland, 
1996a, 1996b; Posteguillo, 1999; Swales, 1990), grant proposals (Connor, 2000; 
Myers, 1985), conference proposals (Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995) and a va­
riety of other genres associated with professional writing in the disciplines 
(Hyland, 2000; Swales & Peak, 2000). At the graduate level, Prior (1998) has 
examined writing related to masters and doctoral theses and to seminar pa­
pers, but without focusing on genre diversity within a single graduate pro­
gram. 

Johns (1997) points out that although genres have "shared names," the 
meaning of a name like "research paper" in academic settings may not be 
clear (p. 23). Johns believes, therefore, that one place to begin to under­
stand what kinds of writing students do is with the naming game. Wenger 
(1998, p. 162) reminds us that labels and categories do not capture the com­
plexity of lived experience, which is at the heart of both practice and iden­
tity. Still, in this case they provide clues as to how the five students in my 
study conceptualized their MA writing practices. 

I therefore asked the case study participants to name and describe the 
different kinds of writing they had been required to produce so far (the first 
two of three or four semesters) and then to discuss what they saw as the 
purposes of the different types of writing. Each student, with little hesita­
tion, named 10 to 12 types of writing they had done, only a few of which con­
formed to what studies and textbooks on academic literacy refer to as 
research papers (e.g., Swales & Peak, 1994). I combined the students' de­
scriptions and came up with the following list of 16 types of writing, each of 
which required a different form and style and achieved a different purpose 
according to the writing samples I collected and to the students' descrip­
tions of each type. Some overlap in labels no doubt has occurred: 

Annotated bibliography 
Case study 
Critique (reaction papers, critical summaries, reviews of tests and text­
books) 
Curriculum design 
Language autobiography 
Lesson plan 
Library research and focus paper ("literature review"?) 
Needs analysis 
Observation and experience notes and narratives 
Peer response 
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Personal/reflective journal 
Position paper 
Reading response journal 
Research paper (with results, statistical analysis) 
Research proposal 
Test development and analysis 

Not one of the students, regardless of mother tongue or previous experi­
ence, had been prepared for this diversity of genres in previous academic 
work or in preparatory writing courses. In addition to writing that required 
the standard introduction-body-conclusion they wrote narratives, test 
items, statistical tables and graphs, language exercises, reference lists and 
bibliographies, lists, and personal reflections, including some authentic 
writing for schools in the local community, such as needs analyses, curricu­
lum designs, and lesson plans for their own practice teaching. By the time I 
interviewed them, they had all been in the program for some time and were 
able to talk about what they saw as the purposes of the many different 
kinds of writing they had to do. 

Karine, for one, speaking in ways that were sometimes hard for me to in­
terpret clearly, commented on a "qualitative change in my academic vision" 
as a result of the many different kinds of writing she was doing. She saw 
their general purpose as helping students see where a "narrow point fits 
into the whole field" and understand that "knowing theoretically is not 
knowing practically." Karine also saw strong connections between her read­
ing and her writing, and between them and her ability to think. All the writ­
ing projects, she said, contributed to her "ability to think academically" in a 
field where academic writing was "absolutely different from other writing." 

Kirsten spoke about the practical value of specific pieces of writing. The 
position paper, for example, would help her develop what she believed and 
"to have it concrete so I can answer interview questions when I go to get a 
job," and help her make principled rather than random decisions about her 
teaching. Other pieces of writing also had practical purposes, such as cur­
riculum and lesson plans and the development of tests: "These are all pro­
fessional tools and these are the things I'm actually gonna have to do in my 
daily life as a teacher." Kazuko spoke as well about the practical purpose of 
her test development and test review assignments. She said that "as teach­
ers, we should know of widely developed, widely used tests, of that lan­
guage. So we have to be able to critically review these tests, so we can rec­
ommend that to students. I think it's a necessary project as a teacher," she 
concluded. 

Journals, on the other hand, were not seen in such practical terms, but 
as Kirsten put it had multiple purposes: They helped further her thinking 
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about a topic, they allowed the professor to "track whether we read stuff or 
not," and they enabled an interaction to be set up between a professor and 
individual students. Research papers, too, had multiple purposes. Kirsten 
explained that they "socialize us into the discourse community of profes­
sional language teachers." Part of this socialization involved looking criti­
cally at published research. Kyla noted that writing a critical review not 
only helped students develop familiarity with the language and the field; it 
also enabled her to realize that "just because it's published it's not neces­
sarily that solid, which is pretty shocking." Natsuko expressed a more per­
sonal and individual purpose for what she called "library research papers." 
These helped students educate themselves and, like the position paper, in­
creased students' awareness of their own stances on issues: 

I think it is consciousness-raising by writing a paper, since we have to take a 
stance, it's a good opportunity for me to reflect, okay, how do I feel to this is­
sues, what's my opinion on this issue? Writing requires a lot of reflection and 
conscious-raising process. (Natsuko, Interview 2) 

Kyla, like Natsuko, also noted that self-reflection was a "key in this pro­
gram," and that several kinds of writing encouraged reflection. She com­
mented in particular about the purpose of writing a language autobiogra­
phy, having it read by other students, and having to read those of other 
students: 

Well, for each [type of writing] there seems to be a direct reason for doing it, 
like the language autobiography was to get you to think about how you 
learned a language and then by having read other people's, because we were 
required to read five of them to see how different people's approach is. That 
was pretty revealing. Wow, some people managed to learn a language by 
never opening a grammar book, where, I'm studying the subjunctive and ... I 
just didn't know, well, I knew you could do it, but just to see how many differ­
ent ways there are is help for a teacher to know the different styles. (Kyla, In­
terview 2) 

Each of the students perceived and could talk in some detail about many 
types and purposes of writing they had been required to do in their MA pro­
gram. With few exceptions, such as the library research paper or essay, 
they had not produced these kinds of writings before. The students from Ja­
pan and Armenia, in this regard, were not disadvantaged relative to the 
mother-tongue English speakers. Their disadvantage resided primarily in 
their less facile control of surface features of the language and the extra 
time to have papers checked by friends. The point is that all the students 
were producing genres that were new for them, and all students found 
them purposeful. In the two next sections, I describe some of the ways that 
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students figured out what to do from assignment instructions beforehand 
and from feedback after the fact. 

Messages From the Task Descriptions. The students in this project said 
that the Institute did not provide any kind of routine writing instruction or 
guidelines when they entered the program. The trick for first semester stu­
dents in particular, in the absence of a master game plan, was to figure out 
what to do in the first writing assignments before they had gotten their first 
feedback and before they knew the idiosyncracies of each of the professors 
they would be writing for. In some cases they could begin to do this from 
assignments that explicitly laid out a professor's expectations, but not all 
assignments were so detailed. 

The studerits attributed the amount of detail or vagueness of assignment 
descriptions to particular professors rather than to particular classes. This 
or that professor, they explained, always gives very detailed systematic in­
structions whereas another doesn't explain much at all about what to do. 
The students who did not enjoy writing, such as Kazuko, relied heavily on 
handouts that specified the game rules for projects and write-ups in great 
detail, appreciating the exact requirements of form, treatment of topic, and 
other constraints. In contrast, the students said that they had little sense of 
what to do in response to a briefly and vaguely worded assignment espe­
cially at the beginning of their program. Here are several examples, first of 
a minimally articulated assignment, then of a slightly more detailed one, 
and finally of an explicit set of guidelines. Some of these are from classes I 
did not visit; they were provided to me by the students. 

In an elective class on language teaching technology, the initial handout 
was described as a "Needs Analysis." It had a section labeled "Goals and 
Plans" in which students were asked what project or research they wanted 
to carry out. Projects then evolved from students' initial expression of in­
terest and the specifics were discussed in class and negotiated with the 
professor. There were no handouts describing step-by-step procedures, 
formal requirements, or nonnegotiable aspects of the content or form of the 
projects. 

From a class on second language acquisition, on the other hand, a term 
project was described in the following more detailed but still brief terms 
that still left room for variety and negotiation. The description was followed 
by a list of suggested topics: 

The term project is a student-initiated research endeavor that aims to exam­
ine a particular aspect of second language acquisition and learning. It could 
be a data-based research project which investigates empirical data obtained 
from learners (error analysis, progress report, case study, observational 
study, etc.). It could also be a library-based research paper which synthesizes 
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and evaluates current SLA research in order to reach an informed opinion or 
stance on a particular issue [italics the professor's]. The assignment provides 
an opportunity for students to explore a topic of interest in SLA and pursue it 
in some detail. Depending on the nature of the project, it can be done jointly if 
conditions necessitate such a joint venture. I will leave the format open, but 
would like to approve it before the project is undertaken. Any academically 
oriented paper as a final product should not exceed 20 pages, including refer­
ences. If you have any questions about the analytical procedure or format 
you use, feel free to talk with me. 

In a third example, from a class on testing, the following very detailed as­
signment for doing a "test review" was given to students (reproduced with 
permission of the teacher). The boldface type is the professor's: 

1. Choose a language test that has been commercially developed (i.e., it 
is published for profit, such as the BSM) or is widely used (i.e., it has a broad 
impact on language teaching, such as the TOEFL, or has widely influenced 
language testing research, such as the DLPT). It should be a test in the lan­
guage of your degree. (3 more lines of details) 

2. Gather information about the test (from the publisher, from pub­
lished research articles, from teachers who have used it, etc.). This informa­
tion should include a summary of the history of the test and a sample test (if 
available) or at least sample items; test development information on its reli­
ability, validity, and item analyses; pricing information and order forms; ad­
ministration manuals and/or manuals for test score users. (2 more lines of 
details) 

3. Administer the test and/or talk to teachers who have used it, and/or 
students who have taken it. Try to get a feel for how it works: whether it is 
face valid, whether the information it yields is worth the effort, whether it is 
"user friendly," whether the instructions are clear, etc. 

4. Examine the scoring system. Determine how scores are derived and 
reported, what guidance for interpreting scores is provided to user agencies, 
what test security measures are used, etc. Decide if it is a norm-referenced or 
a criterion-referenced test, and whether it provides usable diagnostic infor­
mation. Explain the scoring system and any problems that it may present. If 
any ratings are involved, provide rater-reliability data. 

5. Analyze the test using Wesche's four components as well as Bach-
man's framework on page 119. In addition, you should incorporate any rele­
vant constructs discussed in our seminar in your analysis of this test. 

6. Prepare a written review, which is well-documented, well-organized 
and thorough (eight to ten pages per person, typed and double-spaced). The 
due date for the final written report is listed on the course syllabus. The re­
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port should include accurate citations of appropriate references. Appen­
dices may be added, which do not count in the page limit. 

The assignment for the research proposal project in Jean's Educational 
Research Methods class (and the expected structure of the actual research 
project write-up in Applied Linguistics Research) was described in great de­
tail, too. The proposal project was divided into numbered paragraphs, each 
describing the sections of the proposal: (1) Abstract, (2) Introduction (in­
cluding review of the literature and statement of purpose), (3) Method (in­
cluding subjects, materials, and procedures), (4) Analysis, and (5) Discus­
sion. Each section description referred students to appropriate pages in 
their textbook in addition to providing descriptive guidelines. 

John's handouts from his Portfolio Seminar included 50 pages of detailed 
instructions and advice: worksheets and checklists for each of the sections 
of the portfolio, ground rules, portfolio inventory, portfolio selection crite­
ria, organizational hints, portfolio caveats, sample outlines for the position 
paper, and a L l /2 page handout entitled "General Recommendations for Po­
sition Paper Manuscript Preparation." 

These are just a few examples of the many writing assignments that stu­
dents told me about in their MA program. Each one reflected different mes­
sages, based on the personal proclivities of each professor, about the game 
rules in the field and about the roles of students in contributing (or not) to 
the content and form of a project. In some classes where assignments were 
open, students participated as contributors to knowledge in the field, help­
ing educate each other and furthering the professor's own knowledge in 
some cases. The loosely structured assignments in classes like this allowed 
for a great deal of personal choice, growth, and reflection. In classes where 
assignments were more tightly laid out, norms in the field were more well-
defined, such as in the shape of a research paper, in the statistical proce­
dures used for test reviews, and in the expectation that a participant in the 
second and foreign language education community hold a clear and well-
justified stance on the field's key issues. Students like Kazuko who were 
new to the field and who disliked writing appreciated the great detail and 
step-by-step approach taken by some of the professors and the other stu­
dents as well noted that they knew exactly what was expected in such as­
signments. Their roles as students were clear in these cases. In other 
classes they were expected to participate more as contributors and to fig­
ure out on their own and in interaction with classmates and professor what 
their contribution could be. 

Feedback and the Sociopolitical Came of Writing for Different Profes­
sors. The MA students that I got to know reveled in the moments of undi­
vided attention from their professors that was provided by written feed­
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back on individual papers. They developed a sense of themselves as evolv­
ing professionals by the kinds of comments they received. Not all feedback 
worked this way of course. When feedback was minimal or seemed rubber-
stamped and generic the students claimed to learn very little about them­
selves or their writing. 

The students told me that a particular professor's style of responding 
seemed consistent across classes, papers, and students: Those who re­
sponded minimally (there were not many) did so regularly; those who com­
mented at length did so regularly. Similarly, those who tended to mark 
small errors (typos, grammar, punctuation) did so for all students, not just 
the international students, and those who refrained from making surface 
comments needed to be persuaded to do so even for international students 
like Karine and Kazuko who wanted all of their small mistakes corrected. 
When I asked her why she thought the faculty responded in such different 
ways, Kazuko told me she believed it was because of "personality, or maybe 
experience differences." But personality, she said, "is the biggest thing, how 
you specific, how you organize, how you easy-going, how you open to differ­
ent styles and stuff." Kazuko's view matched those of other students who, 
like her, could correlate teachers' personal styles of teaching and interact­
ing with the kinds of feedback they gave. The laid-back easy going profes­
sors tended to write more comments that praised than criticized. The very 
demanding teachers reversed this balance. 

When 1 asked the five women what they thought the purpose of feedback 
was several of them said that it was different for each professor but that ul­
timately the feedback would help them revise papers for their portfolio. 
Kirsten explained that for those professors who require two drafts, the 
feedback is aimed at revision. Natsuko spoke at length about the purposes 
of feedback, stressing the differences among professors as well as the im­
portance of feedback for the final portfolio project: 

In general, written feedback from professors aims at students' further im­
provement in their writing, in terms of logical development, and argument, or­
ganization, and ambiguity of the point in that paper. Written feedback is 
rather work as facilitator for the future writing of that student. Personally, so 
far, I've written several papers and have gotten feedback, but the length and 
the amount of the feedback varies from professor to professor, so greatly. For 
example, for one professor might give me just a short written feedback which 
might be related to my grammatical mistakes and misspelling only. On the 
other hand, one professor may give me a lot of written feedback related to my 
content of the paper, or the argument. And I believe the written feedback- Of 
course pointing out grammatical mistakes and correcting misspellings is help­
ful, certainly. But at the same time, what I'd like to see is their suggestions 
about how my papers, to improve my papers for the future development. The 
students in TESOL in this program have portfolio in the last semester, which 
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contains the revision of the previous papers that they wrote. In that time, I'm 
sure the written feedback from the professors would be a great help to revise 
these papers. (Natsuko, Interview 3) 

At this same interview, with a specific paper in her hand that had very few 
marks on it she said, "But then when I look at, for example, this paper, I 
don't think I can revise it very well, because I don't know what was wrong 
and what was very good about my paper." 

Kyla mentioned another purpose, one in which she expressed her sense 
of agency in monitoring how the professors were reading her work and in 
learning to see herself through their eyes. She wanted to know what they 
thought about her ideas, to get evidence that they had "actually read it" 
and had an interest in what she wrote about. "That's the main purpose," 
she continued, "just to oh, what did they think of this, was I completely off 
track, try to situate myself." Her self-assessment, in other words, developed 
in interaction with the views of her professors about specific pieces of work 
and specific ideas in those works. Their feedback helped her "situate her­
self" in relation to them and by extension in relation to the field. 

Kazuko speculated about what she thought might be a cultural differ­
ence in how professors gave feedback. One of her past professors at MIIS 
had been "Asian," a fact she guesses might have caused him to give much 
more negative feedback than did other professors. (This professor, visiting 
for a year before my study began and not available for interviews, is not in­
tended to represent a stereotype from my perspective.) She liked positive 
feedback, she said, finding that it gave her a "reward" by encouraging her. 
"I realized there are a lot of positive feedbacks here. The grade might not 
be that great, but the feedback is usually positive somehow." She contin­
ued, not concerned about her generalization: 

Except [X]. He's Asian, and Asian professors, I believe they tend to give nega­
tive feedback so that they believe that students can improve their papers by 
making negative feedback. And I'm used to that kind of feedback, so I was 
kind of surprised to having positive feedback here in the States.... But nega­
tive feedback has to have more detail, what was wrong. It shouldn't just say 
"disorganized," for instance. I don't know why he thinks so. If the negative 
feedback is detailed and shows me which way to go, I think it will help. (Kazu­
ko, Interview 3) 

In spite of a few cases in which a professor gave little feedback of any 
kind, most of the papers that students shared with me had marks of some 
kind on every page, from corrections of spacing and punctuation to brief or 
lengthy marginal and end comments. Even the mother-tongue English 
speakers had mechanical errors corrected by some professors. The point 
of the surface feedback, however, did not strike me as being directed at Ian­
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guage acquisition but at disciplinary enculturation. The game rules ex­
pressed by the professors who marked in such detail seemed to be that 
"your work needs to look professional if you want to graduate from this 
program" (also expressed to me by one of the faculty members as well as 
by students) and "you need to understand the conventions of how people 
in our field communicate." From those professors who, in the students' 
view, cared little about details of form and language,a quite different game 
rule seemed to be "we are interested in your ideas and want you to explore 
them to the fullest. If you don't have time to do everything, be creative and 
reflective and get your ideas expressed so you can learn about yourself." In­
deed, students told me that they paid much less attention to mechanics 
such as the details of APA formatting when they wrote for certain profes­
sors, not worrying at all about them until time came to revise papers for the 
final portfolio. Several students suggested to me that the faculty in these 
two "camps" espoused different sets of values and practices, but that both 
contributed to their understanding of themselves in relation to an amor­
phously defined second language education field. We appreciate the diver­
sity, they told me. 

The point I wish to make here is that professors' feedback on graduate 
students' work, like advice from a good coach to a new player, can serve 
the powerful function of assisting students' movement into a particular 
community's professional practices but that very different kinds of feed­
back send messages to students that look contradictory. The contradictory 
nature of messages in feedback reflects a social and political reality of the 
academic playing field. The local community, being populated as it always 
is by people who differ greatly in terms of personality, expectations, and 
power, represents a social and political entity, not just a linguistic one, even 
though the field and its practices are defined through writing. The feed­
back, in other words, from the earliest stages of the students' immersion in 
the local academic literacy practices, helps students deal with the social 
and political realities of academic writing games, which as they discover in 
this program involve for the most part meeting the expectations of particu­
lar and sometimes very different professors. A specific example from the 
work of one student conveys a sense of what it was like to write for differ­
ent professors in this program. 

The Gamut of Feedback to Karine. Let me turn briefly to some exam­
ples of feedback to Karine and to her responses to that feedback. As I have 
already mentioned, feedback was viewed by a number of the students as a 
dialogue between the professors and them. The dialogic interaction was 
inherent to all the genre games in the MA program, a characteristic noted 
by Freadman (1994) in her game analogy of genres (see Chap. 1). Looking at 
some interactions between Karine and her professors we can note that the 
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style of much of the feedback supports a dialogic perspective. Comments 
on her papers ranged from conversational exclamations of surprise, inter­
est, and doubt, to lengthy commentary offering suggestions, questions to 
think about, and personal opinion. Occasionally the comments were direct 
and didactic in tone, particularly when a paper seemed to violate conven­
tions that students were expected to follow. In one set of papers, this is 
what happened to Karine. 

Karine described herself as an experienced teacher, a lover of language, 
philosophy, and metaphor, and an emotional thinker and writer. She wor­
ried constantly about whether her writing was "academic" enough, and was 
as fascinated with her professors' feedback as she was with our interview 
topics on academic writing. From the feedback of three different professors 
she developed a sense of the overall expectations on her less formal reac­
tion papers and her longer more "professional" papers, and on the conven­
tions of some of the small details of academic writing (the fact that appendi­
ces are usually named by letters, that every citation needed to appear in a 
reference list, and that in APA format the authors' first initials are used). 
She relished all feedback, particularly from those professors who them­
selves modeled "high standards" of academic language in their spoken and 
written language: "John is a model to me, his language is highly academic in 
everything, in class interaction, and this is what I enjoyed most of all," she 
said in our third interview. 

On the papers that she shared with me from the three professors it was 
clear from the written feedback that the professors found her ideas to be 
"very interesting" (with "very" underlined twice, a comment on a long pa­
per in which Karine developed an original test). Other positive comments 
on Karine's papers included the following from the same test development 
paper: "clear organization," "good question," "Wow!" and "good point." This 
same paper included a great deal of advice from the professor about key 
concepts and methodology in test design. On a lesson plan in the Teaching 
of Reading taught by John, John wrote: "Effective and thoughtful use of 
available texts and resources! Very solid!" In a journal entry exercise for the 
same class on using literature in teaching reading Karine began with the 
emotional statement "First, I would like to comment on my choice of this ex­
ercise although it is not required. I LOVE literature. I use many pieces of 
prose or verse in my teaching." John responded with this positive comment 
in the margins: "Terrific! We'll have a chance to explore this option a bit 
later"; and at the end of this entry: "Exemplary entries, Karine. Thank you 
for attacking them w/such enthusiasm." 

However, Karine was one of the participants who wanted detailed feed­
back on what was wrong as well as what was right. She knew she wrote 
emotionally at times and wanted to learn what she called a more profes­
sional academic style. Because she was the one case study participant 
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whose academic writing in some of her classes received the strongest criti­
cism of style, form, and logic, I will use the feedback on several of the 
papers she wrote for her Second Language Acquisition (SLA) professor (a 
visiting professor) to exemplify how some of the professors in the MA 
program helped students develop academic literacy skills that fit certain 
norms in the field. In the SLA class, the students had to write a series of re­
action papers on various readings and theories and a final project. Karine's 
reaction papers were quite informal and emotional in tone. Her final project 
was a library research paper entitled "An SLA Perspective: Just a Try," a 
mix of impersonal and very personal assertions. 

Some of the harshest of the professor's comments concerned technical 
conventions, specifically Karine's unacceptable style of citing and referenc­
ing in her final SLA project paper. Many citations appeared in the paper 
that were not listed in the reference list, and the list itself violated many 
conventions of the required APA style. Her professor wrote: "Your uses of 
references are a mess, totally unacceptable for academically oriented writ­
ing, I must say. My advice: LEARN!" On seeing this comment again as we re­
viewed this paper in an interview, Karine read this comment aloud and said 
"I like that," indicating how much she appreciated being told clearly what 
she needed to do. She then admitted that "there are things I will never fully 
learn to follow in writing, and these are cite and bibliography type things." 
She noted that she simply had not been able to internalize these "format­
ting things" to the point where they were automatic. "Knowledge about is 
not knowledge in practice," she commented with the wisdom of an experi­
enced teacher. The feedback, however, had helped her recognize the "con­
vention problem" with her referencing practices. 

This same professor was equally harsh with Karine on a matter concern­
ing her logical presentation of arguments in one of her reaction papers. The 
second reaction paper, a paper entitled "Why do I Resent the Critique of 
Krashen's Theory?", was returned to Karine with many comments and 
questions such as "I don't understand," "What theory," "Why?" Karine had 
set out (so it seemed) to defend Krashen, but confused her argument with 
sentences such as the following: "First of all, by trying to explain a 
most specific human behavior, that is learning or acquiring a second lan­
guage, Krashen, in my opinion, doubles, if not triples the problems related 
to the issue." The professor crossed out "in my opinion," and added this 
question in the margin: "If so, why do you resent criticism of him (if he 
causes so many problems)?" A stronger criticism comes later in this reac­
tion paper where Karine has written the following about Krashen and his 
critics. In the example I have included the professor's marginal com­
ments in boldface and brackets at appropriate places in Karine's text, many 
lines of which he had underlined: 
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It is here, during this restructuring of information, that in any language the 
Monitor comes into play with its three (or two) preconditions for use. 
[What??] Now, again for me it is not clear whether what Krashen states and 
how Gass and Selinker interpret what Krashen states is [are] the same or not. 
Once more, I want to read Krashen to understand it. [It's irritating to see 
this! What are you critiquing if you don't even understand what they are 
debating about?] 

It seems to me that when the critique does not seem to the point, there are 
two possible explanations. First those who critique have problems in both un­
derstanding what they critique and understanding what they want to say. 
[This seems to be your problem, too.] Second, the reader may have prob­
lems in understanding both those who critique and those who are critiqued. 
Actually, this may happen to be the case with me: [If this is the case, where 
does your "resentment" come from?] when I have Krashen read and Gass 
and Selinker reread, it is quite possible that I will have to admit that is was ME 
who did not understand any of them—either Krashen or Gass and Selinker. 
[You negate your whole argument here] (Karine, SLA Reaction Paper #2) 

The professor wrote a long end comment on this reaction paper reinforcing 
his criticism of Karine's inconsistent logic in the paper, explained his rea­
sons again, and opened the door to her for personal contact and further 
discussion with him. He explicitly generalized his comments to "any aca­
demic writing": 

Karine, I must say this is a messy paper. I respect your opinion, but in any aca­
demic paper, you should back up your opinion with clear & convincing argu­
ments & analyses. One thing I don't follow is that how you can resent some­
thing you claim you don't yet quite understand. Krashen has his theories, and 
Gass & Selinker must have read & understood Krashen's theories before they 
began to critique them. If you don't quite understand either side, how do you 
know which side you should be on? This is a simple matter of logical reason­
ing. Talk to me about this. (Professor's response to Karine's SLA Reaction Pa­
per #2) 

This is harsh criticism coming from any professor, yet Karine respected 
this professor and the detailed nature of his feedback. She also knew he re­
spected her and recognized the harshness of his own critiques: At the end 
of her third reaction paper, entitled "The Impact of the Course on Me As A 
Teacher," Karine wrote in her typical emotional style, ending the paper 
with an unfinished thought that looked to the future ("And NOW ..."). In the 
following excerpt from this paper, the professor's comments again appear 
in boldface and brackets: 

I must admit, that if I try to apply everything you have tried to make me aware 
of, my life will turn into a "hell!" Do you want me to THINK! so hard before 
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teaching?! Do you want me, as Sheridan says, "to undergo the fatigue of judg­
ing for myself"?! No, you do not mean to make teachers really think and care, 
do you?!!! [If you are addressing me, I must say "yes." Teachers should not 
be brainless teaching machines. They should think; they should care.] 

Yes, I believe, the overall impact of your course on me, whether you like it 
or not is: THINK BEFORE YOU TEACH!!! [caps Karine's] try to relate the SLA 
theory to your teaching if you want to at least suspect what in fact your are at­
tempting or aspiring to do. Well, really, thank you for making me aware of 
how hard is the task of a caring and thoughtful teacher. I suspected it, but I 
was to a degree innocent. And NOW [caps Karine's] ... [I have a tendency to 
push my students to their limits. So accept my apologies if I pushed you 
too much too hard. (See what I did to your 2nd reaction paper!!)] 

Karine spoke of how her feedback from this professor helped her under­
stand that knowing something about teaching academic writing to her own 
students differed from being able to write an acceptable academic paper 
herself. I quote her at some length here, since her comments show her re­
flecting on several aspects of her growth as an academic writer. The brack­
eted areas with three periods indicate ellipses: 

[On the final project in Second Language Acquisition] I was trying to show 
something that I learned, in my writing, my organization of writing. The thing 
is that SLA papers have some exceptional value to me in the sense that— the— 
first of all, [...]! wrote reactions for him, which were not in a way strictly aca­
demic, so it was the first kind of paper where I was to show how I understand 
what is very kind of rigid academic definition of academic paper and how it 
was displayed. Although I must say from my previous feedback experience I 
already had some idea of what it should look like, a kind of really, strictly 
speaking academic paper, and I knew that in many ways I didn't master just 
the mechanics. [...] I was trying to be clear very— the most clear in a way 
about the structure of the academic paper first, second I also clearly had in 
my mind that I had to express very logical way my position, [.. .] and of 
course what [W] did, he showed to me that I have some certain weaknesses in 
regard to this, and in regard to-I overuse "this" in my writing, and I tended to 
forget or not clearly see my audience. [...] I often presume that my reader 
knows what I assume although it should be made quite clear and you have to 
treat your reader like tabula rasa, [...] you don't have to jump some certain 
kind of logical steps because they are evident to you, they may not be evident 
to your reader. (Karine, Interview 3) 

And indeed, the majority of comments on Karine's SLA papers had to do ei­
ther with mechanics or with clarity, support, and logic of her statements. 
With the feedback from the professor, and from other detailed comments 
on her work from other professors, she was negotiating an academic iden­
tity in which she was trying to preserve in her writing aspects of her effu­
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sive and emotional self as well as her sense of self as a complex, if scat­
tered, thinker about linguistic and philosophical matters. She was open in 
her effusiveness in her reaction papers with John, much less so in her writ­
ing for the testing professor and in her final SLA project, and somewhere in 
between in her presentation of self in her SLA reaction papers. She wrote 
differently for the different professors and differently according to the type 
of writing, and managed to generate a great deal of praise, substantive ad­
vice, and some harsh criticism, all of which helped her see herself in rela­
tion to the values and practices espoused in this program. 

From my discussions with the students about the many kinds of writing 
they did, the different professors they wrote for, and the variations in feed­
back they got from them, I was not able to identify an overall set of rules or 
practices for the writing games that these students were learning to play. 
Only some of the writing practices fit the stereotypes of academic writing 
that we can find in the literature and in writing textbooks (the writing of re­
search reports, summaries, and critical reviews, for example), and only for 
some professors and certain writing tasks were students held to strict 
genre conventions for formatting, citing, and referencing. The students 
themselves shared some views of academic writing, but also differed in 
how they characterized some aspects—from writing that is objective and 
impersonal to writing that includes personal elements. The student who 
was most concerned about the professional style of her writing, Karine, was 
the one who interjected the most personal and emotional elements in some 
of her writing, for only for some of her professors some of the time. The 
professor described as one of the most demanding about the professional 
look of papers, John, was also the one who accepted personal and emotion-
filled journal entries from students like Karine. If any general rule of prac­
tice can be located for the many writing games that students in this pro­
gram had to learn it might be the requirement that students explain and jus­
tify their assertions, whether in personal and reflective journals where they 
drew on their experience and logical thinking or in reports of research 
where they added the voices of published authorities to their defenses. The 
only piece of writing upon which all faculty concurred (at least in public) 
with a program-wide set of written guidelines was the exit portfolio. The 
students knew that this final collection of writings had to fit the standards 
set out in the guidelines even if they had written very differently for particu­
lar classes. They also knew, however, that faculty readers differed in their 
responses to the portfolios, and that an "easier" reader was usually paired 
with a more critical reader. In the midst of this diversity, students were ex­
pected to evolve a sense of professional identity, and to display this new 
identity in major writing projects and their final portfolios. In the final sec­
tion of this case study, I turn to the students' views of how they changed 
during the course of their MA program. 
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Students' Perceptions of Changes in Writing and Self. In the previous 
sections, I have described what the students' experiences were like in the 
MA program for the purpose of culminating my case study in the five 
women's perceptions of change in their academic literacy practices and 
identities. In this section, I look in particular at changes in how the students 
located themselves in relation to their perceptions of the field. I begin with 
an example from the writings of Kazuko from before and during her MA pro­
gram. I then describe perceptions of change by all five students, and con­
clude with examples of Natsuko's pre-MA and final portfolio writings. 

When Kazuko and Natsuko learned I was interested in their perceptions 
of how they had changed since participating in the MA program, both gave 
me a sample of a piece of writing done the year before they entered the MA 
program that they now shared with some embarrassment. Kazuko's was a 
short essay written in Japan for an undergraduate English class (Fig. 3.1). 
This essay struck me as familiar in that I had seen similar essays written by 
my own undergraduate students in Japan. It also seemed as though it had 
been written by a very different person than the one whose MA papers I 
had looked at, so great was the change in tone, style, and maturity, as can 
be seen from the sample that follows from an MA paper on test develop­
ment (Fig. 3.2). The samples of Kazuko's MA writing parallel in some ways 

I researched hausing in the Hanshin area with my GBR group members. 
The purpose of our project was to investigate the situation of the housing 
market in the Hanshin area and to know what kinds of houses were most 
sought after. Our research was based on a request from the Canadian 
consulate inquiring wheter the Hanshin area was a good market for foreign 
construction companies. 

At first, we tried to contact large Japanese construction companies. 
We made many calls and asked several basic questions. However, most 
companies did not give us the information we wanted, after telling them 
that we were students. I belive it is because Japanese society considered 
students immature and tends to treat us as less important people. I hate 
that idea and I hope this will change in near future, 
[continues for 10 more paragraphs] 
[last 2 paragraphs] I was very glad that I joined the GBR project, as I could 
have many experiences that I would never had if I did not. I learned a lot 
though these experiences such as how to make appointments or do inter­
views with executives of companies. I also learned better ways of commu­
nicating with foreign students. 

I really want to do these kinds of projects again if I have a chance. And 
I hope that I can still be a good friend to the other members of the group 
after we have finished the project. 

FIG. 3.1. Sample from Kazuko's undergraduate "research" paper, "Introduc­
tion to Business Low." 
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[2nd paragraph of "Rationale"] I have been observing a Japanese class at 
[the local community college] for the purpose of gaining knowledge in or­
der to teach beginning Japanese at the college level. My goal is to develop 
a test in which to give a real audience and will enable me to practically 
adapt what I have learned in the language assessment seminar at 
Monterey Institute of International Studies. After discussing it with the in­
structor of the Japanese class, I decided to make a practice midterm, 
which would give students diagnostic feedback on what they have and 
have not mastered and what they should study again for the real midterm. I 
tried as much as possible to make the language used in the test as close 
to widely used Japanese so that it would match my ideals of designing a 
test. [...] 
[subsection on "Descriptive Statistics" from section "Data Analysis"] 'Cen­
tral tendency' tells us the patterns of how the scores in a date set group 
together, and it is measured by the means (X), median (middle score in a 
data set), and mode (most frequently obtained score in a data set. On the 
other end, the 'measures of dispersion,' which is often indicated by stan­
dard deviation (SD) and range of the scores, provides information on the 
scores are spread out over a given date set. Both of these are very useful 
in assessing test performance (Bailey, 1998). 

Looking at the statistics of central tendency and dispersion (see Table 
1 below), we come to notice some interesting factors about the test result. 
From the SD of each section; we can see that the distribution of scores is 
much wider in the subjectively scored parts, section IV and V, compared to 
the objectively scores ones, section I, II, and III. [...] [paper continues for 8 
more pages of text and tables] 
[concluding paragraph] The test had its strengths, though it seems that 
there were more things wrong than right. The correlation measure by Spear-
man's rank-order correlation showed that there was a moderately strong 
relationship between the midterm designed by the teacher and the one I 
developed. I feel encouraged by this fact because it is good evidence that I 
developed the test in the way the teacher wanted me to. [...] ! am glad 
that I designed the test because, for one, I could help students with their 
study, and for another, I was able to adapt the skills and knowledge I de­
veloped in language assessment seminar this semester. I believe this test 
is a good starting point for me as a future language teacher. 

FIG. 3.2. Sample from a second-semester MA paper report on Kazuko's origi­
nal test development, "Practice Midterm for MFC [a local community college] 
Japanese Class" (professor's corrections of language errors not included). 

the early essay in that both are samples of "research." The errors are left as 
they appear in the papers. 

We can see that Kazuko began and ended these two very different pa­
pers in similar ways, with a first person explanation of the project and a 
first person conclusion of the benefits of the project to her. Her MA paper, 
however, is a multivocalic document that uses a more formal, mature style 
replete with the conventional terminology and phrases from basic statistics 
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that she has learned from the source she sites and from the class itself. Her 
conclusion speaks to the project results as well as to the benefits to herself, 
and the MA paper in general shows how careful she was in designing, carry­
ing out, and evaluating her test at a level of sophistication not seen in her 
Hanshin "research." 

In an interview toward the end of her program, Kazuko spoke specifi­
cally about how she had changed. She felt she had learned a great deal 
about research and the "technical skills" involved, but still felt she was not 
ready to "compete" even with her classmates: "I just feel amazed by reading 
other people's work," she said. She also told me that it was not until well 
into the first semester, shortly after she began some tutoring and practice 
teaching for the first time in her life, the course work started to come to­
gether for her. Her writing had improved, she also told me, in the sense that 
she needed fewer corrections by her boyfriend and that writing in general 
(much disliked by her all her life) had become less difficult. She also devel­
oped more confidence that she could write professionally. In preparing for 
her portfolio, for example, she noticed that in the Japanese books she was 
reading that "Japanese people have a similar approach with the American 
or APA or standard style, they cite references," many authors having stud­
ied at the PhD level in the United States. "So in a way," she continued, "that 
shows that I can write in Japanese professionally, because these kinds of 
writings are permitted." However, Kazuko knew she had begun the program 
"behind" everyone else, with no teaching experience and very little experi­
ence or confidence with writing. She had gotten over this sense of embar­
rassment about her perceived deficiencies, but still felt she was on the edge 
of the field professionally. She talked vaguely about one day going back to 
school for a PhD when she "knew her goal," and she felt she "should go to a 
conference once; that would make a lot of difference," in order to "hear di­
rectly from those people in the field. Right now they are to me somebody 
who is not real." Describing how she located herself in relation to the field 
she said: "Right now TESOL or TFL is just above me, like I'm a person who is 
a teacher related to the field but not in the field, I think." Though still on the 
periphery, Kazuko had stepped into the profession by now defining herself 
as a teacher. She was on the move (Wenger, 1998) and was beginning to see 
herself as part of a web of social and intellectual relationships. 

Other students also spoke about how their perceptions of themselves in 
relation to the field had changed. Kyla and Natsuko, like Kazuko, had had 
little teaching experience. Kyla had taught for a year in Japan, and Natsuko 
had briefly tutored different ages and groups of people. In her interviews, 
Kyla expressed similar reservations to those expressed by Kazuko about 
her sense of belonging fully in the field at this point. Like Kazuko, she had 
become aware of how big the fields of linguistics and applied linguistics 
were, describing them as some kind of "hodge-podge." She became aware 
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of how much research was required in order to write within the field and 
how much time was needed to locate some of those resources. "I didn't 
know that there were all of those journals when I got here," she explained. 

Thus, as their knowledge of TESOL writing games expanded, the stu­
dents became increasingly aware of the size and complexity of the field, 
characterized as Kyla phrased it "by a whole slew of jargon" as well as spe­
cialized ways of "going about" writing and researching. It was the less expe­
rienced students like Kyla and to some extent Natsuko who still expressed 
tentativeness about where they belonged on this shifting playing field. 
Natsuko talked about TESOL being "a small part of me" when she started 
the MA program, but having it take over her life: "Sometimes it overwhelms 
me how much space the TESOL takes over me." She came to see the field as 
"deep and huge," but at the same time small and narrow, a conflict she de­
scribed elegantly a month later in her position paper (see Fig. 3.4). "Some­
times I feel like I have so much things to learn from now," she sighed. 
Natsuko also talked about her realization, a political one, that she needed 
"allies" in the form of published voices from the literature to bolster her 
own less authoritative opinions. All the students had talked about the pres­
sure in this program to "cite sources," but Natsuko's images of allies from 
the literature captured the social and political aspect of this seemingly 
superficial genre convention. These allies had become more than names 
from her readings; they were beginning to take shape as a community with 
which she was forging ties. 

Kirsten, more experienced in teaching than Kazuko, Natsuko, and Kyla, 
expressed her sense of belonging to the professional language teaching 
field with more assertiveness and confidence than did the less experienced 
women. Having attended and presented at several conferences during her 
time in the program, she also located herself firmly within the field by the 
end of her MA program, having lost some "awe" of the "people at the con­
ferences." She had learned that she "had something to say:" 

I also feel that 1 have a place now in the professional field, whereas before I 
was kind of going to JALT [Japan Association for Language Teaching] confer­
ences and going whoa, wow, look at all of these people who have done experi­
ments and have published and have something to say and I didn't feel like I 
had something to say. Or I didn't feel like I was good enough to say it yet. Now 
I do feel like I'm good enough to say it. I'm not so in awe of the people at the 
JALT conferences anymore. I'm still in awe of the professors. The big names 
in the field. (Kirsten, Interview 6) 

This partial loss of awe, combined with the belief that she had something to 
say, distinguished the changes that Kirsten experienced from those of the 
Kazuko, Natsuko, and Kyla. The less experienced women had evolved more 
complex professional identities through their awareness of the enormity of 
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the field; Kirsten developed a firm identity as a professional teacher who 
had "identified areas of interest" and "basic theoretical beliefs" and who 
could contribute professionally to the community of professional language 
teachers and researchers who were interested in Japan. Moreover, Kirsten 
had rather fortuitously developed an on-campus identity as an expert in 
computer technology through a graduate assistantship that required she 
teach herself about Internet technology. 

Karine had 26 years of teaching under her belt, but she too claimed to 
have experienced major changes in her professional identity and her ability 
to write, both of which stemmed from the increased awareness of conven­
tions and expectations that her academic literacy practices in the MA pro­
gram encouraged. She spoke passionately of finding some order and sys­
tem in her previously unanalyzed conceptions of self as a teacher. "I see 
radical changes," she told me, "and if I mentally open the classroom of 
when I was teaching first, and I open the classroom in reality now, they're 
two different teachers ... maybe one thing in common, and that was the 
drive for doing it as well as you can." She attributed these changes in part 
to having a language with which to talk about them and to having been 
forced to reflect on them through the MA program academic literacy prac­
tices. She commented as follows: 

I think what the Monterey program did to me, it really made me think about 
these changes, and that means seeing them or let's say more specifically be­
ing able to define the changes, not just abstractly saying, oh, yeah I have 
changed. [...] Now I know that within my present system of my notion of a 
professional, what changes I have lived through. If I define a professional as a 
system, now I know the changes. I can locate exactly where my changes are in 
that system. (Karine, Interview 6) 

She clarified that her present identity was not static, however, but continu­
ally in the process of changing. She didn't want to end up as a still-life, she 
said, noting that "I would like to always be on my way to somewhere." 

Karine spoke movingly in one of our last interviews about the moment in 
which she recognized how profoundly her thinking and language had 
changed (mentioned in Chap. 1). The day before the interview she had sent 
e-mail to her American advisor who was coordinating her MA program at 
her American university in Armenia. In writing him about her ideas for an 
MA research project, she suddenly "radically felt the difference between 
the way I thought about it then and now I'm thinking about it." In terms of 
the game metaphor, she no longer played like a novice for whom every­
thing was new and to whom patterns and regularities were invisible. In her 
description of this experience, Karine notes that her use of specialized lan­
guage and related concepts had changed, as well as her sense of identity as 
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a professional, as one who was now able to think ahead to bigger possibili­
ties in her life. In Karine's words: 

When I was writing [the e-mail] I thought how much more professional was 
my thinking than when I came. In terms of not only terminology that I learned, 
because I think behind terminology there are concepts that 1 learned also. 
[...]! felt that 1 was thinking about this research and writing to him about this 
research like a different person. It was like if you try to describe something 
which you- say you stand in front of a door, and there is a room you have to 
enter and you know this is a living room. And you start describing a living 
room according to whatever your experience has kind of shaped the under­
standing of that concept for you in that particular moment. Now I stand in 
front of that same door and I have to describe what I may encounter in 
that room, I think that there is, I don't know what kind of- I say radical to me, a 
big difference in my possibilities, or abilities, or perceptions of envisioning 
what I might encounter in that room. It is great. [...] My vision of Karine then, 
and my vision of Karine today these are different Karines. I'm not a profes­
sional probably yet the way I would probably expect a professional to be, but 
still a closer person to that image than I was before I came. (Karine, Interview 
5). 

Karine's metaphor of the living room captures vividly the sense Karine and 
other students had after a year or more in their MA program of being able 
to see with greater systematicity and awareness than when they began the 
program and to find the language to talk about previously unimagined de­
tails in their worlds of teaching and learning languages. These students had 
shifted their identities in relation to the language teaching field, all having 
moved to new locations on the periphery (Lave & Wenger, 1991), where 
they were beginning to take on the roles of legitimate game players. They 
were beginning to be able to imagine their professional trajectories (Wen­
ger, 1998) in ways they could not have when they began the MA program. 

I conclude this chapter with a second set of writings, those of Natsuko. 
These samples, both personal statements, show how she represented her­
self before entering the MA program and in her final MA portfolio position 
paper (see Figs. 3.3 and 3.4). The key aspect that struck me was the sense of 
clarity of her vision in the early application essay, and her presentation of 
herself in the final MA paper as conflicted and confused in the midst of the 
uncomfortable process of learning to locate herself in a complex profes­
sional field. 

Natsuko's statements in her position paper about conflict and identity 
transformation capture elegantly the dilemma that I came to see that all stu­
dents in this MA program faced. Natsuko's images, and her final acceptance 
that conflict and change will characterize her professional life and identity, 
reflect the very themes of this book. Her conclusions confirm the sense I 
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[paragraph 1] A lot of my experiences with other cultures and their people 
have greatly influenced me. They have awakened my consciousness of the 
broad world. Many things that I take for granted in Japan are not usual 
things in other countries: wealth, peace, cleanliness, safety, happiness, 
and a comfortable life. 
[paragraph 4] Although I am not a native speaker of English, I believe my 
ten years study of English enables me to teach such learners in ways that 
are different from those of native speakers teaching ESL. I do not think that 
being a nonnative English speaker is a weakness, but rather a benefit. I 
may even be better at understanding learners' common mistakes, their 
frustrations with miscommunication, and find new effective teaching meth­
ods which consider learners' points of views. To accomplish this dream, I 
chose Monterey Institute [...] 
[final sentence] Flexibility and creativity as well as the constant effort to im­
prove my teaching are my essential qualities; qualities that I will be able to 
bring into a classroom when I am accepted by your school. 

FIG. 3.3. Natsuko's application essay to her MA program (\y2 pages double-
spaced). 

have developed in my own research, reading, and graduate school experi­
ences of how fascinating yet how complex and unresolved the identity-
shaping academic writing games are that we and our students play. 

I compared myself to the "Asunaro" tree in the previous section (Portfo­
lio Commentary, A1). Sadly, that kind of tree does not grow very tall be­
traying its strong desire to be as high as the oak: however, as the tree 
branches out with sunshine and water, its shade pattern changes like a ka­
leidoscope. The more the tree grows, sunbeams intermingle, twigs and 
leaves cross each other, creating a more exquisite silhouette as a col­
laborative art. This is the image that I now associate with "learning" and 
"growth," not only as a learner but as a teacher. 

Before I reached this point, I had naively believed that only if I learned 
enough, I would have a very clear picture of where I was standing. It was a 
wrong perception. After a year of struggle in the MATESOL program at 
Monterey Institute, I realized that the clarity of my vision of myself does not 
go up in a linear direct proportion with new information and experiences. 
Rather, despite the massive amount of input, I was getting more confused, 
and my sight became more blurred. Thrown into such a chaotic condition, I 
was upset, frustrated and lost: the realization that I have so many options 
to take, conflicts to deal with, and issues to carry along my career as a 
teaching professional left me in an uncontrollable sense of disorientation. 

FIG. 3.4. First 3 paragraphs of the introduction and several sentences from the 
conclusion of Natsuko's 40-page position paper, entitled "Beyond Conflicts," 
for her portfolio. 
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In order to be positive in the situation, I had to start by accepting my­
self as I was, regardless of all the conflicts and dichotomies I felt: a learner 
and a teacher; a Japanese and a foreigner; a Japanese speaker and a non­
native English speaker; a student and an emerging professional in TESOL; 
a participant in the MIIS community and an observer of the American soci­
ety; self-expectation and others' expectations; the use of "I" and avoid­
ance of "I" in academic papers; connecting with people in TESOL but dis­
connected from people in my personal life; teacher's persona and my real 
self; an insider and outsider of the class; joy and fear of teaching; expand­
ing but narrowing point of view; theory and practice; process and product; 
voicing and listening; heart and brain; ideals and realities; how I position 
myself and how I am positioned by others. 

Readers may see me drifting in the midst of these conflicts in this posi­
tion paper and through this portfolio, but I have to say that these conflicts 
are what I have learned. In other words, awareness of the existence of 
conflicts is the sign of potential changes, for that is what triggers deeper 
thinking and action. [.. .] [39 pages of text] 

[conclusion] I still have conflicts and dilemmas in my teaching and edu­
cational philosophies, yet my internal chaos enables me to deal with stu­
dents, living individuals, whose growth and conflicts cannot always be an­
ticipated from research findings. [.. .] Choosing to be a language teacher, I 
feel grateful that I can share the continuous identity transformation process 
with my students and have days of discoveries and challenges with a hope 
that my students will experience the joy of learning for themselves. 

FIG. 3.4. (Continued) 

Agency, Authority, and Authenticity 

The games of agency and authority needed to be played particularly sensi­
tively in the MA program I studied. Faculty had their areas of expertise, 
some of which overlapped. Students were expected to develop agency and 
authority in their writing as part of their professional development, but 
they needed to continue to play the role of student. Students like Kirsten 
who had begun participating in the field's professional activities such as 
conferences developed a sense of agency and authority that allowed them 
to feel they were legitimate contributors to a professional conversation, but 
as Kirsten confessed, she was still in awe of her professors by the end of 
her program. After all, they were not only well-known; they also still had a 
great deal of power over her in the sense that they determined whether she 
would graduate and receive letters of recommendation for future jobs. The 
tensions between students' evolving roles as professionals with a voice and 
their inescapable roles as students could not be resolved and may consti­
tute one of the paradoxes of graduate level and professional training 
(Freedman & Adam, 1996). As Lave and Wenger (1991) noted in their ap­
prenticeship studies and Wenger (1998) in his community-of-practice analy­
sis of insurance claims adjusters, the goal of helping newcomers to partici­
pate in a community's practices is to ensure that one day the oldtimers will 
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be replaced and the community will thus survive. Although this is what is 
supposed to happen, the students in this MA program needed to wend their 
way into the community with great care, learning the skills and appropriat­
ing the tools but also learning to survive in a complexly layered network of 
political and social relationships. Seen in this way, constructing a coherent 
academic identity that is poised to step into a professional arena seems 
quite an overwhelming challenge. 

Nevertheless, all of the five students who participated in my case study, 
including those with very little previous teaching experience, moved di­
rectly from their MA program into teaching jobs in the second language 
field. They had indeed stepped into the profession via their MA program 
and begun a transition of identity from that of student to that of authorita­
tive participant in the diverse community of second language educators. 
The MA program had provided them not only with a knowledge base 
(Fradd & Okhee, 1998) and with direct instruction in academic literacy prac­
tices, characterized by Freedman and Adam (1996, 2000) as guided partici­
pation. It had also provided them with opportunities to participate semi-
authentically in the field's authentic practices—research and teaching, 
lesson and curriculum development, test development and analysis, and 
the building of a professional portfolio—with guidance and mentoring that 
was as collaborative in some cases as it was instructional. These practices, 
because they were used for purposes beyond the program's need for aca­
demic evaluation (e.g., community projects and teaching, students' own 
professional development), can be characterized as examples of attenuated 
authentic participation (Freedman & Adam, 1996, 2000). They show the po­
tential value of MA programs that are staffed by practicing professionals 
who can play the roles of mentors and collaborators as well as conven­
tional instructors and who engage students in writing practices that have 
clear purposes beyond academic evaluation. Such programs can help stu­
dents develop agency and authority in their new fields and introduce them 
to the kinds of diverse and authentic literacy practices they are likely to en­
counter after graduation. They learned games that were neither superficial 
nor trivial, in other words, and learned to play with increasing skill. A small, 
intense program such as the one I observed can also increase students' 
awareness of the social and political complexities that infuse their literacy 
practices and help them begin constructing a coherent professional iden­
tity from multiple sources, demands, and practices. 

CHAPTER REFLECTIONS 

Students who step into a profession by transitioning into it through a mas­
ters degree program seem inevitably to be hovering between two quite dif­
ferent communities of practice, the academic community and the profes­
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sional community. In the masters program they cannot escape the school 
community's need to evaluate their work for the purpose of determining 
whether they are proceeding satisfactorily toward a degree. To achieve this 
purpose, the academic community does not need to engage students in au­
thentic tasks that serve a professional enterprise; it can engage them in 
simulated tasks such as case analyses in business programs, in pseudo-
research that involves students in their local communities, and in learning 
and reflective tasks such as reading response journals and language autobi­
ographies in applied linguistics programs. The masters level academic com­
munity also requires tasks from students that involve little professional au­
thenticity or little negotiation of meaning, such as tests of knowledge and 
papers that display knowledge only to one professor. (At the time I drafted 
this chapter I knew of one MATESOL program that was still using a multiple 
choice comprehensive examination as one of its exit mechanisms.) In all of 
these cases, the writing that results is usually read by one person for the 
purpose of academic evaluation, not of contributing to an aspect of a pro­
fessional enterprise. Belonging to this kind of academic community means 
learning the literacy games that characterize school, not professions. 

However, in the Monterey MATESOL program, in addition to being re­
quired to play to school-centered literacy games (inevitable in a school 
community), the students were also engaged in some practices that actu­
ally contributed to the profession of second language teaching and learn­
ing. Some of them designed and evaluated tests that were actually used, did 
language research or web projects that they presented at conferences, 
helped teach in local schools or in the Institute's language programs, and 
prepared portfolios that they would adapt later for job interviews. They 
also read the field's literature and engaged in substantive discussions, writ­
ten and oral, with professors and peers about issues in the field. These are 
all literacy-related activities that characterize the profession of second lan­
guage education. Through their involvement in the some of the fields' liter­
ate activities and their substantive interactions with older generations of 
experts in the form of professionally active professors, they were able to 
move from positions as relative outsiders to legitimate positions on the pe­
riphery. The students like Kirsten and Karine with previous teaching experi­
ence were especially poised to take advantage of the opportunities offered 
by the Monterey program and spoke most strongly about changes they saw 
in their identities as professionals. In Wenger's (1998) terms, they were able 
to combine their experience with their developing competence to reim­
agine their identities as contributing members of the second language edu­
cation field. The less experienced students were able to imagine a trajec­
tory into the future, one they had not perceived before completing the MA 
program. That trajectory (from past, through present, to future) was encap­
sulated in the portfolio position paper, which required that students con­
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struct a discoursal identity (Ivanic, 1998) as a participating member of the 
profession. As Natsuko's paper shows, this textual journey in the position 
paper involved reflection on past selves, descriptions of current views and 
practices, and projections into the future. Still, perhaps with the exception 
of Natsuko, I sensed that the students were not yet fully aware of how si­
multaneously broad and narrow their enculturation experiences had been 
and how deeply political the complex academic literacy games on their 
campus and elsewhere probably were. There was so much more to be 
learned and experienced as they moved in and out of different teaching 
jobs in the future searching for where they belonged. 

I conclude this chapter by asking questions about the modes of belong­
ing and the associated identities that might be encouraged in masters de­
gree programs and about what it means to teach academic writing at the 
masters level. In the first case, Wenger (1998) talks about three modes of 
belonging to communities of practice: (1) engagement, which he refers to as 
"active involvement in mutual processes of negotiation of meaning"; (2) 
imagination, which consists of "creating images of the world and seeing 
connections through time and space by extrapolating from our own experi­
ence"; and (3) alignment, which he describes as "coordinating our energy 
and activities in order to fit within broader structures and contribute to 
broader enterprises" (pp. 173-174). Can the work of engagement, imagina­
tion, and alignment be pursued in the literacy games of a masters program? 

The work of engagement, Wenger explains, requires that participants 
take part in sustained and meaningful activities and interactions that help 
achieve a community's goals and transform it over time (p. 184). Looking at 
a masters program only as a school community, we can claim that a paper 
or examination designed only to display knowledge does not fit this defini­
tion of engagement. The game of transmitting and displaying information 
does not allow the kinds of negotiations that can prompt changes in 
community members or in the community itself. However, in the MA pro­
gram that I observed, there were many examples of meaningful activities 
and interactions, including some that helped change the community itself. 
The negotiated portfolio process was one of these, the ongoing practice of 
having students write reflectively and thus provide not only the writers but 
also the professors with food for thought was another, and a third was the 
negotiated nature of some aspects of the classes. 

The work of imagination, Wenger (1998) explains, requires that partici­
pants step back from their involvement and view their practices through the 
eyes of an outsider (p. 185). It is the act of imagination, so long as it is con­
nected to lived experience, that helps participants see their trajectories from 
the past to the present and into the future. In the Monterey MA program, 
some of the literacy activities asked students to look back to previous teach­
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ing and learning experiences, to involve themselves reflectively in current is­
sues and practices, and in the portfolio exit project to look ahead. There is 
nothing inherent in academic writing games, of course, that triggers this kind 
of imaginative involvement in academic-professional communities of prac­
tice. Such involvement depends in great part on the ability of individual pro­
fessors to design tasks for students that encourage it and that require cross-
generational interactions that will help students visualize their futures. 

Finally, the work of alignment requires that participants in a community 
of practice work together for a common purpose (p. 186). This purpose 
needs to extend beyond routine local practices and into a broader commu­
nity. In the Monterey MA program, for instance, the students were learning 
games skills and strategies that would serve them in the larger second lan­
guage education field: methods for teaching and doing research, ways of 
communicating professionally through writing and conference presenta­
tion, negotiation strategies for dealing with powerful community members, 
and standards for evaluating language teaching and learning. Again there is 
nothing inherent in MA literacy practices that would foster alignments with 
broader communities. In this same school, Zhang (Schneider & Fujishima, 
1995) seemed to be writing to satisfy Writing Workshop requirements, 
though we know little about his writing in his content classes; Lilah (Prior, 
1998) forged multiple alignments with different professors she wrote for, 
but we don't have a sense of what common community purpose she might 
have been contributing to. 

In stepping into a profession through the guidance of a masters program, 
students can potentially shift their modes of belonging from ones that are 
quite narrowly confined to school literacy games to ones that bring them 
into the peripheries of professional communities of practice. With shifts in 
modes of belonging come shifts in identity and the need for students to rec­
oncile their expanding views of themselves as members of multiple commu­
nities into a coherent whole. As is suggested throughout this book, it is 
impossible to imagine how such a transformation is possible without com­
plicating the notion of identity, from one that is singular to one that is plu­
ral, layered, and in constant flux (Kondo, 1990). People cannot tolerate con­
stant flux, of course, and so create coherent stories that give a sense of 
wholeness to their identities and practices (Giddens, 1991; Linde, 1993, 
Polkinghorne, 1991). 

My own case study in this chapter in particular has helped me under­
stand that I should not be searching for ways to resolve conflicts and weave 
fragmented and layered academic identities into seamless wholes. Instead I 
should look for clues as to how pieces and layers interact and shift over 
time, influenced by particular settings and demands as well as by genre 
conventions and an individual's sense of what it means to be a professional. 



132 3. STEPPING INTO THE PROFESSION 

Even the textual construction of professional identity as in the language au­
tobiographies, research papers, and position papers I read in the MA pro­
gram in Monterey construct the writers' identities in ways that are rhetori­
cally coherent without conveying the sense that these identities are 
singular. There is a sense of wholeness without a sense of singularity. 

It is not only MA students who construct identities in their writing. I 
also need to continue pondering how the authors' writing of the case 
study constructs the selves and the issues that are portrayed (Clifford, 
1986; Geertz, 1988; Rosaldo, 1987, 1993; Van Maanen, 1988). My choices of 
what aspects of masters level academic enculturation to focus on in the 
case studies I review and conduct and what stance to take in reflecting on 
these case studies say as much about me as they do about the case study 
participants and the authors who tell their stories. My own identity as an 
academic writer is thus constructed as a more or less coherent whole 
without being singular, as is clear from the several different ways I repre­
sent myself in this book. 

Questions remain, too, about what it means to teach academic writing at 
the masters level in ways that will help students step into their professions. 
The published case studies I discussed in this chapter and my own case 
studies of five women in an MATESOL program clarify for me how difficult it 
is to conceptualize masters level academic enculturation in any kind of gen­
eralized way, particularly within the social sciences. Bazerman's (1995) 
comment about generalized writing instruction at the undergraduate level 
applies as well to these case studies of academic writing at the masters 
level: "As we deepen our understanding of situated engagement, pedagogic 
practices based on a generalized model of writing skills seems increasingly 
thin and pale" (p. 251). A generalized model of writing if applied to the mas­
ters level case studies discussed in this chapter will mischaracterize gradu­
ate level academic writing by failing to take into account the multiplicity of 
genres and subgenres, the social and political aspects of learning to partici­
pate in the literate practices of specialized communities in local settings, 
and the influence of teacher and student personalities on the demands and 
expectations within particular programs. Such a generalized model, if re­
stricted to academic settings alone, also would fail to consider the many 
links between writing in academic and workplace settings, the differences 
between these settings, and the need to consider many masters programs 
as transitional stages into the workplace. Although some scholars may wish 
studies like these to take a "more distanced, global view" (see Rama-
nathan's [2000] critique of Prior [1998], p. 92), I remain committed to the 
perhaps less ambitious goal of forging connections between case studies 
and the consumers of case studies—people who read books like this one 
and wonder how the stories in them apply to their own lives. 
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Redefining the Self: 
The Unsettling Doctoral 

Program Game 

FROM CLARITY TO CONFUSION 

Getting a PhD in North America involves an enormous commitment of time, 
money, energy, and patience. The decision to pursue this ultimate example 
of symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1977a, 1991) in academe is not to be taken 
lightly, particularly in an era when the market is glutted with unemployed 
scholars. A great many people never finish, sometimes for the better, some­
times for the worse. In my own case, I wanted this degree. I was fortunate in 
a perverse way to have been laid off from my full-time teaching job just at 
the time when I realized I needed to make a leap forward in my knowledge 
of my field. I was not young. I was bored. I was craving to associate with 
people who knew more than I did and I looked forward to studying, having 
discovered in my masters program that I actually enjoyed it. I also wanted 
to secure another job in a university setting and knew I would no longer be 
able to do this without a PhD. The field had changed a lot in the previous 10 
years and my MA would no longer let me move into this setting at the level 
that I wanted. 

As I have mentioned elsewhere (Chap. 1, this volume and Casanave, 
1997), I entered my PhD program with a clear sense of identity as an ESL 
specialist and left 6 years later not knowing what to put on my business 
card. I was still deeply involved in second language education, partly be­
cause I had a teaching fellowship in the English program for foreign gradu­
ate students for most of my years of study. But my reading and classwork 
had exposed me to a much broader world of issues and studies in educa­
tion, language, and literacy through the disciplines of sociology, anthropol­
ogy, psychology, and linguistics.I guess I became an educator during those 
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years, losing the ability to separate study in language and linguistics from 
broader issues in education. For this transformation I am eternally grateful 
to my fragmented and rather loosely structured PhD program and today do 
not regret the discomforts I experienced. 

At the time, I felt comfortable as an older student with many years of 
teaching behind me so was not overly intimidated by the famous names 
who instructed me. Why, then, couldn't I understand some of the reading 
material and some of the language and concepts being used in lectures and 
class discussions? How could I explain my deep resistance to the language 
and ways of thinking and researching in one class, my skepticism about a 
research methodology in another, my incomprehension of readings in an­
other, and my fascination and joyous participation in the literacy activities 
in others? Why was I having such trouble merging the voices of some of my 
readings into my own writing? Was it my fault that little of what I was sup­
posed to be learning and practicing felt embodied? (Linda Lonon Blanton's 
[1999] "unsympathetic look at academic writing" suggests it was not, but of 
course this potentially comforting piece had not yet been written.) Was 
there no way to speed up the process of becoming an insider—a "legitimate 
peripheral participant" (Lave & Wenger, 1991)? As a reader, how would I 
ever manage to get a feel for who was who, what authors' stances were, and 
where I might fit? I resisted the whole idea of becoming tightly associated 
with a disciplinary subgroup in my program, finding that to do so I would 
have had to concoct for myself arbitrary and unconvincing reasons for 
committing my allegiances. It is not that I had no stances at all. After taking 
a sociology class that seemed to be full of happily mentored students I was 
able to state with confidence, counter to my professor's claim, that some 
aspects of human behavior couldn't and shouldn't be turned into numbers. 
Why couldn't people in this class see that the serious game of turning "mo­
tivation" into a number didn't make sense to me? Although I had toyed with 
the idea of asking the professor to be my PhD advisor, I knew then that I 
would never be able to become part of her research project group. 

In spite of a growing sense that some ways of thinking and researching 
felt wrong and others more comfortable, it became clear to me that I did 
not and would not fit well into any group of scholars. I therefore opted not 
to join any research group, a decision that may have contributed to my lin­
gering sense of marginality. So my teaching fellowship funded my way 
through the program, relieving me from the anxiety of seeking projects to 
work with each year but perhaps distancing me in some ways from col­
leagues and faculty, whom I ended up associating with as individuals rather 
than as project group members. I would have to manage to develop my 
writing, researching, and thinking outside a mentored group and try to pick 
up enough of the rules of the game in order to survive. But which game? 
There seemed to be so many. My sense of marginality, as well as my sense 
of wonder as to how people found their way into different playing fields and 
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were transformed there in the PhD process, led me to my dissertation re­
search on disciplinary socialization in a PhD program, work that I have re­
visited numerous times since finishing the degree (see the case study of Vir­
ginia below). Since that time I have also discovered over and over again 
how many people, not just minorities and foreign students, felt unsure as to 
who they were and where they belonged in their PhD programs. Many felt 
unsure as well as to how the practices associated with their writing, on 
which their success or failure in the program depended, contributed to the 
construction of academic identities. I have also discovered that I am not 
alone in my sense of knowing less at the end of the doctoral program than I 
did at the beginning, no doubt because I had become aware of the complex­
ity and partiality of my knowledge. 

It is usually the case in educational literature that marginality, confusion, 
dissonance, and the frustration that attends one's awareness of the incom­
pleteness of one's knowledge are all interpreted with a negative spin. At 
this point let me clarify that my sense of marginality, skepticism, and par­
tial comprehension did not, do not, oppress me. I cannot say that I have 
always been comfortable in my confusion, but I felt liberated and exhila­
rated in my PhD program, being tied to no one and yet marginally con­
nected to many, being full of questions that kept changing and leading me 
in new directions, being certain only that I was relatively free to study 
what I wanted without ever reaching a state of certainty in my knowledge 
and that the pursuit could happily take a lifetime. I see now that my 
nonparticipation in some practices and frequent partial participation in oth­
ers (Wenger, 1998) helped me construct the ever-shifting professional iden­
tity that began in serious in that program. As Giddens (1991) and Linde 
(1993) suggested, I will continue reconstructing my own narrative in search 
of a coherent story, uncomfortably but gratefully armed with the awareness 
I developed in my PhD program. 

This is a long way to say that I no longer expect to resolve my ques­
tions about academic literacy (my own or others') with certainty but the 
pursuit continues to intrigue me. The case studies I discuss in this chapter 
address some of the questions of how doctoral students, some of whom 
feel immersed in a chaos of multiple local academic subcommunities just 
as I did, learn to participate (or not) in the very serious writing games of 
the academy and thus transform their identities in their search for mean­
ing and coherence. 

PUBLISHED STUDIES 

Academic and professional socialization has long been a phenomenon of in­
terest to sociologists and educators. Beginning in the mid-1950s some now 
classic studies of graduate student and professional socialization were con­
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ducted by sociologists interested in disciplinary and professional socializa­
tion. These were not case studies as such nor were all focused on PhD 
students. Nevertheless, they still make fascinating reading for scholars in­
terested in the transitions of identity experienced by students as they pro­
ceed through their graduate programs. The authors of these studies did not 
concern themselves with issues of academic literacy; later work in rhetoric 
and genre studies would take up this aspect of academic enculturation. In­
stead of case study methodologies they used broader survey and interview 
techniques widely used in sociology. Still, the focus on transitions is rele­
vant to any study of academic enculturation so the studies merit mention 
here, and for serious scholars of academic and professional enculturation 
deserve more detailed reading. 

Several studies that were conducted under the guidance of sociologist 
Robert Merton explored changes in the professional identities of medical 
students over 4 years of graduate education. Fox (1957) discovered how 
students became increasingly aware of uncertainties in their field as they 
became attuned to the fact that doctors are never able to master com­
pletely their knowledge of the field. She noted that students seemed to pass 
through a particular sequence during their 4 years: acknowledging uncer­
tainty in the first year, learning to cope with uncertainty in the second, be­
coming falsely certain in their third year, and facing the reality of uncer­
tainty in the fourth year. Huntington (1957) investigated how medical 
students developed a professional self-image, shifting their identities from 
that of student to one of doctor. She found that students increasingly 
viewed themselves as doctors over the 4 years but that at any particular 
moment their self-images depended on the social context and the types of 
experiences they had with those around them. Students' self-images were 
influenced differently, in other words, by the varying expectations faculty, 
nurses, classmates, and patients held for them. In the presence of faculty, 
students saw themselves more as students, but in the presence of patients 
they felt more like doctors. Another classic ethnographic study of medical 
education revealed similar tensions in that the students were pulled in two 
directions—their desired goal of studying for professional purposes and the 
pragmatic reality of studying to pass classes, with the latter taking prece­
dence (Becker, Geer, Hughes, & Strauss, 1961). 

More recently, within the fields of composition and rhetoric some schol­
ars have examined specific aspects of doctoral level students' advanced ac­
ademic literacy experiences, such as how students learn to participate in 
scholarly written conversations in their fields. Connor and Mayberry (1996) 
examined how "Timo," a new PhD student in agricultural economics, negoti­
ated a term project with one professor and how his first language (Finnish) 
influenced the task process and product. Penrose and Geisler (1994) com­
pared how a freshman student and a doctoral student of philosophy pre­
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sented themselves as authorities in an essay they each wrote from eight 
scholarly articles. The doctoral level student had learned to view his 
sources as authors with whom he, as another legitimate authoritative voice, 
was having a conversation and to view his essay as an exercise in the con­
struction of knowledge. The freshman student, on the other hand, saw her 
task as one of transferring information from her sources to her essay and 
did not perceive herself as part of the academic discussion. Although the 
task was identical, the academic writing games differed greatly for the two 
students according to their experience and expertise. 

In another investigation of how difficult it is for graduate students to add 
their voices to conversations in professional academic communities, Diane 
Belcher (1995) found that graduate international students in her EAP course 
were sometimes reluctant to critique existing works in their fields not only 
because they felt they did not know enough to do so, but also because they 
felt intimidated by the authoritative scholarly voices in their readings. In 
the case of some students in science, engineering, and mathematics, there 
seemed to be a perception that "professionals in their fields never argue" 
but instead build consensually on each others' work (p. 137). As is no doubt 
the case with novices in general, these students did not understand the ex­
perts' game of using critique to help build knowledge. Believing with Jolliffe 
and Brier (1988) that students need to practice expert behaviors before ac­
tually becoming experts, Belcher helped her students learn to read and 
write critically by having them analyze the textual features of critical book 
and article reviews in their own fields. In this way her students developed 
awareness not only of discipline-specific textual strategies (such as polite­
ness features; Hyland, 1996a; Myers, 1989) for critiquing, but also of the ex­
tent to which disciplines are characterized by social interaction, of which 
critiquing is an essential component. Not all EAP courses provide such scaf­
folding for graduate students, however. Jette Hansen (2000), in her case 
study of a PhD math student from Taiwan found that the required ESL writ­
ing class contributed nothing to the student's understanding of writing 
practices in her discipline. Hansen (2000) concluded, unlike Belcher (1995), 
that the conflict between ESL and content courses is to some extent "irre­
solvable" (p. 47). 

In another study, Belcher (1994) laid out a more explicit apprentice-style 
framework based on Lave and Wenger's (1991) concept of legitimate periph­
eral participation in order to study the relationships between three interna­
tional graduate students and their mentors. Concerned with how graduate 
students learn to participate in their research communities, Belcher found 
that two of the three sets of relationships she studied, those between two 
male Chinese students and two male advisors, did not work smoothly to 
help students develop an insider's perspective. She speculates that the two 
mismatches stemmed from a variety of causes, such as differences between 
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the students' and their mentor's views of the academic community, the 
goals of research writing, and the expectations of readers. The one success­
ful relationship, between a female Korean student and a female advisor, 
was characterized by close collaboration on a research project and a com­
patible and respectful personal relationship. The Korean woman thus par­
ticipated actively with her mentor in constructing and rationalizing a re­
search project as well as in the rewarding process of writing up their 
findings. As Lave and Wenger (1991) discovered in their study of apprentice 
butchers and Wenger (1998) in his study of insurance claims processors, 
Belcher notes that the apprentice model of community participation does 
not always play itself out in ideal ways in actual work or school settings: If 
the collaborative and cross-generational relationships among participants 
do not work well, novices will not be privy to the knowledge and practices 
of those with more insider knowledge and expertise. 

In another case study of a doctoral student-advisor mentoring relation­
ship, Ann Blakeslee (1997) found that the student, Djamal Bouzida, a sixth-
year PhD student in physics, was not able to take on an authoritative role in 
the writing of his first paper for publication. Bouzida's advisor, although 
supportive and steady in his interactions with Bouzida over the 22 (!) drafts 
of the paper, nevertheless became frustrated at the slow pace of revision 
and at Bouzida's apparent inability to make necessary changes. The advisor 
eventually used his authoritative role to appropriate the draft and make 
rhetorical changes in how the argument was positioned and at the same 
time cut most of the technical detail that Bouzida thought his audience 
needed to know. Blakeslee describes Bouzida's experiences as a case of sit­
uated learning, but one that inhibited in some ways the student's ability to 
participate more authoritatively in the professional practice of writing jour­
nal articles. The constraints resulted from the advisor's lack of explicit guid­
ance, Bouzida's reluctance to let go of familiar writing strategies, his lack of 
understanding of the rhetorical complexity of writing for publication, and 
the hierarchical nature of authority in the mentoring relationship. 

Like Blakeslee (1997), Hugh Gosden (1995, 1996) also looked at how doc­
toral students—in this case a small group of novice Japanese scientists—pre-
pared a publishable paper in English as part of their graduate requirements 
from a Japanese technical university. In particular he studied the strategies 
they used to draft their papers (Gosden, 1996) and the revisions they made 
as they interacted with various editors and reviewers (Gosden, 1995). The 
students' biggest challenge was to learn the "game" of academic writing 
(Gosden's term), part of which involved learning some textual conventions 
and much of which involved developing an awareness of the audience of ex­
ternal critics and learning "how to play the game well" with them (p. 120). 
Although impressive in its detail, Gosden's (1995) meticulously coded tex­
tual analysis of students' drafts is less relevant to my own work than is his 
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social constructionist commentary about how research supervisors, co­
workers, academics outside his institution, editors, and reviewers help reg­
ulate the textual production of particular discourse communities (p. 38; see 
the case study of Flowerdew's [2000] Oliver in Chap. 5). These social and po­
litical aspects of academic literacy constitute some of "the many unwritten 
'rules of the game' of academic discourse [that] manifest themselves textu­
ally in a multitude of subtle ways" and that need somehow to come to be "ap­
preciated and appropriately imitated by novices" (Gosden, 1995, p. 39). 

In some ways Gosden underplays the social nature of graduate level aca­
demic writing and overemphasizes the textual and imitative aspects. In con­
trast, Paul Prior (1994, 1998) paints a socially and textually complex picture 
of academic enculturation in his work, some of which I discuss below and 
whose study of masters degree student "Lilah" I summarized in the previ­
ous chapter (Prior, 1997, 1998). Prior, a close observer of both students and 
faculty writers and their texts, not only analyzes students' written texts but 
also the oral texts that surround the production of written work. In his 
microhistory of a dissertation prospectus in sociology (Prior, 1994), he ana­
lyzed the discourse of a dissertation prospectus hearing and compared the 
seminar talk to the final text. The seminar talk revealed multiple voices and 
kinds of discourse, including jokes and storytelling, where participants 
leaped in and out of topics in a very nonlinear way. The final text, however, 
a dissertation prospectus written by "Sean," was "a linear discussion that is 
stated purely in terms of disciplinary developments visible in the literature 
or possible public import" (p. 520). Local contingencies were removed from 
this final text, Prior tells us, such that it reflected a coherent sense of 
disciplinarity in spite of the messiness of the seminar response talk setting, 
a "social space shot through with multiple discourses, multiple histories, 
and diverse institutional and personal interests" (p. 522). Like Giddens' 
(1991) and Linde's (1993) perspectives on people's construction of coherent 
narrative biographies from fragmented life experiences, these doctoral stu­
dents needed to create coherent discoursal selves (Ivanic, 1998) from frag­
ments of voices and practices in their academic and personal lives. 

Part of the fragmentation results from the very nature of academic writ­
ing as a multivocalic and layered practice. It also results from the related 
fact, as Nedra Reynolds (1994) points out, that graduate students are lo­
cated in the fuzzy area between novice and professional. They contend with 
"layers of contradiction" in negotiating their multiple identities from home, 
school, and work, including mixed messages about academic game rules 
and practices. Referring to the conflicts faced by graduate students in a 
teacher education program, she says: 

We ask them to follow institutionalized practices in their own classrooms but 
to question them in ours; to be open-minded readers but to pick a theoretical 
camp; to align themselves politically but to protect their chances at scholar­
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ships or awards. They are caught between the positions of novice and profes­
sional, and this in-between stage is most evident as they write, (p. 202) 

In sum, the studies of doctoral students learning to participate authorita­
tively in their academic communities that I have discussed so far and in the 
case studies that follow all seem to point to the messy and unsettling na­
ture of the very serious, identity-transforming academic literacy games in 
the enculturation process. Amidst this messiness, issues of authority, Rey­
nolds notes, are at the heart of learning to write and of developing a profes­
sional identity in a graduate setting. In that setting, tensions are created be­
tween novices' pressure to identify and conform to convention on the one 
hand and the desire to assert other less academically conventional identi­
ties on the other. Tensions are also created in that the sources of authority-
building knowledge and practice are so diverse and partial, encompassing 
the social, political, personal, and textual. As Reynolds (1994) concludes, 
"[a]uthoritative discourse grows out of pieces, tidbits, leftovers, and scraps-
just as authoritative writers become agents of change through moments of 
struggle, glimpses of conflict, and in-between stages" (p. 209). 

The following case studies of doctoral students, two published studies 
and one of my own, tap into some of the messiness and continue to raise 
questions about academic enculturation in graduate university settings. 
The first documents the initial academic enculturation of "Nate" into a com­
position and rhetoric PhD program (Berkenkotter, Huckin, & Ackerman, 
1988). The second traces the transition of a PhD student in sociology, 
"Moira," from the role of a data manager in a research project to one of 
more active contributor (Prior, 1998). My own study of "Virginia," a first-
year PhD student in sociology explores a case of enculturation gone awry. 

Nate 

In one of the first articles depicting the academic socialization of a new doc­
toral student into his program and his chosen field, Carol Berkenkotter, 
Tom Huckin, and John Ackerman (1988, 1991) tell of the efforts of "Nate," a 
first-year student in a rhetoric PhD program to learn to write and think in 
ways compatible with expectations within his field. They asked the ques­
tion that several researchers had already begun to ask about undergradu­
ate academic enculturation (e.g., Faigley & Hansen, 1985; Herrington, 1985; 
McCarthy, 1987), namely, how do students acquire the specialized forms 
and functions of literacy that characterize their disciplines and professions 
and learn what Bazerman (1985) called the "conversations of the disci­
pline"? By this metaphor, Bazerman referred to the fact that members of 
disciplines tend to agree on what problems and issues need to be discussed 
and researched and on ways to go about investigating those problems. The 
point that Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman (1988) make is that becom­
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ing a member of a disciplinary community (usually a subgroup within the 
broader discipline) involves learning not only how to use conventional tex­
tual forms in ways used by established members of that community (e.g., 
Gosden, 1998; Lynch & McGrath, 1993; Swales, 1990; Swales & Najjar, 1987). It 
also involves learning how to participate in the community's written and 
oral conversations about what knowledge in the field consists of and how it 
can best be advanced (i.e., how to conduct what Thomas Kuhn (1970) called 
"normal science" and share findings in public forums). 

To investigate their question, Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman ex­
amined closely some of the papers that Nate wrote during his first year in 
the PhD rhetoric program in the belief that the papers constituted the "visi­
ble index of his initiation into an academic discourse community" (italics in 
original; p. 11). The linguistic changes in Nate's texts over time, they ar­
gued, would highlight his changing relationship with his disciplinary sub­
specialty and presumably document his journey from the position of an 
outsider to that of an accepted and knowledgeable insider. In order to make 
this claim, the authors needed to presume the existence of a relatively well-
defined disciplinary community whose textual conventions could be identi­
fied. In making this argument, they note that a community's papers and 
publications "constitute a research community's communicative forum" 
where "issues are raised, defined, and debated" (p. 12). The ultimate goal of 
a graduate student like Nate, they claim, is to contribute to this ongoing 
knowledge conversation. 

The main analyses in the 1988 study were done on five of Nate's papers 
written for one professor over the year, and for comparison purposes on 
samples of the published writing of nine composition theorists whom Nate 
was reading and citing (the "experts"). One of the authors (Huckin) counted 
various linguistic features such as use of "I" (cf. Ivanic, 1994; Tang & John, 
1999) and the proportion of definite to indefinite articles in samples of these 
texts. The presence or absence of such features was taken to reflect certain 
stylistic norms of the rhetoric subcommunity. The authors were also given 
weekly written self-report memos by Nate, they had numerous interviews 
with him and with faculty members, and Berkenkotter observed and took 
notes in some classes (we have no detailed information on these data 
sources). 

Who was Nate? From the 1988 case study we know something about him 
as a writer, but little about him as a person. We are not told, for example, if 
he was rich or poor, Black or White, typical or atypical of other students in 
the program, or even why he entered the PhD program in the first place. In 
one of his memos, he mentions that "curiosity and initiative brought me to 
this campus" (p. 26; as opposed to another campus or as a reason for pur­
suing a PhD?), but beyond this comment, his motives are unclear. (We get a 
better sense of him as a person from a later piece, to be discussed below.) 
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We know that he was hardly a beginning writer even though he was labeled 
in this article a "skilled novice" (p. 11). He had received a BA in English and 
a masters degree in Education. He had done several years of college level 
teaching of writing, had written some conference papers, and had partici­
pated in a summer writing seminar on a "humanistic perspective" of the 
writing process before beginning the PhD program. By the end of that semi­
nar, the authors tell us, Nate had developed a strong sense of self as a 
writer. 

However, Nate apparently had numerous problems with his writing at 
the conclusion of the summer seminar and at the beginning of his program 
such as mixed metaphors and mixed levels of formality that made it diffi­
cult for him to adjust to new expectations in the PhD program. Oddly, one 
of the "nonacademic" features that the authors point out in a sample para­
graph of Nate's seminar writing is the use of sentence parallelism (in one 
writing he apparently used the same subject-topic in a variety of forms in all 
five sentences of a paragraph). This feature has been described by others 
(e.g., Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Lautamatti, 1987) as one way to achieve topi­
cal coherence, a characteristic of the writing of skilled writers in that it ful­
fills the given-new expectations of clear writing. In a less ambiguous case, 
the authors note that Nate's early writings contained a much higher propor­
tion of the personal pronoun "I" than did his later writings and than did the 
writing of the composition theorists that he was reading and citing. This 
change suggested to the authors that Nate was increasing his allegiance to 
the theorists' conventionally objective stance and distancing himself from a 
stance that fronted his own persona in his writing. The hyperbole in Nate's 
early writings also gave way to more measured language, and the percent­
age of "off-register" words and phrases decreased. The authors summarize 
their findings about Nate's writing, noting changes in both his use of lan­
guage and his understanding of what his new field's discipline-specific con­
versations were all about: 

By the end of his first year in the rhetoric program, Nate had gained increas­
ing control over the language in his texts. His ability to manage information 
within prescribed conventions is evident in his papers from this period. He 
had also learned to better accommodate his register to the rhetorical context 
in which he wrote. But he had learned something else that was to serve him 
as a writer: he had become familiar with the central concerns and disciplinary 
issues with which rhetoric program faculty were concerned, (p. 30) 

They further suggest that the fact that his writing increasingly took on fea­
tures of social science expository prose indicated a desire on Nate's part to 
be considered a member of the group of composition studies scholars he 
was reading and learning from (p. 40). 
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Of Nate's own views and developing identity as an academic writer we 
know little from direct testimony in the 1988 article. We do know from an 
early self-report memo that Nate had little idea that his writing and thinking 
would change into a style that could be called "scientific." He expected to 
learn an accepted "format" but found his professor's suggestion that stu­
dents' writing would come to reflect a "scientific habit of mind" to be a 
"Frankensteinian notion" (p. 18). In another memo (no date given) Nate ex­
presses great frustration at the feeling that he was "butting heads finally 
with ACADEMIC WRITING-and it is monstrous and unfathomable" (p. 21, 
caps in original). He continues as follows, trying not to but inevitably com­
pelled to compare himself to well-known authors he is reading: 

I know that ... what I see is only a final product—and that they have much 
more experience doing all kinds of writing—and that 1 should not compare my­
self with people—but I feel that they have access to the code and I do not. (p. 
21) 

In a later informal memo written to his professor in which he was trying to 
clarify some ideas for a critical article review, Nate mentions that he was 
coming to see things in new ways and that he was "just beginning to under­
stand the issues" (p. 23). There are no interview data or other examples of 
self-report memos. 

In a later article, the authors analyzed the introductions to three of 
Nate's papers over a year and a half, suggesting that Nate showed "increas­
ing mastery of the community's linguistic, rhetorical, and topical conven­
tions" (Berkenkotter, Huckin, & Ackerman, 1991, p. 192). They concluded 
that the development of academic literacy "involves the ability to adapt 
one's discourse [to locally preferred conventions] as the situation requires" 
(p. 211). In spite of this nod to local contingencies, the authors still imply 
that there is such a thing as a unified discourse community and that social 
science expository prose can be characterized unambiguously. Moreover, 
they do not question whether group membership was Nate's desire, or 
whether he had decided to play a pragmatic game of survival, or some of 
both. It is only in a later revelation that we learn more about Nate, his iden­
tity as coauthor Ackerman, and his emergent identity as a composition 
scholar in his PhD program (Ackerman, 1995). 

I was delighted to find in Ackerman's (1995) brief postscript to the Nate 
study the autobiographical portrayal of someone who at last felt to me to 
be a real person struggling with multiple identities and literacies in a real 
academic setting (Carnegie Mellon) that was "far from monolithic when we 
were in the middle of our enculturation" (p. 146). Ackerman does not deny 
transitions in thinking and writing he made during his doctoral program, but 
points out that the "interpretive leap from textual analysis to intellectual 
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identity" is problematic (p. 145) and that it would be a mistake to infer a sin­
gle identity from a small selection of the many papers he wrote in graduate 
school. Other aspects of genre activity and hence the evolution of identity 
and authority are masked if researchers look simply at textual practices: 

The exterior qualities of the ... papers that I wrote mask, to some degree, the 
ongoing epistemological quest of a student who, like all other students in 
graduate school, simultaneously tries to satisfy the demands and constraints 
of each professor and class while at the same time seeks a separate scholarly 
identity, (p. 147) 

Ackerman tells us that he sees the three papers analyzed in Berkenkotter, 
Huckin, and Ackerman (1991) more as "exercises in 'getting by' in the day-
to-day expectations of a given class" (p. 148), highlighting the local and 
circumstantial nature of the development of academic literacies, than as 
papers that show a clear progression of Nate's assimilation of a research 
community's literature and lexicon (p. 148). Were he and his two coauthors 
to write up this study today, he tells us, the report would look different, re­
flecting a more unconventional hybrid approach that the authors decided 
at the time not to risk in their very serious game of academic publishing. 

In the two original articles, remarkable for being some of the first to ex­
plore academic enculturation at the graduate level, identity seems to be the 
unexplored aspect of Nate's academic enculturation. Not only do we have 
little sense of Nate's perspective of who he was and how and why he 
changed in the ways he did, we also have none but the authors' views on 
most of Nate's writing that is cited (a small portion of what he wrote in his 
first year), no sense of what a diverse faculty thought of Nate as a writer 
and thinker, and little information about what kinds of interactions Nate 
(Ackerman) had with the other two authors during the research process, 
though we have a better sense of this in Ackerman (1995). This absence of a 
multifaceted perspective on academic identity highlights a missing link in 
this study and in many other academic enculturation studies as well. The 
richness and unconventionality of "Nate's" personal perspective (Acker­
man, 1995) fill in some of the gaps and give us added information about 
Ackerman as a thinker and writer. As Ackerman points out, referring to 
Rosaldo (1989), the language and interpretations used by scholars as they 
write up their research need to be examined since these "reveal as much 
about the genre activities of the authors of that research as the subjects of 
their writing" (Ackerman, 1995, p. 150). In general, Ackerman's self-reflec-
tion points out to me the need for greater multivocality, openness, and 
complexity in this kind of social science writing, and reminds us that writ­
ing for publication involves its own kind of social, political, and textual aca­
demic literacy games (Casanave & Vandrick, forthcoming). 
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Moira 

Paul Prior's cases studies of the academic enculturation of masters and 
doctoral level graduate students in a variety of social science disciplines ex­
tend and complexify the work by Berkenkotter et al. (1988, 1991; Berken­
kotter & Huckin, 1995) and add a theoretical perspective absent from the 
studies of Nate (Prior, 1998). Prior's dense and layered studies aim for none 
of the clarity that comes from abstraction and quantification in the 1988 
Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman study. Rather, Prior confronts head-on 
the complex array of social, personal, historical, cultural, and linguistic fac­
tors that together help make the practice of academic writing into what he 
calls a situated, laminated activity. Prior does not presume, for example, 
that an academic discourse community can be unambiguously defined or 
identified or that linguistic features of genre conventions in the social sci­
ences can be typified in ways that can be used productively for linguistic 
analyses and comparisons. Prior finds too much diversity for such bold as­
sertions, and instead uses the diversity he finds to his advantage to show­
case the multiple influences on students' production of particular pieces of 
writing in particular settings for particular professors and purposes. In 
ways only hinted at by Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman, Prior shows 
how a graduate student writer's textual identity (Ivanic, 1998; Kramsch & 
Lam, 1999) is constructed from a blend of voices and practices, the origins 
of which are rarely evident in the final product. 

I chose to focus on Prior's case study of Moira in this chapter because it 
is one that he has written about at length and because the disciplinary con­
text is that of sociology—the domain for my own case study in the next sec­
tion. Even though we do not learn very much about Moira herself as a 
writer and as a participant in the writing practices of a very small research 
community in sociology, Prior's study is rich with contextual details that in­
fluenced Moira's textual production and that reveal some of the transitional 
activities and stages in the game of authorship at the PhD level. 

Prior's (1998) setting for this case study was a sociology research team 
in a research seminar in which all participants were research assistants on 
the same project. His original purpose for studying the process of author­
ship in a graduate seminar was to show how writing tasks were constructed 
around "literate sequences of initiations, replies, and evaluations" (p. 160). 
The principal investigator on this team was Professor Elaine West. Two co-
investigators sometimes joined the seminar. The students were all prepar­
ing texts from the project's data set on adolescent behavior. These texts in­
cluded papers for journals and conferences, reports to the grantors, and 
dissertation proposals. In the seminar, the main activity was to be a discus­
sion of each student's work, drafts of which had already been distributed to 
all the participants. Seven students attended this seminar, five of whom (in­
cluding Moira) were Professor West's advisees. Four of the advisees were 
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planning to use this project for their dissertation work. Further complicat­
ing Prior's goal of exploring the game of authorship was the fact that sev­
eral papers had already been coauthored by the three faculty investigators 
and three of the students. The "histories of production" of such papers 
were both "complex and uncertain" (p. 161). 

At the time of Prior's study, Moira was not a first-year PhD student, but 
was 4 years into her program. We presume but do not know for certain that 
she was a White native speaker of English. We learn from a side remark that 
she was a "new parent" (p. 234) and that her interest in adolescent risk may 
have stemmed from what she referred to in an interview as "a lot of inter­
esting personal history" that was close to her heart (p. 230). In this same in­
terview, she explained without referring to herself directly that in cases of 
adolescent maladjustment, "they're so quick to blame the family," suggest­
ing that other people and contexts can help the child "overcome some of 
the deficits of the family" (p. 230). Some of these personal issues seemed to 
come through in Moira's development of her own work in the sociology re­
search seminar and explain some of her dissatisfaction with some of the lit­
erature on adolescent risk that lacked psychological emphases. They also 
come through in some of her responses to feedback from Professor West. 

When Prior began his study, Moira had been involved in West's research 
seminar project for 2 years as manager of data collection, a job involving 
distributing and collecting thousands of questionnaires but not coauthoring 
any of the team's papers. Prior's case study covers a period in which Moira 
was working on two single-authored papers, one for a graduate student con­
ference and one for a preliminary PhD examination. These documents were 
produced over time with repeated and detailed responses on Moira's many 
drafts by Professor West. However, before switching to West as advisor 
Moira apparently had experienced great difficulty in finding a "home" in her 
graduate program. She needed a mentor who shared her interest in adoles­
cence and who was already involved in a research project. Until she met 
West and began working with her, Moira had received no feedback on her 
writing from peers or professors and had little sense of "what's wrong, what's 
right" in her writing (p. 220). Moira found West's extensive commentary on 
and editing of her drafts surprising and welcomed it with little resistance. 

Prior's goal in his case study of Moira and West was to examine closely 
the textual exchanges between them as Moira's two papers developed and 
to trace how and which of West's words from written feedback became part 
of Moira's later drafts. The documenting of these surface blendings of 
voices was only one aspect of the study, however. Prior also wished to 
learn "what Moira made of those response-initiated revisions, how she un­
derstood and felt about them, and what she was appropriating from this lit­
erate activity" (p. 216). To analyze the textual interactions between Moira 
and West, Prior used several constructs from Bakhtin (1981), such as those 
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of centrifugal and centripetal forces in discourse communities, of authorita­
tive discourse (the words of people and institutions with authority, such as 
teachers, that are not integrated with the self), and of internally persuasive 
discourse (the words that are in a sense owned by us, developed multi-
vocally through our interactions with others). He illustrates how Moira 
both appropriated the authoritative discourses and practices of the sociol­
ogy seminar with West as enculturated expert in the lead, and simulta­
neously exerted her own influence on the research project through a kind 
of "centripetal force as [her] ideologies [were] dialogically received and ac­
commodated to as well as altered" (p. 243). Using discourse-based inter­
views, Prior also learned that some of the changes made in the content if 
not the actual language of Moira's texts were also internally persuasive to 
her—that the ideas had begun to constitute part of her identity as a novice 
sociologist. 

When we examine the many examples of Moira's texts and West's re­
sponses, it is tempting at first to say that West basically rewrote many of 
Moira's sentences and phrases and that Moira passively incorporated them 
into her drafts. In another chapter of his book, Prior tells us that Moira did 
incorporate the majority of West's revisions into her own work without re­
sistance, creating a kind of "tacit co-authorship" (p. 170) on Moira's single-
authored papers. West did not have this kind of relationship with all of her 
students, but told Prior that she felt confident about Moira's abilities and 
progress. Mediated authorship, however, went beyond the surface repre­
sentations in the texts in the sense that the activities, research techniques, 
and goals of the larger research project that West conducted found their 
way into Moira's work, contributing to Moira's disciplinary enculturation. 
Similarly, Moira's resistance, minimal as it was, to some of West's feedback 
and ways of analyzing data and her insistence on following her particular 
interest in adolescent risk influenced the project itself. 

The changes that Moira experienced, from one of functioning as an out­
sider (a data manager with no public voice) to one who was actively partici­
pating in the literate activities of a specialized group happened gradually 
and not without discomfort on Moira's part. Early in her participation on 
West's project, during a year in which she had been trying to develop a dis­
sertation topic, Moira commented that she hadn't read enough, "still [felt] 
like a real dummy in the area"—not at all like an expert, and that this lack of 
a sense of authority affected her confidence in her writing (p. 219). She ac­
quiesced to most of West's revisions, trusting in West's expertise, then com­
mented once to Prior that sometimes when she read her papers some 
months later she would ask herself, "Did I write this? This doesn't sound 
like me" (p. 221). Moira's textual voice, in other words, seemed to represent 
poorly what she felt to be her identity, and until the blendings of other 
voices and practices had become more thoroughly integrated in her work 
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over time—more embodied—she could not escape her sense of being a stu­
dent in need of guidance. Over the year, and after many drafts of her two 
single authored yet tacitly coauthored papers, Prior tells us that "Moira 
moves from being an employee engaged in logistical support of the re­
search (with no authorship credit) to one of two students West thinks of as 
'on the verge of entering their academic careers,' as actively engaged in the 
communicative forums of the discipline (major conferences and refereed 
journals)" (p. 243). This change did not come about as a result of writing 
alone, but as a result of Moira's changing functional relation to her disci­
plinary subcommunity. Similar to Blakeslee's (1997) doctoral student 
Bouzida in physics, Moira began in a limited way by participating in the 
technical activities of data management, and concluded the year by partici­
pating in the activities of coconstructing authoritative knowledge within 
West's research project and within the broader discipline of sociology. 

Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman's Nate and Prior's Moira both suc­
ceeded in transforming their identities and practices sufficiently so that 
they developed a sense of belonging to a specialized disciplinary group 
(even if it was only the size of a small research project group). Their writing 
practices and their understanding of the layered complexities of the game 
changed such that both Nate and Moira began participating in local literate 
conversations in new ways, including in ways that influenced the communi­
ties within which they were writing. Their locations within the local aca­
demic community shifted, in other words, resulting in altered relationships 
with key players—authors, faculty, project group members. We have the 
sense that both of these PhD students probably finished their programs to 
eventually become mentors of others. Many students who begin PhD pro­
grams, however, never finish. The story of Virginia that I recount below dif­
fers greatly from those of Nate and Moira in that her tentative game playing 
on a PhD playing field in sociology ended just a year after it had begun. The 
games of language, knowledge, and power that she encountered were not 
ones she wanted to participate in. 

CASE STUDY: VIRGINIA: NOT HER KIND OF GAME1 

The story of Virginia is a story of a clash of cultures. I do not refer here to 
ethnic culture alone, but to concepts of disciplinary or academic cultures 
(there are many) and home cultures (also a multiple construct) and to Vir-

'An earlier version of this study appeared as Casanave, C. P. (1992a), Cultural Diversity and 
Socialization: A Case Study of a Hispanic Woman in a Doctoral Program in Sociology. Copyright 
© 1992. From D. E. Murray (Ed.), Diversity as Resource: Redefining Cultural Literacy (pp. 148-182). 
Alexandria, VA: TESOL. Adapted with permission. The story of Virginia also appeared in 
Casanave (1995b). 
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ginia's positioning of herself in relation to the numerous cultural communi­
ties of practice in her life and to the serious games played in them (cf. 
Wenger's [1998] notion of multimembership in communities of practice). I 
will look at three aspects of the tensions among cultures that Virginia was 
in contact with in the first and only year of her PhD program in sociology: 
the language of the game players in her local academic community; the 
epistemological game rules for how knowledge was thought to be con­
structed; and her perceptions of the power relationships among the key 
players. I begin the story, however, with the epilogue. 

In the spring of 1999 and again in the fall of 2000 I walked across Central 
Park in New York City to Mt. Sinai Hospital to meet with a woman who had 
participated in my dissertation research project on disciplinary socializa­
tion over a decade before (Casanave, 1990). We had kept in touch over the 
years so I had been able to follow the changes that had occurred in her life 
since she left the sociology PhD program where I had first met her. In the 
vast lobby, designed by architect I. M. Pei, I was met by a tall, handsome 
woman in her mid-30s, looking professional with her clipboard and beeper 
in hand. This was Virginia (not her real name), now a social work counselor 
in one of the divisions of the hospital. Like Prior's Moira, she had been a 
student of sociology; unlike Moira, she did not complete her doctoral stud­
ies. Not bad, I thought, for someone who had, in the eyes of the small disci­
plinary community of sociologists at her former university, dropped out. In 
her year in the program, she had seen the game, decided she did not want 
to play, and had thus moved on. 

In the fall of 1987,1 was seeking a social science program in which I could 
collect dissertation data on the topic of writing and disciplinary socializa­
tion in the social sciences. I had been a PhD student myself for about 4 
years, had read several social studies of science that had fascinated me 
(e.g., Fleck, 1935/1979; Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984; Knorr-Cetina, 1981; Kuhn, 
1970; Latour & Woolgar, 1979), and was becoming increasingly curious 
about the transformations in identity and outlook that took place in me and 
my colleagues as we engaged in nonstop text-based practices in our own 
programs in a school of education. Academic enculturation in a social sci­
ence field, it seemed to me, was a messy and interesting affair and less stud­
ied than enculturation into hard science fields. After querying several differ­
ent graduate social science programs, I located a sociology department 
whose key faculty were willing to let me visit classes and talk to students, 
some of whom volunteered to meet with me over an academic year. I was, 
thus, a PhD student (older than most, it is true) investigating PhD students 
partly out of curiosity as to what was happening to me and my doctoral stu­
dent friends. Virginia was one of the first case study informants that I met in 
my data collection experience. 
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Virginia had just entered a PhD program in sociology at a prestigious 
West Coast research university. A native speaker of English and Spanish 
from a Puerto Rican family in New York, she was just 22 at the time, and had 
entered the PhD program immediately after completing a BA degree in soci­
ology at a good East Coast university not too far from her home in the 
Bronx. She came from a close-knit family where her father had been a bus 
driver, then a supervisor, for many years. Quiet, shy, and pretty, Virginia 
volunteered to work with me over the academic year as one of three case 
study participants in my dissertation research project. She and her 11 class­
mates formed a culturally diverse group, referred to as a "cohort" in the de­
partment: Eight of the 12 students were international students from coun­
tries such as Canada, mainland China, Korea, Puerto Rico, and Japan, two 
were native English speaking Hispanic minorities from the United States (in­
cluding Virginia), and two were middle-class Whites. Their ages ranged 
from 22 to 40. One of the old guard professors told me that this kind of di­
versity was becoming increasingly common in the program. As one way to 
help develop a group identity in this diverse cohort as was done with past 
cohorts, all 12 students were given office space in the same room, a large 
room divided into study carrels. 

During this first year of doctoral work, all students had to take a demand­
ing series of required core courses in sociological theory (two courses) and 
statistical methods (two courses, with a third in the fall of the second year). 
For a study of socialization in graduate school contexts, such courses are 
ideal to track, since they presumably are designed to acquaint students 
with the knowledge and skills that a department considers fundamental in 
the field. In fact, one of the core course professors described these courses 
as bringing a disparate incoming group of first-year students to "more or 
less the same place." He mentioned that the program in some ways pre­
ferred students who did not have previous graduate degrees in sociology, 
since it did not then have to "unteach" them so much. 

In order to learn what values and practices this program considered es­
sential for novice sociologists to learn, and to learn the role of language and 
writing in this training, I sat in on all the sessions of the two theory classes, 
taping and taking notes, and on selected sessions of one of the two first 
year methods classes. From the two core theory classes I also collected 
handouts, drafts of student papers, final copies of written work, and all writ­
ten feedback on this work. I interviewed three key student participants in­
cluding Virginia up to eight times and other participants, such as professors 
and other students, up to four times. From the class sessions, documents, 
and interviews, I not only became familiar with the key issues, goals, and 
terminology of this particular disciplinary subcommunity, but I also devel­
oped a sense of the 12 first year students as a group. This group came to be 
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known as an unusually close cohort compared to those in previous years. 
But as is the case with most groups in a classroom situation, my class visits 
documented that roughly a third participated actively and regularly,a third 
occasionally, and a third was silent. 

Virginia was among the silent third. I got to know her slowly over the 
first few months through regular interviews we had set up for the purpose 
of discussing her responses to the core courses and to the several writing 
assignments she had to complete in each one. We talked briefly at first as 
she completed the first short writing assignments in her first theory class, 
then at greater length as we got to know each other better and as she strug­
gled with the longer papers that came later. 

For Virginia, it was her experiences in the theory classes more than in 
the rather straightforward, skill-based methods (i.e., statistics) classes that 
pushed her to decide to leave the PhD program after 1 year. Let me portray 
these theory classes in some detail, since the detail will help convey a clear 
picture of the "culture" into which Virginia and the other first year students 
were being socialized. 

The Core Theory Classes 

The first year core courses in sociological theory had been instituted nearly 
30 years before by two of the program's original founders, both of whom 
were still active at the time of my study and very influential in the depart­
ment. The first theory course, which I will call Theory Analysis, was offered 
in the first quarter in the fall. It was designed by "Dr. Adams," who was still 
teaching it. In spite of some changes made over time, Theory Analysis had 
one main objective—to teach students how to "read" or analyze theories. A 
second objective was to acquaint students with "seven of the eight major 
schools of sociological thought in America today." 

To these ends, and to help students use their analytical skills later in the 
course to write a literature review, Adams had them write three short ana­
lytical exercises, following step by step instructions provided in handouts 
(see Appendix D). In these papers, students analyzed several old but influ­
ential theories, where "analyze" meant discovering the theory's "basic as­
sumptions," its "empirical generalizations," the definitions of key concepts 
used in it, as well as writing a precis. The third of these exercises asked the 
students to use their new analytical skills to compare two theories. The 
three exercises were written in the first month of the course and were read 
and commented on by a third year teaching assistant, who consulted with 
Adams in preparing his responses. The major "culture shock" experienced 
by nearly all the first year students occurred in this first month as the stu­
dents struggled to understand and apply the abstract concepts used in the 
three exercises to talk and write about theories they were to read. These 
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specific readings were themselves dense and jargon-filled. A second shock 
for students was the requirement to read a 400-page course reading packet 
consisting of articles from sociological journals. The articles were not dis­
cussed in class lectures, however, and not a single student I spoke with 
claimed to have read all of these articles. It is therefore not clear what role 
the readings played in helping students learn to analyze and write about 
theory. 

The second theory class, "Theory Construction," was a course in how to 
construct sociological theory. It was offered in the winter quarter by an­
other of the old guard faculty who had helped establish the department, 
"Dr. Bernstein." He had taken over the Theory Construction course 6 years 
before from its originator. He had altered it in the year I conducted my 
study in a team effort with Dr. Adams in order to solve some of the prob­
lems he had encountered in previous years in which graduate students had 
complained about the course's narrow approach. The course remained 
controversial, but (as was reported to me) less so than before. Part of the 
problem lay in the fact that Dr. Bernstein believed there was a right way to 
do sociology if one wished to "do science," the presumption being that a 
scientific sociology was better in some ways than other approaches. 

As a way to head off student protests during the semester in which I was 
observer, the Theory Construction course was team taught by both Adams 
and Bernstein, although most of the teamwork had taken place earlier as the 
course was being designed. Bernstein told me that, among other changes, he 
was also trying to be less of a "bull in a china shop" (i.e., to be more accept­
ing of students' work when it deviated from his own prescriptive view of 
what good sociology consisted of). As for the writing assignments, for the 
first time since he had taught Theory Construction, they included four 
short "working papers" on a research topic of students' own choosing, 
building up to a final research proposal rather than a final exam as in the 
past (see Appendix D). As in Theory Analysis, these writing assignments 
were designed to train students in skills they would need to complete dis­
sertations and to contribute later to scholarly work in the field. In four 
working papers students had to pose researchable questions, formulate a 
plan for conducting their research, and test competing hypotheses through 
formal logical analysis. The approach was "empirical" and "scientific." 

Sociology as Science in the Core Courses 

The intellectual tradition espoused in the core courses (both in theory 
and statistical methods), I am calling "scientific." Issues, values, and prac­
tices from the natural sciences and from the philosophy and sociology of 
science dominated the instruction. As described by the more senior gradu­
ate students, the program's sociology had a "positivistic, empirical, and for­
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mal" flavor, where theory, quantification, and (for professors like Bern­
stein) experiment played important roles in the work that the faculty did. 

The message that science was valued highly was couched in a number of 
different ways, some overt and some covert. In class lectures and discus­
sions in the theory classes and in interviews with me, the professors ex­
pressed the following views: 

• Sociology isn't a science in the mature sense yet, but it can be if sociolo­
gists would just be trained to follow certain standards of language and 
practice; 

• We had a very good, well-liked qualitative researcher here, but she 
didn't get tenure; 

• Sociology is many things, but one of its most prestigious traditions is 
grounded in practices and values modeled on the natural sciences; if 
you want to compete as a professional, you should learn this model. 

In addition to these views expressed by the professors, a "scientific" so­
ciology was promoted by the ways in which knowledge was represented in 
handouts, required readings, and boardwork, and by the ways in which the 
students were expected to represent and treat knowledge in their writing 
assignments. In this scientific tradition, much of the key information was 
carried in specialized code words, in certain kinds of verbal and symbolic 
statements, and in images depicting relations and processes (see examples 
of the verbal code words below, Figs. 4.1 and 4.2). All of these ways of repre­
senting knowledge functioned to distance the phenomena under study from 
the bias of human influence—to present an objectified world view—and to 
foster a kind of analytical thinking that fit loosely within the scientific tradi­
tion of positivism.2 In this tradition, students were being trained to concep­
tualize sociological knowledge not just in discursive prose forms, but also 
in forms that pushed them to think "scientifically" (i.e., objectively, ab­
stractly, symbolically, logically, and analytically). 

Although the program did not discourage students from exploring other 
ways of investigating the sociological world, its own resources were limited 
because it was such a small department. Moreover, the covert message 
seemed to be that—if the socialization process worked as it should—the stu­
dents from this program would adopt the foundational skills and values 
they were being taught in the core courses as they moved through the pro­
gram and into the professional world. The old guard professors in particu­
lar seemed to have a well-defined view of what sociology was and should be 
in this department and to expect that students would come to situate them­
selves with the boundaries of this playing field. 

21 use this term rather loosely, as did the students in the program, in spite of the fact that ar­
guments as to its various meanings were presented to students early in the year. 
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Language Games, Knowledge Games, 
and Power Games 

Virginia was one of many in the first year group who experienced varying 
degrees of discomfort, resistance, and alienation as they proceeded through 
their first year core courses, in particular the courses in theory analysis and 
construction. This discomfort can be viewed in an admittedly oversimpli­
fied way as stemming from a clash of cultures—that of the local disciplinary 
community and those of Virginia's world outside the local academic con­
text. (Of course these cultures were themselves constructed from multiple 
cultural influences.) To help make her decision to leave the program com­
prehensible (for many decided to stay in the program despite doubts), I ex­
amine three perspectives from which we can view this clash of cultures. 
The first concerns language, the second concerns ways of knowing, and the 
third concerns power and prestige. Within the game metaphor, these 
themes can be conceptualized as reflecting their own rules for practice, 
role relationships, and conventionalized ways of constructing and sharing 
knowledge. 

The Language Game: Sociology as Science 

One aspect of acquiring the culture of a disciplinary community involves 
learning that community's specialized language, that is, the ways it repre­
sents knowledge in conventional ways to make it accessible to other com­
munity members, usually through written documents. Part of what the core 
course provided for the first year students was what they referred to as a 
"jargon" that united them as a group in at least two ways. In the first place, 
native- and nonnative English speakers alike were joined in the struggle to 
learn what I came to refer to as "sociology as a second language." Second, 
the language (especially that of the theory courses) identified the students 
as a group that was being brought into the fold, so to speak, as members 
who could eventually play the sociology game by the same rules. All the 
graduate students had experienced what it was like to suddenly "begin to 
understand what they're talking about," as one of the first year students put 
it. For most of the students in the first year cohort this understanding be­
gan to emerge after about a month into the fall quarter. Along with this un­
derstanding came the skepticism-producing recognition that the special­
ized language of the theory courses was not necessarily shared by all other 
faculty in the department. In other words, subcommunities existed within 
the small department itself that may have shared the broad commitment to 
science but not the language used to talk about theory. 

The specialized language of the theory courses consisted of code words 
(terminology), acronyms, symbols, and certain constrained sentence types. 
I focus here on the code words since these represented concepts that the 
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students began to struggle with from the first day of class. On that first day 
in Theory Analysis, Dr. Adams used more than 50 discipline-specific terms 
in his 2-hour lecture, most of them nouns. Many of these terms were used 
throughout the two theory courses as a metalanguage for talking about the­
ory. Other terms were introduced as central to the writing assignments in 
both theory courses and were thus quite central to the students' lives in the 
sense that it was difficult to complete the writing assignments without hav­
ing some sense of what the terms in the assignment prompts meant. Fig­
ures 4.1 and 4.2 display the key code words from the handouts in the two 
theory courses that described the step-by-step instructions for all the writ­
ing assignments. Many of these terms also appeared in Adams' first lecture. 

These code words of the writing assignments in the theory classes sug­
gest a scientific sociology, with the values of science embedded in the 
terms themselves. In the ideal enculturation process, the students would 
learn the words and their concepts and adopt the values embedded in 
them. However, many of the students were skeptical about the values of 
theoretical and empirical science reflected in this specialized language. 
When I looked more closely at Virginia's responses to the writing assign­
ments and to the specialized language used to talk and write about theory, I 
saw how the conflict of disciplinary and personal values materialized for 
her over the academic year. In particular, I saw that her home languages 
(everyday English and Spanish) came to be less useful to her over time as 
tools for communicating her ideas about her work with friends and family 
in that they were not valued as resources for communication within the de­
partment. At a certain point, in other words, Virginia no longer had every­
day language for what she was learning. 

domain (of a theory) 
basic assumption (underived premise) 
scope (of a theory) 
unsolved problem 
theoretical research program (TRP) 
initial theoretical formulation (ITF) 
current theoretical formulation (CTF) 
elaboration (of a theory) 
degeneration (of a theory) 
proliferants 
competitors 
structure (of a theory) 
metatheoretical presuppositions 
logical implications 
empirical implications 

FIG. 4.1. Terms from Theory Analysis assignments. 
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analytical problem 
empirical inquiry 
trivial question or problem 
a "good question" 
empirical studies 
association between variables 
argument 
observation statement 
knowledge claim 
proposition 
scope statement/condition 
conceptual definition 
"system" of concepts 
operationalization 
indicator 
explanatory generality 
empirical implication/consequence 
heuristic explanation 
hypothesis 
competing explanation 
logical analysis 
empirical test 
intersubjective understanding 

FIG. 4.2. Terms from Theory Construction assignments. 

Virginia's Responses to the Language of a Scientific Sociology. For 
many of the students in the first year cohort, not just those from non-
Western and nonmainstream cultures, the main difficulty in completing the 
first writing assignments in Theory Analysis stemmed from the code words 
used to talk about theory and their application to a very discursive and jar-
gon-laden piece of theorizing by Robert Merton. The answers, in other 
words, were not unambiguously obvious in the text. Virginia and others 
struggled over definitions of terms, then tried to find (as the assignment in­
structed) example sentences embodying those concepts. Although I was 
not writing up these assignments along with the students, I myself could 
not figure out how to do this. Virginia's first concern was just to get the task 
done and to fix the definitions of the key code words and their synonyms in 
her mind. 

Having finished the first analytical exercise in Theory Analysis at the end 
of the second week of school, Virginia talked about the process she went 
through in writing the assignment. The level at which she was engaged with 
this first task was that of language and definitions (rather than content) as 
she struggled to link terms with their concepts, then to identify examples of 
them in the Merton article: 
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I wrote down all the empirical statements and all the lawlike statements. Um 
... from the empirical statements we were supposed to ... um get— no from 
the lawlike statements we were supposed to have premises. So I I um ... I 
selected out the premises from the lawlike statements and— once I got the 
two lists of lawlike statements and empirical statements, everything else was 
easy. For me. Assuming I got the right [laugh] empirical and lawlike state­
ments. And if I got that wrong, then you know I'll just learn. For the next time. 
How to do it. 

Here Virginia was trying to use code words that, in Week 2 of the program, 
she had not yet internalized and that had little connection with the world 
she had just left on the East coast. But she pushed ahead, and described 
the value of the writing assignment, again in terms of language, as "reinforc­
ing the definitions:" 

I think [the exercise] helped reinforce the definitions in my head. So that now 
1 can tell you what a lawlike statement is supposed to look like. And now I can 
tell you what an empirical generalization is supposed to be. Whereas before, I 
was very much confused about the differences. 

Virginia also used a dittoed glossary of terms made available in the first 
week of class to help her remember definitions. But the written feedback 
that she received from the teaching assistant on her first exercise indicated 
that she (along with many others) had not linked terms and their concepts 
to examples in the text in appropriate ways. Note the specialized language 
of the course in the following example of written feedback from the third 
year teaching assistant: 

Your list of basic assumptions are not lawlike statements: A and B are 
categoricals. C is an empirical generalization. 

Given this kind of feedback on the first exercise, we can understand the 
frustration that some students felt. But the specialized language of the writ­
ing assignments was not Virginia's only concern. She also felt intimidated in 
this first theory class by the discussion carried on between the professor 
and the vocal third of the class. She judged her own competence and that of 
others, in other words, according to the way they were able to use language 
in a spontaneous situation. In the comment that follows, she groups herself 
with the foreign students, most of whom spoke rarely in class: 

I feel like the others have a— aside from the foreign students, um the Ameri­
cans in the group have an upper hand in terms of um the way they speak and 
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um the kinds of questions they ask in class. I feel they have a better grasp of 
the material than I do. 

By the end of her first month in the program, having completed three of 
these short writing assignments and having sat in on all of the dense and 
authoritatively delivered lectures by Dr. Adams, Virginia began to express 
her misgivings about the way language was used in the Theory Analysis 
course. She claimed, for example, that the directions for Exercise 3 could 
have been stated much more simply. "The language sort of covers up the 
main idea," she said, expressing frustration that the professor had not "got­
ten to the point" in a way that made the directions clear. Virginia also began 
to express her discomfort with the abstractness of the specialized language 
and concepts and to long for discussion that was more down to earth: 

I wish somehow that there wasn't such a big mystery ... you know a mysteri­
ous air surrounding theory, and what theory is, you know? I wish it could be 
more concrete. 

By the time she returned from Christmas vacation, Virginia was more 
openly voicing her dissatisfaction with the first theory course. The abstract 
language, she suggested, held little meaning for her in everyday life: 

I felt the whole course was um ... was based on these— abstract language, 
you know, and I wish they could have been more simpler, and more um appli­
cable to everyday things. But I guess theory— you know, that's antithetical to 
theory. Theory isn't particular. 

Her gauge of whether she was using language in the clear straightforward 
way she'd been taught in a college writing class was whether she could ex­
plain her ideas to her mother. By the end of her first quarter, she was no 
longer able to do this. She was "learning the concepts in Dr. Adams' lan­
guage," she said, and could therefore find no everyday terms for what she 
was doing. In other words, new concepts had been created for her out of 
the specialized language, making it impossible to "translate" into language 
that her family could understand. "You know," she said, "there's no way 
that I could explain to [my mother] what I was spending my last 2 weeks be­
fore Christmas doing. Just sitting at the computer, Mom." 

In the second theory class, Theory Construction, given during the winter 
term, Virginia's concern for language continued. In this class, the students 
wrote four working papers that led to a final paper in which they were to 
systematically identify and propose a solution for a research problem. As 
part of the class requirements, the students shared their four working pa­
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pers with each other and critiqued them publicly in class, according to 
guidelines established by Dr. Bernstein. This system of public critiquing al­
lowed the students to see everyone's writing, which Virginia found in some 
cases to be "awful" because she could not understand what her classmates 
had written. She lamented the fact that the students were getting no feed­
back on their writing and claimed, "If you can't understand the writing, how 
can you understand the concepts?" 

A month later after having completed three of the four working papers, 
she admitted to the value of writing in helping her complete the working pa­
pers. They could not have been done orally, she said, "off the top of our 
heads," without being written first. The reason for this, Virginia explained, 
was that "they expect us to use that strict language—which isn't normal ev­
eryday language." Using this language meant "writing for Dr. Bernstein" 
rather than for the wider audience she wished to communicate with. It 
meant, as Virginia phrased it, "using Bernstein's language and the stuff from 
his lectures." 

By the end of Theory Construction, although not happy with the special­
ized language, Virginia expressed more confidence than before at compre­
hending it. But after a spring break, she began her third quarter facing an 
incomplete on her final paper on the topic of repression and collective ac­
tion in Latin America in this class because of a flaw in the formal logical 
analysis of her hypotheses (this paper and feedback on it are discussed fur­
ther in the next section). Over the break, some of the meanings of the key 
code words had already begun to slip away. In the following quote, Virginia 
is rereading Bernstein's guidelines for completing the paper: 

It says demonstrate by logical analysis that the two observation statements 
or two hypotheses are the consequences of the two explanans. [small pause, 
small chuckle] I just feel like I'm gonna have to go over some of these words, 
definitions, [laugh] 

Later in the third quarter, Virginia was still convinced that good writing in so­
ciology should be written in terms that are accessible to nonsociologists: 

Although I use quote proper terms, I still use simple sentences, and um sim­
ple phrases, um ... I try to be as clear and to the point as possible,... uh ... 
so in some respects I use words which I feel nonsociologists have an idea 
about. Even though they don't define the term as a sociologist. Something like 
the word theory. 

Virginia was also ready to label many of the terms used in Theory Construc­
tion as "useless" ("all of the Latin ones, 'instantiation', ..."). Yet she now 
saw the value of learning something about these words, not just in terms of 
surviving a class assignment, but in more political terms: 
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I think it's valuable to me (...) to know more or less what theoretical sociolo­
gists are talking about. Trying to sort of you know learning how to speak their 
language. In case they try and pull one over on me. [small laugh] 

In sum, by the end of the academic year, Virginia recognized the extent 
to which the theoretical sociologists in the program used language that was 
different from the language she used in everyday life, including their use of 
"common" terms in technical or quasi-technical ways. Nevertheless, in her 
own writing she continued searching for a way to express her new knowl­
edge in language that was accessible to her friends and family, although she 
found this increasingly difficult to do. Her desire to maintain ties with 
nonsociologists by means of language rather than to use her new language 
to move onto the periphery as a "legitimate participant" (Lave & Wenger, 
1991) reflects her growing sense of alienation from the sociologists from 
whom she was receiving her training. Language in some ways lay at the 
heart of her self-identity by helping define who she was and which refer­
ence group she would align herself with. By "using Dr. Bernstein's lan­
guage" she was aligning herself with scientists, not with the populations she 
wished to communicate with at home and in future work: women, ethnic mi­
norities, educators in racially and culturally mixed neighborhoods. She re­
jected this alignment with theoretical sociologists but had no convenient 
linguistic substitute since so many of the new concepts seemed to be cre­
ated out of the specialized language itself. As a resource for communicating 
her new knowledge to her home community, Virginia's "everyday" language 
had become ineffective. Hence, although Virginia began developing a short­
hand for communicating with a small group of sociologists, the sociology 
program missed an opportunity to help Virginia eventually become a pipe­
line for communicating its knowledge to the broader community of sociolo­
gists and to add her perspective to that knowledge. The knowledge pro­
duced by this particular subgroup within the program would probably 
remain relevant only to a fairly small circle of specialists. 

Hand in hand with Virginia's growing awareness of the role of language 
in shaping the professional identities of people who use it came a greater 
sense of the different world views, or ways of knowing, that are reflected in 
language and a realization that she was learning only one of the many ways 
a sociologist might understand the world. 

The Knowledge Game: Where Language 
and Knowledge Interact 

The idea that knowledge and reality are linguistic and social construc­
tions was inspired in part by the now classic work by Peter Berger and 
Thomas Luckmann (1966). Thomas S. Kuhn (1970) wrote a similarly classic 
work about the construction of knowledge in the scientific world. He him­
self was inspired by the work of Ludwig Fleck (1935/1979), whose early book 
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on the socially negotiated development of a scientific fact Kuhn had read in 
the original German. Following Fleck (who used the term "thought collec­
tives"), Kuhn (1970) described the scientific community as a group of practi­
tioners of a scientific specialty who share language, beliefs, and practices. 
Language lies at the core of the community in that a group's "knowledge of 
nature [is] embedded in the language" (p. 272). When novices learn a 
group's way of knowing nature by learning how to solve a field's classic 
problems ("exemplars"), they are acquiring a "language-correlated way of 
seeing the world," says Kuhn, without which "we do not see a world at all" 
(p. 274). 

The notion that a field's specialized language shapes how group mem­
bers see their worlds has been explored post-Kuhn by rhetorician Charles 
Bazerman (1981,1984, 1988, 1994a). Bazerman focuses on the ways in which 
field-specific written texts embody a group's knowledge and its conception 
of what knowledge is and does in that field. Hansen (1988) used this idea as 
the core of a study in which she demonstrated how the different rhetorical 
conventions in two social science texts on the same theme reflect very dif­
ferent epistemological assumptions. One text was a qualitative study in so­
cial anthropology that Hansen refers to as a "particularized representation" 
of a small number of kinship networks among several Black families. These 
families appear, along with the author, as real people in the document. The 
other was a quantitative empirical study within the sociological tradition of 
survey and experimental research. In this study, the author represented 
several hundred Black families abstractly, as numbers and objects. The au­
thor himself did not appear as a persona in this "objective" portrayal, 
hence the frequent use of passives and agentless nominalizations. Nature, 
in this portrayal, revealed itself to the author, who played the role of na-
ture's messenger (Gilbert, 1976). Each type of text, in other words, reflected 
different assumptions of what can be known, what is worth knowing, and 
how we can come to know it. As I suggested earlier, the texts written and 
read in Virginia's sociology program fit the latter tradition. 

Virginia and the other students in her cohort came to recognize that 
they were being indoctrinated (their term) into one way of knowing the so­
ciological world. As she put it, she felt she was "learning not to view certain 
types of works as sociological." Her first theory class, she said after just 1 
month in the program, made her realize that 

there are going to be certain types of works that [we] are not going to be read­
ing about in this course, descriptive sort of works you know. Dm ... compari­
sons, just you know comparisons between maybe two ethnic groups. 

Rightly or wrongly, by the end of the first month, Virginia had gotten the 
idea that descriptive works were atheoretical and nonscientific, and that 
whereas such works might be considered sociology in one sense by practi­
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tioners working in other paradigms, they would not be valued highly in this 
program. 

It is at this point, early in her first year, that Virginia began to express a 
sense of discomfort in the program. Her first real clue about the exclusive 
nature of the department's instruction in theory came early in the first 
quarter, during a guest lecture that Dr. Bernstein was giving in Adams's 
Theory Analysis class. In this lecture, Dr. Bernstein had highlighted one of 
Dr. Adams's messages to students—that there were many ways to approach 
the study of sociology, even though other ways were not discussed in 
depth or practiced in the core courses. Virginia expressed the frustration 
that resulted from this discovery: 

I think the Bernstein lecture also made me realize a couple of comments that 
Adams had said throughout his lecture about the way other sociologists view 
sociology. You know um the question just kept coming up more frequently, 
well what do they—how do they view, you know, and what kind of arguments 
do THEY use to support their own view of sociology. 

In response to her frustration, her bright and assertive Hispanic classmate, 
Laura, reminded her that any department will enculturate its students into 
its preferred way of viewing the world. As retold by Virginia, Laura said, 
"WELL, Virginia, if you go to a department that's very heavily into Marxism, 
you're just gonna hear about Marxism!" Understanding this helped Virginia 
realize that there was a very pragmatic side to her enculturation into this 
department. This involved learning to play the game according to this de-
partment's rules—learning to do the work in the ways that were expected in 
order to get through the program, and somehow separating this pragmatic 
aspect from the personal epistemological one. In fact, by the time she re­
turned from the Christmas break, she saw that the highly structured writing 
tasks in Theory Analysis had helped her know what Dr. Adams expected in 
class and what the department expected on a dissertation literature review. 
But she also noted that the way she expressed herself in these writing tasks 
was constrained, as was her thinking: "I'm really not knowledgeable," she 
said in January, "about the way other sociologists think. So I'm just learning 
one type of sociology. I'm just learning how to think a certain way." 

Later in the winter quarter when she had finished three of the four work­
ing papers for Theory Construction, Virginia could express more clearly 
than before some of the values she saw being promulgated through writing 
assignments and class lectures: Good sociology is theoretically based—it 
deals in abstractions as well as in particulars; it is not enough to critique a 
theory—one must also improve it; empirical research is highly valued when 
it is exact and precise (numbers are needed); a good question is one that is 
nontrivial and one for which there are logical and scientific explanations as 
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well as empirical evidence. Moreover, as she was taught in Theory Con­
struction, formal logic is valued by some social scientists as a way to test 
the consistency and logicality of sets of hypotheses. Of all the valued ways 
of knowing in the core courses, this one met with the most resistance from 
Virginia and numerous other students, who found Bernstein's requirement 
that they learn formal logic to be a waste of time and effort. As Virginia 
phrased it, "converting knowledge to ps and qs" was not her idea of a fruit­
ful way to understand the world. 

By way of example, I present a sample of Virginia's work in her Theory 
Construction class, the class in which she received an incomplete because 
of a faulty logical analysis in her final paper. She received ongoing feedback 
on her four Working Papers (two critiques from Adams and two from 
Bernstein as well as peer critiques), and a written critique from Bernstein 
on the problems with her final draft. The sample of writing from her paper 
and in particular from the professors' feedback exemplifies the ways of 
knowing that were being promulgated in the theory classes. 

Virginia's paper on which she received an incomplete was entitled "Re­
pression and Collective Action." This paper began with the question: "Un­
der what conditions do officials of the Catholic church contribute to the col­
lective action of their laity in Latin America?" The paper was eight pages 
long, had the two required references, and combined her four working pa­
pers in the manner described in the assignment: to pose a researchable 
question, formulate a research plan, and test competing hypotheses (see 
Appendix D). The paper introduced some background from the literature 
on page one, presented competing knowledge claims on page two, logic-
based truth tables on pages three and four, definitions on page five, lists of 
empirical consequences of her knowledge claims on page six, and her crite­
ria for eliminating and preserving knowledge claims on pages seven and 
eight. Virginia's original knowledge claims are presented as follows: 

1. If a repressive institution is divided into opposing factions, then the 
collective action of people increases as repression by the repressive al­
liance increases. 

2. If a repressive institution is not divided into opposing factions, then the 
collective action of people increases as repression by the repressive al­
liance increases. 

3. If the source of repression is concentrated in one institution, repres­
sion has a negative effect on collective action. 

On the next page, she developed hypotheses and constructed a truth table: 

The following hypotheses are developed from knowledge claims 1 and 2: 
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1. In nation A, if the dominant religious institution is divided into oppos­
ing factions, collective action of people will increase as repression by 
the repressive alliance increases. 

2. In nation A, if the dominant religious institution is not divided into op­
posing factions, collective action of people will increase as repression 
by the repressive alliance increases. 

The following table shows how the two hypotheses are consequences of 
the two knowledge claims. 

TRUTH TABLE FOR HYPOTHESIS 1 

1. p->q T 1. If a repressive institution is divided into opposing fac­
tions, then the collective action of people increases as 
repression by the repressive alliance increases 

2. p (wp) T 2. A repressive institution in nation A is divided into op­
posing factions. 

3. q (aa) T 3. The collective action of people in nation A will increase 
as repression by the repressive alliance increases. 

where p = a repressive institution is divided into opposing factions 
q = collection [sic] action of people increases as repression 
by the repressive alliance increases 
wp = working premise 
aa = antecedent affirmation 

The original paper also concluded with the following paragraph, the lan­
guage of which seems taken directly from handouts with little evidence of 
Virginia's other identities and ways of knowing present at all. The ways of 
knowing social and political events in Latin America are limited to a formal 
logical construction of a plan to "test" hypotheses: 

If the research does not allow choosing one knowledge claim over the other, 
then reformulation of the knowledge claims is necessary. One reformulation 
may specify more clearly the concept of "opposing factions" in order to fur­
ther distinguish one knowledge claim from the other. Another option is to re­
formulate the system of explanation to include the statement that the unity or 
disunity of repressive institutions has no effect on collective action. We may 
then test whether the extent of unity or disunity of repressive institutions is a 
factor associated with collective action. 

Dr. Bernstein's feedback on this term paper shows clearly what he be­
lieved to be important in theory construction in language that represents 
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his small subfield within the discipline of sociology. Six numbered sen­
tences are typed out on a separate sheet of paper, followed by a general 
comment: 

Comments on Term Paper for Virginia 

1. You make a serious logical error in KC1 & 2 that makes your paper un­
satisfactory. They are not competing; taken together, they assert that col­
lective action increases whether or not a repressive institution is divided 
into factions. What you have is: 

1. A—>B 
2. Not A—->B 

Truth table analysis shows that both can be true so that they are not com­
peting. A—>B and A—no t B cannot both be true so that is one form of 
competing knowledge claims. 

2. You need to consider your scope conditions further. 
3. Your hypotheses are simple restatements of KCs adding "in nation A;" 

they are not hypotheses (empirical implications) because terms are not 
observables. 

4. Your truth tables do not address the proof that the hypothesis follows 
from the KC. 

5. How are your indicators related to "collective action"? You need to 
spell this out. 

6. Repression should be defined independently of collective action. 
General: You seem to understand the important ideas of the course, but 
this formulation of your knowledge claims is a major flaw. In addition, you 
need to make your arguments fully explicit; you have a tendency to present 
things without a thorough development of your ideas and, as a result, some 
necessary elements are [sic] linkages are missing. 

Having been given a grade of incomplete in Theory Construction at the 
end of the winter quarter, Virginia chose not to go to Bernstein or Adams to 
clarify her confusion. Instead, she enlisted help outside the theory courses 
from an African-American professor, "Dr. Johnson," to help her complete 
the paper since the guidelines in Dr. Bernstein's feedback provided little in 
the way of specific changes to make. Virginia had gotten to know and trust 
Dr. Johnson in another class, and rather than seek help from Adams or 
Bernstein, she went to him. In Dr. Johnson's class that same quarter, Vir­
ginia had received an A- on a data base analysis paper on factors that influ­
enced whether Hispanic students attended college, a topic clearly close to 
her heart. Dr. Johnson wrote at the end of that paper that the work was 
"theoretically and methodologically sophisticated." In an extraordinary dis­
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play of mentorship, he read and commented on all of Virginia's working pa­
pers and the final paper from Adams's and Bernstein's Theory Construction 
class, then drafted a detailed six-page single spaced "memorandum" to Vir­
ginia full of questions and suggestions that enabled her to revise her paper. 
The feedback from Bernstein can be contrasted with the feedback on this 
same paper from Dr. Johnson, who resided outside the core theory se­
quence and whose own sociological language and ways of knowing felt less 
distant to Virginia. Some of this professor's language, especially his re-
phrasings of hypotheses and knowledge claims, worked their way into the 
revised draft much in the way that the voices of advisor and student 
blended in Prior's (1998) study of Moira and Blakeslee's (1997) study of 
Bouzida. In the following selection from this long memorandum, Dr. John­
son comments on how she can rephrase her knowledge claims and express 
them in ways that deal with different arguments about real actors in the po­
litical environment: State, Church, and People. The tone is that of a friendly 
human being talking to someone he knows quite well: 

Now we are back to the more subtle (and potentially more interesting argu­
ment). You just simply need to move back one level in abstraction. The appro­
priate unit of analysis is probably the political environment. You are now 
(again?) concerned with competing political actors—State, Church, People. 

KC #1 becomes "in the absence of competition ... the more repressive the ac­
tions of a superordinate political organization the less collective action." 

KC #2 becomes "when there is competition among political organizations ... 
the more repressive the actions of a superordinate political organization the 
more collective action." 

The problem is that these are essentially the same argument. [...] What you 
need to do is to develop counter-arguments. For example, one argument which 
suggests that collective action increases with repression. Another might argue 
that collective action declines with the level of repression. [...] 

Virginia did revise in these ways, including the following two revised knowl­
edge claims, much more detailed hypotheses from her knowledge claims, 
and definitions of her symbols in her logic truth table (the truth table itself 
was redone): 

Knowledge Claim 1: If repressive acts by repressive institutions increase, then 
the collection [sic] action of people increases. 

Knowledge Claim 2: If repressive acts by repressive institutions increase, then 
the collective action of people does not increase, (revised draft p. 2) 

Hypothesis 1: As the number of arrests increases, the number of meetings of 
community-based political organizations attended by Church officials in­
creases. 
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Hypothesis 2: As the number of arrests increases, the number of meetings of 
community-based political organizations attended by Church officials does not 
increase, (revised draft pp. 3-4) 

Truth table terms: P = increase in repressive acts 
Q = increase in collective action 
p = increase in number of arrests 
q = increase in number of meetings (revised draft p. 4) 

Virginia also doubled the length of her concluding paragraph, the most no­
table change being her suggestion that the empirical test approach that she 
had learned in the Theory Construction class might not work. If the empiri­
cal tests do not "allow choosing one knowledge claim over the other," she 
states in her final sentence, "then one possible solution would be qualita­
tive data collection: i.e., the use of such research methods as interviews, 
surveys, or participant observation...." This final assertion was hers alone, 
and did not appear in Dr. Johnson's feedback to her. 

Virginia finally received a passing grade on this paper and strong sup­
port from a professor who looked like a potential mentor. Nevertheless, she 
believed that the way of knowing that was promoted in the department's 
core theory courses pushed students to distance themselves (their biases, 
personal values) from their objects of study, in essence to remove them­
selves to the extent possible as sentient human beings from the research 
process. Knowledge could then be represented abstractly and quantita­
tively so that it could be compared, tested, publicly critiqued, and perhaps 
added to the discipline's body of knowledge. Perhaps because of their 
sparse backgrounds in sociology, some students like Virginia felt con­
strained, even trapped, by the core course emphasis on what they felt was 
a dehumanized way of knowing a very human sociological world. They 
missed the engagement with issues involving real people: women, minori­
ties, immigrant cultures, and families. They witnessed their thinking being 
shaped by the language and practices they were exposed to, yet felt some­
what helpless to explore other ways of knowing for reasons of time (of 
which there was none), pragmatics (the need to get through the course­
work), and resources (the absence of other kinds of researchers in the de­
partment). The department, for its part, was small, and admitted having lim­
ited resources. It had opted to specialize in some types of sociological 
research and not in others in order to graduate PhDs who were competitive 
in a job market that held scientific ways of knowing in high regard. Given 
these restrictions to this very serious game, it might still have been possi­
ble for the department to demonstrate from early in the core course se­
quence how issues of gender and ethnicity could be encompassed in a 
more human way within some kind of scientific framework. A move away 
from the strict hard science model of knowledge, on the other hand, would 
have allowed the department to draw more easily on the cultural and eth­
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nic resources within its own graduate student population. As it was, these 
resources were overlooked. 

Students' decisions to stay in the program or to leave thus hinged on a 
complex array of personal and pragmatic factors. In Virginia's case, many 
layers of conflicts having to do with language, mentoring, and ways of 
knowing contributed to her decision to leave. Dr. Johnson, for example, left 
the university at the end of that year. That fact, plus Virginia's new more as­
sertive role in assessing the ways of knowing in sociology as evidenced in 
the conclusion to her Theory Construction paper helped her realize by the 
end of the year that the sociology at this university was not her kind of 
game. A third factor that fed into her decision was her recognition of who 
the powerful and prestigious game players were in this broad community of 
"scientists" and her increasing sense of discomfort at imagining herself 
playing a contributing role (Ivanic, 1998) on this team. In the final section of 
this case study, I discuss Virginia's perceptions about who the powerful 
players were. 

The Power Came: Who's in Charge 
and Who Contributes? 

When phrases like "knowledge produced by the academy" (e.g., Bazer­
man, 1987) are used, we are led to ask what the composition might be of 
this prestigious group that has the privilege of shaping a discipline in quite 
fundamental ways. As recognized some time ago by Bazerman (1981), Pop­
per (1979), and Olson (1980), among others, this group consists of a disci-
pline's writers and researchers—those who are published and whose publi­
cations are incorporated into a field's "archives." If we view writing as a 
"social and collaborative act" (Bruffee, 1983) and genre as a social as well as 
textual phenomenon (Kress, 1993; Miller, 1984; Winsor, 1999), then a field's 
publications can be thought of as joint productions of writers and the col­
leagues who exchange ideas with them. The academy of knowledge produc­
ers, then, would consist of the community of people whose publications in­
fluence the field or subfield and the colleagues who contribute to the 
knowledge that finds its way into print. 

Clifford Geertz (1983) described most effective academic communities as 
"not that much larger than most peasant villages and just about as in­
grown" (p. 157). He claims that the relations among the individuals in these 
"intellectual villages" are not only intellectual, but also political, moral, and 
personal. Students in doctoral programs will eventually be obligated as 
part of the dissertation process to align themselves with one or more of the 
power groups in their settings, both for the short-term pragmatic purpose 
of completing the program and for the longer term purpose of forging pro­
fessional alliances. However, the nature of this developing relationship with 
the profession is not fully understood. 



170 4. REDEFINING THE SELF 

Some scholars, inspired by the work of Paolo Freire, have described the 
relation between an academic community and the students it serves as that 
of the oppressor and the oppressed. In one argument that results from this 
view, politically oppressed students need to master the discourse of the 
academy in order to be able to understand critically, and thus resist, its op­
pression in the academy's own terms (Bizzell, 1982, p. 196). A different argu­
ment on the same problem says that minority students need to be educated 
in their own languages—to "use their own reality as a basis for literacy" 
(Macedo, 2000, p. 21). Although both these arguments may seem too ex­
treme for some, it is still the case that part of the enculturation process in a 
PhD program involves learning to recognize who's who in the field, learning 
to speak with them in their language (as Virginia put it), and eventually 
making decisions about which intellectual village one wishes to pay taxes in. 
Once the decision is made, students then need eventually to shift their role 
relationships from that of student to those of contributor and participant-
roles that include resistance—and to participate in the community's practices 
with increasing authority (Blakeslee, 1997; Ivanic, 1998; Penrose & Geisler, 
1994). In the social sciences, novices making such decisions need to achieve 
enough political awareness to have a sense of which subcommunities are the 
most influential or interesting or intellectually and ethically compatible with 
their own developing beliefs and values and which ones they may actively 
wish to help change (Benesch, 1996, 2001). This is not an easy task when nu­
merous intellectual traditions exist and when the novice has little back­
ground or experience in the field, as was the case with most of the minority 
and foreign students in the sociology program in this study. 

Many new graduate students will probably not recognize their own po­
tential as a resource for the academic community. Blakeslee (1997) found in 
her study of Bouzida that even students at the end of their PhD programs 
may find it difficult to take on an authoritative role as contributor. Rather, 
they will attempt as did many of the students in Virginia's cohort to develop 
a relationship with the profession on the community's terms and to learn to 
play by its rules as a survival strategy for completing an academic program. 
In some cases, this means shifting the goals they have on entering a pro­
gram. Like a number of other students, Virginia had decided to pursue a 
PhD in sociology so that she could gain the knowledge, skills, and prestige 
to be able to return to neighborhoods and schools she was familiar with 
and make a difference in people's lives. She felt particularly committed to 
the plights of women and ethnic minorities and wished to find ways to 
better understand and alleviate their difficult lots in life. She needed an au­
thoritative voice to be able to do this. It was thus understandably problem­
atic for her to see the relevance of learning how to identify basic assump­
tions in a theory, to "convert knowledge to ps and qs," and how to trace the 
development of a theory over time. 
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But added to this difficulty was Virginia's gradual recognition that the 
people she was most interested in were grossly underrepresented in all as­
pects of the sociology she was learning: in the faculty in the department, in 
the theories they read, in the field's best journals, and in the issues that 
were discussed (cf. Margolis & Romero, 1998, discussed below). In the third 
week of the program she said only, "I have some reservations, but I don't 
know where it's coming from." By the middle of the academic year, she had 
gotten the sense that theoreticians constituted a powerful group within the 
field and that there was something unbalanced about the gender, ethnicity, 
and focus of this group: 

I'm more skeptical [than last quarter] about the place of theory in sociology, 
um ... who determines what a theory is, who writes theory and what is the 
theory about, um [long pause] I think I'm looking at it in terms of a race issue. 
Most—I guess almost all of the theorists we heard about were White males. 

One particular example left Virginia quite puzzled. In Dr. Adam's class, she 
had chosen a topic for her Theory Analysis literature review (a paper and 
an oral presentation) on collective violence—a topic that had been ap­
proved by Dr. Adams from a choice he had provided on a handout and that 
she assumed would deal to some extent with populations in the third 
world, particularly Latin America. But to her surprise, there was nothing in 
the bibliography that she had been assigned to read that was either written 
by a Latin American scholar or that was on the topic of Latin America: 

One thing that struck me as I was reading all the literature that was assigned 
to me for this presentation was that there was no mention of Latin America at 
all. And this was a theoretical program on collective violence. And there was 
no mention of Latin America. 

She thus took this to be a good starting place for her next writing assign­
ments (a paper in Theory Analysis and her project in Theory Construction) 
since this seemed to be a fruitful arena for research. Indeed, she received 
positive feedback from both professors on her choice of topic, and was 
pleased to be investigating a topic that interested her, in spite of the pau­
city of studies listed in the bibliography handout. 

Nevertheless, Virginia found herself questioning the way she was re­
quired to treat her topic in both theory courses—analytically, abstractly, 
and logically, according to guidelines prepared by two White male profes­
sors who had been trained more than 30 years before in the Talcott Par­
sons school of thought. Both professors, for example, commented to Vir­
ginia in written feedback about her needing to "press harder in the future 
for more analytical power in conceptualizing the problem," but did not ap­
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pear to take an interest in her personally, as had Dr. Johnson in helping her 
revise her Theory Construction paper. When she eventually did complete 
the assignment on which she had received an incomplete, she confessed to 
me that she believed that grades were based less on hard work and creativ­
ity than on students' ability to complete the assignments according to the 
recipes of the professors. These recipes, Virginia came to believe, were the 
products of a sociological world run by White middle-class European and 
American males, "theorists," as she called them. 

When Virginia began the program, she had been somewhat skeptical 
about the people she labeled "the theorists"—who they were and what they 
were doing, but was "willing to give them a chance." By this she meant she 
was willing to "be open to their message," and to learn how theory was con­
structed. But by the middle of her first year, she was fairly certain that this 
group did not speak to her concerns: 

Well, um ... I found that through the long process of how theories develop 
that it's very elitist, it focuses on just a few theorists who get published, who 
come from certain schools of sociology, so ah ... My views have changed. I've 
become a little bit more closed minded. 

This view of who controls what work gets done, how it gets done, and what 
gets published, and her perception of who was left out of the process, con­
tributed greatly to Virginia's decision to leave the program with just an MA 
(granted to departing students if they completed the first year of required 
work in the PhD program) and persisted after she left the program and re­
turned to New York. After having had 8 months away from the program dur­
ing which to reflect on her experiences, she said with assertiveness and 
confidence in a taped response to a questionnaire that I sent her in New 
York that: 

[t]his university's sociology is scientific and formal. My opinion about doing 
sociology in this way is that I think that it's an elitist way of doing sociology. 
It's um, especially when you don't combine the scientific and the formal with 
the informal, the normal, everyday language that is needed to communicate 
with people outside of sociology. So I find it elitist, um, very exclusive way of 
doing sociology. 

Some months after returning home to New York, Virginia took a job as a 
research assistant in a small nonprofit Puerto Rican educational organiza­
tion in Brooklyn. Her experiences there put her in touch with the people 
she wished to work with and help. Yet she felt a great deal of frustration at 
not being able to use some of the skills she had acquired the year before. 
From the inside, this time, rather than from the outside, she felt the need 
for something more—for further training that would give her a more influen­
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tial and authoritative voice in what was being done. Having stepped into a 
world where being "elitist" gave one a voice, she agonized over where she 
might fit in. In a letter written a year after she left the program, she com­
mented, "I understand why I felt alienated, (...) but I have not figured out 
whether the experience means I should do (study) sociology, or I should do 
sociology at that university." 

In correspondence with me over the ensuing years, Virginia continued to 
struggle with how to define herself professionally, with what further educa­
tion she might pursue that would be more relevant to her interests in cul­
turally diverse and underprivileged populations yet that would still give her 
an influential voice, and with what discipline-specific language, practices, 
and values she felt comfortable with. Of one thing she was certain: "Having 
a masters in sociology is not enough to get people to listen to the ideas of a 
young Puerto Rican woman." 

Hence, wishing to add an authoritative voice at a more practical level 
within the power structure in the world of social science, she decided 2 
years after leaving her PhD program with a masters degree to accept the of­
fer of a scholarship for a second masters in social work at an East coast uni­
versity. Just 25 at the time, with many years ahead of her in which to edu­
cate herself even further if she one day chose to, Virginia had opted to 
leave the theorists to their work and to move ahead with her own more 
concrete, here-and-now agenda. She completed that degree and moved into 
work in women's and family counseling. By the time I saw her in New York 
in 1999, she had moved to Manhattan and begun her new job as a counselor 
at Mt. Sinai. I overheard part of a telephone call she made in response to 
her beeper, which had gone off as we drank coffee and chatted in the staff 
cafeteria. From the wall phone in the cafeteria I listened to a confident and 
competent young woman participating in an important conversation about 
the health and well-being of a real person. She seemed to be very good at 
this new and serious game and to have finally found a professional home. 

Uncomfortable Games and Partial Enculturation 

In her first and only year in the doctoral program in the sociology program, 
Virginia was not participating in the practices of professional sociologists. 
Had she stayed, she probably would have joined one or more research 
projects, as did Prior's (1998) Moira, and associated with students who 
were beginning to publish and present papers at conferences. She might 
also have continued to develop alignments with one or more faculty within 
or outside the sociology department with whom she felt more comfortable 
than she did with the two theory professors, such as Dr. Johnson, had he 
himself stayed in the program. She did in fact feel a bond with her statistics 
professor, a young untenured man who had confessed to me in an interview 
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that the language and thinking of the old guard theory professors were at 
times beyond his comprehension. He himself had not yet published in the 
field's most prestigious journals, and students I spoke with guessed he 
would not get tenure in spite of his popularity as a teacher. 

But Virginia's academic life was split from her personal life to a degree 
that could not be bridged without more mentoring like that she received 
from Dr. Johnson. Her own decision to leave the program, however, and to 
rethink and reshape her academic and professional identities indicated that 
her sense of agency and intentionality were strong. The act of leaving itself 
was one that helped her regain a sense of coherence and purpose in her 
life, enabling her to begin constructing a new biographical narrative 
(Giddens, 1991; Linde, 1993; Polkinghorne, 1991) for herself in a new setting. 
She learned that games of language, knowledge, and power can be played 
in many different ways and that some of them could comfortably suit her. 

Ten years after Virginia left her sociology PhD program I came across an 
article on the experiences of "women of color graduate students in sociol­
ogy" by Margolis and Romero (1998). Virginia's experiences at the uncom­
fortable game of disciplinary enculturation resembled those of the women 
in this study. The authors titled their paper from a quote by one of their 26 
questionnaire and phone interview informants: "The Department Is Very 
Male, Very White, Very Old, and Very Conservative." Their paper does not 
focus on literacy practices per se but on the "hidden curriculum" in the 
graduate sociology departments from across the United States that they 
claim works to reproduce inequalities of race, gender, and class in addition 
to producing professional sociologists. However, literacy practices, as can 
be inferred from the case study of Virginia, cannot be separated from other 
practices, such as who gets funding and which students get mentored, since 
literacy practices are implicated in these other activities. All these aspects 
are part of the larger academic literacy game. Minority women, as Margolis 
and Romero learned, may find themselves struggling on a hostile academic 
playing field where their literacy practices, as a result of a hidden curricu­
lum, are not nurtured. 

Briefly, the women informants in the Margolis and Romero study (Native 
Americans, African Americans, Asian Americans, and Latinas) told the au­
thors about overly competitive and discriminatory practices among stu­
dents in their departments. They spoke of systems of ranking, lack of 
mentoring for some students, stereotyping and stigmatizing of the women 
in various ways such as assuming they were affirmative action students, 
students' tendency to blame themselves for the problems they were hav­
ing, the lack of interest in their programs in research interests that were 
practical and political rather than theoretical, and loneliness and isolation. 
As did Virginia, they also noted the paucity of courses and readings that 
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dealt with gender and race. The voice in the quote that follows could have 
been Virginia's in its reflection on the "silences" in the graduate curriculum: 

The message is that U.S. sociology (that is sociology from a White, male, mid-
dle-class, and heterosexual perspective) is the legitimate form of sociology-
others are either illegitimate or less valuable forms of knowledge. As one stu­
dent concludes: 

I mean it was like saying that all the thinking in the world conies from Eu­
rope. People in other parts of the world don't have ideas. Your experi­
ence as a person of color isn't really reflected in what you study and 
what you learn. 

(Margolis & Romero, 1998, p. 21) 

Margolis and Romero learned from the women they interviewed some of 
the ways they resisted the hidden curriculum of their programs, and as 
Ortner (1996) noted, found "slippages" in the game rules that enable their 
resistance. Like Virginia, they worked hard to maintain strong links to their 
home communities. They also challenged research that had been done on 
their own communities, finding contradictions between theory and prac­
tice. They brought in guest speakers, took classes outside the department 
(as did the students in Virginia's cohort) and fought to have departmental 
resources allocated fairly (p. 25). Like Virginia, many of these women were 
from working-class backgrounds. Unlike Virginia, they were not fresh out of 
undergraduate school, so perhaps had more mature senses of identity and 
direction. They were committed to surviving in and helping to transform 
their graduate environments. They were not helpless, nor were they vic­
tims, in spite of the inequalities and their dissatisfactions. Past sociology 
students in the program I studied likewise helped transform Bernstein's 
core theory course through their insistence on a less narrow approach to 
doing sociology, hence the changes in the course in the semester I ob­
served it. In contrast, at the time she left her program, Virginia did not per­
ceive herself as someone who could contribute to change in her program or 
as someone who could approach the more powerful players in the depart­
ment to ask for more substantive mentoring of the kind she received from 
Dr. Johnson. What she did do, however, was to express in her final paper to 
Bernstein the need for more qualitative studies in sociology. Her voice was 
small, but it was a voice. 

To the extent that academic literacy games are defined by powerful play­
ers who are not in touch with the diversity within their own departments 
and fields, by language and tactics of exclusion rather than inclusion, and 
by ways of knowing that define narrowly what the games consist of, players 
like Virginia and those studied by Margolis and Romero will find it uncom­
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fortable to become team players. In the case of Virginia, at least, it was the 
university team's loss and the Mt. Sinai team's gain. 

CHAPTER REFLECTIONS 

In this chapter I have explored but not resolved questions about what hap­
pens in doctoral programs as students go through the unsettling and some­
times exhilarating process of learning new academic literacy games. These 
involve unfamiliar language, ways of knowing, and roles and relationships 
of power among players, and often require that students paradoxically both 
adhere to convention and pursue complexity, skills of critiquing, and origi­
nality. 

In the published studies that I reviewed and in my own case study, doc­
toral students were constructing identities in the face of such unfamiliarity 
and paradox, often being portrayed as immersed in practices that would ul­
timately transform them into legitimate participants in their communities of 
academic practice. However, as Margolis and Romero (1998) point out, 
graduate programs require that students construct new professional identi­
ties but they provide little in the way of concrete assistance in helping stu­
dents make the leap from other-directed student practices such as taking 
courses and qualifying exams to self-directed research practices needed by 
professional members of a discipline (p. 7). Identity transformation takes 
place over time as students build portfolios of "real" work (Reynolds, 1994) 
and find their way into research projects and teaching assistantships and 
engage in informal associations with classmates and professors. But this 
transformation remains partial in the school setting, as Blakeslee (1997) 
found with the student she observed in physics, Dannels (2000) with stu­
dents in mechanical engineering, and Freedman and Adam (1996) with stu­
dents in public administration. 

As the case studies in this chapter show, academic literacy practices, in­
terwoven as they are with other social practices in graduate departments, 
play important roles in shaping new identities of students, many of whom 
eventually figure out often with much attendant discomfort how to play and 
survive the game and how to resist being absorbed by academic cultures 
and subcultures that at first seem intimidating and impenetrable. Some stu­
dents like Virginia figure out through their literacy experiences when to 
quit playing one kind of game and move on to another. However, the game 
of redefining the self is no zero-sum matter. If the doctoral students in the 
Margolis and Romero (1998) study can be taken as in any way typical (other 
studies on academic identity such as that by Ivanic, 1998, suggest that they 
were), students probably never lose the identities they bring with them to 
programs in spite of periods in which they may flounder and take on the 
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voices of others. Their multimembership in different communities of prac­
tice in ways that are more or less central or peripheral (Wenger, 1998) prob­
ably ensures that students at times feel fragmented, pulled in different di­
rections, resistant at times and compliant at others. From this perspective, 
identities are always in the process of being constructed—a "constant be­
coming" as Wenger (1998) phrased it. Donna Haraway (1988) suggests that 
"the knowing self is partial in all its guises, never finished ... ; it is always 
constructed and stitched together imperfectly ..." (p. 586). The search for 
identity (personal, academic, professional) is thus a search for coherence, 
not completeness (Giddens, 1991; Linde, 1993; Polkinghorne, 1991; see the 
discussion in Chap. 7). 

Using Ortner's (1996) framing (see Chap. 1), the doctoral students I dis­
cussed in this chapter were all learning to redefine their identities by play­
ing or resisting the serious academic games demanded by their graduate 
school settings. As Ortner (1996) notes, game players, even subalterns, are 
both construed by the game and influential in changing the game, even in 
small ways (p. 20). Moreover, as is the case in social life in general, games 
players exist in webs of power relationships that continually get renegoti­
ated within the loopholes of local power games. In the graduate school set­
ting, the traditionally defined literacy practices of reading and writing could 
not be disentangled from concrete and local relationships and contests of 
power, from competition with self and others, and from multiple personal 
influences. However, in the studies I reviewed in this chapter, success and 
failure could not easily be distinguished since growth and change hap­
pened uncomfortably through bungled as well as successful attempts at 
participation in literate practices and in Virginia's case, through her even­
tual realization that she did not need to be trapped into one kind of game. 
Ortner's game construct within her theory of practice, grounded as it is in 
the concreteness of particular events, privileges the agency of the players, 
the subaltern in particular (unlike the theories of practice of Bourdieu and 
Giddens; see Chap. 1), and helps us see Virginia's case as something other 
than a case of failure to be enculturated. It also helps us see that Virginia, 
Nate, Moira, and the women of color in the Margolis and Romero (1998) 
study were involved in multiple identity-shaping games involving gender, 
class, and race in interaction with text-based genre games. As Ortner would 
no doubt concur, learning to identify the multiplicity of games expands game 
players' choices and thus their agency, including the decision not to play. 
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Juggling and Balancing 
Games of Bilingual Faculty 

PERSONAL REFLECTIONS ON MULTILINGUALISM 

It is very easy to say that anyone teaching language (first, second, foreign, 
...) should have experienced what it is like to study a language in addition 
to one's mother tongue. This advice probably comes across as humorous 
to a European audience, which routinely not only studies but uses more 
than one language. In the United States, people understand much less 
readily the normality of the rest of the world's multilingualism. In the 
United States, we have to argue repeatedly and persuasively why it is in our 
interest to know more than one language. This argument becomes increas­
ingly difficult when we limit the discussion to academic contexts, where the 
language of most journals, international conferences, and electronic com­
munication is English (Swales, 1997). 

But in my case, and I think I am not unique, learning a language other 
than my mother tongue (Spanish well, French less well, survival Japanese), 
and then having to teach my mother tongue to speakers of other languages, 
more than anything else in my life have helped me understand my own lan­
guage and culture more deeply than had I remained monolingual. What I 
don't know is what "studying another language" means to others, or what 
level of proficiency a person needs to reach in order to begin to see oneself 
in expanded ways—ways that help prevent ethnocentrism, for example, or 
that expose for awe and appreciation the mysteries and miracles of lan­
guage. I am guessing that one needs more than a year or two of high school 
French, but I don't think one has to become fully bilingual, whatever that 
hotly contested political and linguistic term means. I do think that one 
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needs to study enough of another language to be able to perceive that lan­
guage (and hence one's own) as a whole system, remarkable in its own 
ways for how it solves the problems of communication and expression for 
its users. 

I also think that it is useful to learn enough about another language to be 
able to perceive the differences between eloquent and uninspiring uses of 
that language, a perception that, to me as a non-English major who never 
studied literature, has helped me see English with new eyes. It is how 
speakers and writers use language, not the language itself, that is beautiful 
or clumsy. For both first and second language users, this is optimistic news. 
Monolingual or multilingual, we can all become competent and even ex­
traordinarily effective users of at least one language. Bilingual and multilin­
gual language users can appreciate this miracle concretely. I for one am as­
tounded at how many people become competent academic users of a 
second language at such a high level of academic and technical expertise 
that they can read, write, present, and publish in that language. How many 
mother tongue English speakers who teach writing, literacy skills, and lan­
guage teacher education can do this? I know even some second language 
educators who are competent in no language but their own native English. 
And how many of us disregard or are unaware of the challenges our diverse 
populations of students face in our language and content classes, and the 
related sociopolitical dimensions that some of them encounter later as they 
move on to higher levels of schooling or return to home countries to teach 
or work using more than one language? 

I recall with some discomfort a time many years ago when I thought I 
wanted to become a teacher of high school Spanish. I had studied Spanish 
in high school and college, and a couple of years later found myself in an 
MA program in Spanish. I had nearly finished the program when I moved to 
an education department in the same school that allowed me to focus on 
linguistics and second language education. Fortunately, I was in the Spanish 
program long enough to experience what it was like to study at the gradu­
ate level in a language not my own. Most of my classmates in the small pro­
gram were native speakers of Spanish, and as such they comfortably domi­
nated class discussions during which I sat attentive but silent. I read the 
texts slowly (all Spanish literature) with the aid of a large Cassell's diction­
ary, and had to satisfy myself most of the time with good but partial com­
prehension. I wrote papers even more slowly, without any sense beyond 
what I knew of writing academic papers in English (not much at that time) 
of what was expected. I passed with As and Bs, not sure why, and not sure 
of how to improve. Although I had been introduced to the rich literature 
from Latin America by Argentinean Sra Cambas in my intermediate Spanish 
course at the same school, I had little connection with it in my graduate 
program, where all that we studied in the major sequence of courses fo­
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cused on different eras of Spanish (not Hispanic) literature, beginning with 
the Middle Ages. Our only professor was a Spaniard trained in religion and 
Spanish literature, passionate about the vast cultural knowledge he wished 
to share of his beloved country. He lectured nonstop, my attention dis­
tracted from El Cid by the small white flecks of spittle that formed in the 
corners of his mouth. Still, my comprehension of spoken and written Span­
ish soared. In spite of these successes, it was not until long after I left the 
graduate Spanish program that I discovered Gabriel Garcia Marquez, Jorge 
Luis Borges, and Isabel Allende in the original and that I was able to hold 
my own in philosophical arguments with Sra Cambas, now Profesora Eme­
rita, in her mid-80s, and still dancing the tango. 

When I consider what it took to get me to the point where I could pass 
graduate classes in Spanish (3 years in high school, 2 years in college, 1 
year of intensive intermediate-advanced), I am awed by what my under­
graduates, graduate students, and colleagues are trying to do in their sec­
ond languages. I need to reflect back more often than I tend to on how I felt 
as a foreign language user in a class full of native speakers. I wonder now, 
had I finished an MA in Spanish, whether I could have survived a PhD 
program in a Spanish-medium setting. Could I have learned to write and 
publish academic articles in Spanish, as many of my nonnative English 
speaking colleagues do in English? In spite of my advanced proficiency in 
Spanish, I cannot conceive of being able to do this. My hat is off to all who 
try, not only to all who succeed. 

I imagine there might be a few English mother tongue readers of this 
chapter who have not studied a second language in much depth and who 
are not involved with issues of multilingualism, multidialectism, or multicul­
turalism in their current teaching or learning. I cannot predict whether the 
issues and stories from this chapter will resonate with them (Conle, 1996). 
But the stories should resonate if such readers have any colleagues, class­
mates, or students in their academic settings whose mother tongue is not 
English. Some of those teachers and learners may plan to stay in an English-
medium setting or to establish academic careers in host or home countries 
where they will be using English. The stories in this chapter—literacy auto­
biographies and case studies—may affect monolingual readers' understand­
ing of the challenges facing colleagues, classmates, and students as they de­
velop and practice their evolving academic literacies in languages other 
than their mother tongues. I wonder, too, if taking the perspective of out­
sider on occasion helps insiders perceive some of the complex linguistic, 
social, and political nature of their "insideness," and so see their col­
leagues, classmates, and students in a new light. I believe this happened 
with me and culminated with my experiences in Japan, where as an illiter­
ate outsider I was privileged to get to know several Japanese colleagues 
who published far more than I did in English (see the third section of this 
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chapter). I saw myself and them in new lights and found truth in neither 
perspective. I hope that all readers, monolingual or multilingual, will take 
courage from these stories for themselves as well as be reminded of the 
problematic notions of insider and outsider in the discoursal construction 
of academic identities and the playing of academic literacy games. 

PUBLISHED STUDIES 

In the mid to late 1990s and into the 21st century, interest and curiosity has 
begun to grow about how professional language education scholars deal 
with issues they faced in learning to write for publication (Casanave & 
Vandrick, forthcoming), and how bi- or multilingual scholars in particular 
manage to live and work using languages other than or in addition to their 
mother tongues (Belcher & Connor, 2001; Braine, 1999a, 1999b; Canagarajah, 
1996). The challenges are daunting. For example, sociolinguistic studies of 
published research articles are beginning to reveal the extraordinary rhe­
torical and linguistic resources that effective academic writers employ. Ef­
fective writers know how to position their work within a field in their article 
introductions (Swales, 1990; Swales & Najjar, 1987); they know how to guide 
readers' interpretations of a text through strategic uses of metadiscourse 
(Hyland, 1998); they can employ politeness strategies that work to promote 
their own ideas without threatening readers (Hyland, 1996a, 1996b; Myers, 
1989); they are able to cite the work of others in ways that help them forge 
alliances and promote harmony with some and distance them from others 
(Hyland, 1999; Paul, 2000); and in general they are able to use language to 
position themselves strategically in relation to their fields and their readers 
in ways that represent their community's values (Hyland, 1997, 2000). They 
also understand the social and political nature of responding to reviewers, 
editors, and coauthors and of the need to negotiate, compromise, and re­
vise multiple times in order to bring a piece of writing to print (Berken­
kotter & Huckin, 1995; Flowerdew, 2000; Myers, 1985; Ochs & Jacoby, 1997; 
Sullivan, 1996). They wrestle with power-infused and entrenched academic 
cultures, where marginalized faculty that include women, part-timers, and 
untenured teachers risk being excluded if they don't play their academic 
games in a savvy way (Cayton, 1991; Fontaine & Hunter, 1993; Geisler, 1992; 
Kirsch, 1993; Thompkins, 1987), yet some find ways to break with conven­
tion and still participate in academic conversations (Bishop, 1997a; Brid-
well-Bowles, 1997; Villanueva, 1997). 

In the case of bilingual academics, all of these linguistic, social, and polit­
ical practices must be enacted in writers' second languages. Hugh Gosden 
(1996), for one, has shown how difficult it is for novice Japanese research­
ers to write an article for publication in English. Even bilingual scholars 
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who have spent many years in English-medium settings may not compre­
hend or be able to use to their advantage the many interwoven layers of so­
cial, linguistic, and political aspects of writing for publication (Flowerdew, 
2000, discussed further below). Moreover, bilingual and multilingual schol­
ars from Third World countries may also be constrained by material short­
ages (books, paper; Canagarajah, 1996) to say nothing of reliable access to 
Internet resources. In spite of these challenges facing scholars from around 
the world, and in spite of the unfair dominance of English as the primary 
language for international publication (Pennycook, 1994; Phillipson, 1992; 
Swales, 1997), many nonnative-English speaking authors are finding their 
way into print in English-medium outlets. 

As trends in scholarly writing have increasingly opened to more reflec­
tive and personal styles, bilingual authors are beginning to enlighten Eng-
lish-speaking audiences with insights into their bilingual backgrounds and 
experiences (Belcher & Connor, 2001; Braine, 1999a; Connor, 1999; Kubota, 
1999; Li, 1999; Liu, 1999; Lu, 1987; Shen, 1989). Questions abound about pro­
fessional identities, cultural affinities and alignments, and culturally influ­
enced game rules that are adapted, changed, and resisted by practicing 
professional academics. I discuss three published stories here, one case 
study of a novice academic writer, "Oliver," in Hong Kong (Flowerdew, 
2000), and two literacy autobiographies published in George Braine's 
(1999b) collection of essays by nonnative-English speaking language educa­
tors, those of Xiao-Ming Li (1999) and Ulla Connor (1999). 

Oliver 

John Flowerdew has explored the experiences of Cantonese academics in 
Hong Kong who publish in international English language refereed journals 
(Flowerdew, 1999a, 1999b). In his case study of Oliver, a bilingual scholar 
just starting a career as an assistant professor at a Hong Kong university, 
he takes a closer look at the problems, strategies, and perceptions of a 
young academic as he struggled to bring one article to print in his major 
field of communication (Flowerdew, 2000). Using a framework from Lave 
and Wenger (1991) of legitimate peripheral participation, Flowerdew exam­
ined the roles of a local editor, a journal editor, an in-house journal edi­
tor and reviewer, and Oliver himself over several months of negotiating, 
editing, and revising. Through analyses of interviews and e-mail communi­
cations with Oliver and the local editor, communications from the journal 
editors, and drafts of Oliver's papers, Flowerdew documented Oliver's fence-
riding journey as a competent but rhetorically naive and not quite native-
like academic writer from the initial accept-with-revisions letter from the 
journal to the appearance of the article in print. 
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Flowerdew tells us that Oliver had a great deal of exposure to English 
from childhood on, including studying at English-medium elementary and 
second schools, a bilingual education in English and Chinese at a Hong 
Kong university, and all graduate work (MA and PhD) in the United States. 
During his graduate study in the United States he was thoroughly immersed 
in an English-language environment both in and out of the university. Oliver 
himself told Flowerdew that both Chinese and English were his native lan­
guages, although in some interviews he referred to himself as a nonnative 
speaker of English. In his PhD program in mass communications, Oliver 
worked closely with small groups of colleagues and a faculty mentor who 
provided both academic and personal support and who commented on all 
drafts of papers written by Oliver and other students. Oliver had published 
several single and coauthored papers with people from his PhD program, 
some of whom he was still working with from his new academic home in 
Hong Kong. 

At the time of Flowerdew's study, Oliver was under a great deal of pres­
sure to publish an article in a refcreed international journal in time for it to 
be considered in the review for his contract renewal. Flowerdew (2000) 
notes that—unlike the case for the bilingual scholars I worked with in Japan 
(see the third section of this chapter)—"tenure and promotion in Hong Kong 
are dependent upon publication in international refereed journals" (p. 34). 
Because most journals in Chinese are not refereed, publication in English is 
essential. At the same time Oliver was also preparing for his dissertation 
defense, teaching and preparing a teaching portfolio for his review, and 
working on several other articles. 

Like the two young bilingual scholars in my own case study, Oliver found 
it easier to write academic material in English than in his native language. 
He attributed this fact to his graduate education in the United States, which 
included not only a great deal of writing but also research methods 
courses. Still, his academic English did not seem to be fully native-like. Oli­
ver knew that journal editors reacted negatively to manuscripts that had a 
nonnative flavor. He himself had gotten such comments, and given his bilin­
gual status resented somewhat having this label applied to his writing. Oli­
ver, however, was less concerned with language problems than with what 
he saw as a problem of being isolated from the mainstream academic and 
research community he wished to participate in. Being in Hong Kong, dis­
tanced from the centers of hot intellectual debate in his field, he felt he was 
losing touch. E-mail, he claimed, was no substitute for "direct conversation" 
(p. 136). 

Oliver worked on the article used in Flowerdew's case study for about a 
year and a half. On his third try, after a rejection and a luke-warm response 
from a journal that could not publish in time for his review, Oliver received 
a positive response from a journal somewhat outside his field. What fol­
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lowed were 8 months of negotiations and revisions that involved some­
times difficult communications with Oliver from journal editors and the lo­
cal editor. The local editor, for example, believed that Oliver wanted him to 
edit the drafts independently, but soon realized that the paper needed 
more than superficial attention. Oliver, however, was not able or willing to 
consult at length with the local editor at early stages of revision. The pri­
mary substantive revisions, then, were prompted by major structural and 
thematic changes demanded by reviewers and editors of the journal. 
Noting "that an immense editing job had to be done" (p. 139) the journal ed­
itor several times gave Oliver a chance to (hinted that he should?) bail out 
and submit the article elsewhere, but Oliver persisted. In the ensuing 
months, the in-house journal editor changed nearly every aspect of the pa-
per—its focus, its organization, its length, the language and phrasing of 
nearly every sentence, and even aspects of the content. 

Flowerdew views these negotiations as part of Oliver's legitimate periph­
eral participation in communities of scholars who publish and whose arti­
cles inevitably blend voices, content, and language from multiple sources. 
The extremes to which the journal editors went to help Oliver shape his ar­
ticle to fit the journal's style and purpose seem unusual, but perhaps under­
standable given the editor's early commitment to publish. In spite of the dif­
ficulty of the process, Oliver became more aware of the rhetorical nature of 
writing for publication through this experience, noting that in future writing 
he would need to pay more attention to the focus and style demanded by 
particular journals and less to his own attachment to particular content (p. 
143). Flowerdew notes too that as a nonnnative speaker living far from dis­
course communities that could have afforded him face to face interaction 
with scholars in his field, Oliver could not be considered a full member of 
his target discourse community (p. 146). However, many aspects of the pub­
lishing "game" (p. 145) played by Oliver will probably resonate with anyone 
who tries to write for publication (Casanave & Vandrick, forthcoming). 

Not fully explored in Flowerdew's (2000) study is the rich multicultural 
and political nature of Oliver's case. For instance, we have the impression 
from the case study that a rather well-defined "target discourse commu­
nity" (p. 146) existed that Oliver needed to accommodate to—a questionable 
assumption. Further, Flowerdew's suggestions for how to help bilingual 
scholars like Oliver publish in international journals imply that it is the non­
native speakers who need to do all the learning and accommodating—that 
"editors, reviewers, and the academic community at large ... have a duty to 
facilitate and optimise such learning" (p. 147). Teachers of academic writ­
ing, too, can assist nonnative speaking scholars by "bringing together ap­
prentice professionals to share their experiences and reflect together on 
their ongoing legitimate peripheral participation" (p. 147). Certainly Oliver 
and other novice scholars must understand the rhetorical nature of profes­
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sional academic writing games, and assistance from journal editors and re­
flective colleagues plays an invaluable role in this enculturation process. 
But novice scholars, no matter what their mother tongues, also need to un­
derstand that one of the purposes for publishing is to add their own voices 
to authoritative conversations in a field, and thus help change the field and 
its practices. I wanted more reflection in this article by both Flowerdew as 
researcher-author and Oliver as participant on Oliver's evolving identity as 
a scholar with a potential for authority and agency but as one caught in a 
political game with gatekeepers at his university and with the journal(s) to 
which he was submitting his articles. 

Xiao-Ming Li 

Xiao-Ming Li is herself a bilingual academic, as familiar with the rules of 
good writing in Chinese as in English, as her study of the responses to stu­
dent writing of two Chinese and two American teachers shows (Li, 1996). 
Written up as a book that tries to unravel what "good writing" means in Chi­
nese and American cultural contexts, the study familiarizes us with the per­
spectives of two Chinese and two American teachers through their written 
commentary on personal narratives written by Chinese and American stu­
dents and through additional interview data. The book itself, she tells us, 
will also be published in Chinese, presumably translated by her. We learn 
something about her in this book too, partly through her own narrative his­
tory brief as it is, and partly through the stance she takes in her analysis. 
We also learn about her in a later publication in which she traces her jour­
ney from her role as a shy mentee of Donald Murray, who taught her about 
voice and risk and encouraged her first publication, to a battle for tenure at 
a university with her book, Good Writing, at the center of the playing field 
(Li, 1999). 

Li tells us that she was from a family with "an impeccable revolutionary 
past" that then fell victim to the abuses of the Cultural Revolution from 1966 
to 1976 (Li, 1996, p. ix). Later, when the country had stabilized under the 
leadership of Deng Xiaoping, she received a scholarship to study in the 
United States. Li described herself as a good writer in the Chinese context. 
As a teenager, she was encouraged by the praise her writing received from 
her teachers and often had her writing read aloud to the class, an honor 
given to the best students. She eagerly looked forward to her teachers' writ­
ten comments, which regularly noted her essays' good structure and flu­
ency of language (p. xi). Readings were used as models of ideal texts, and 
students' essays were analyzed in terms of those models: "We were told 
that without the form, the content would have no body, and without the 
content, the form would have no soul" (p. xi). 
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Li (1996) found later that in her American university she was confused 
about how to write, what to write, and how to improve. She reports in Good 
Writing about getting mixed messages about being specific but subtle, being 
both too vague and redundant, and being told to write whatever she 
wanted yet knowing some topics were valued more than others (p. xii). 
When she herself became a writing instructor as part of her graduate work, 
she was not sure of how to respond to students' writing, finding the criteria 
for good writing "elusive" (p. xii). She came to see the standards for good 
writing in American English as "hidden rather than displayed" unlike in 
China where her teachers were "more willing to openly admit their power 
over students" (p. xii). 

In spite of these differences in the transparency of criteria in her experi­
ences in China and America, Li asserts that 

all parties share the conviction that the standards of good writing, which are 
meted out through grades and comments, are entirely objective; a good piece 
of writing is a good piece of writing—pure and simple. My experience in two 
cultures, however, shows me a different picture: what is "good writing" is a 
messy and complex issue, anything but pure and simple, (p. xiii) 

Her study explores some of this messiness from the rare perspectives of 
both insider and outsider in both countries. On her return to China to con­
duct her dissertation interviews, she was treated with the respect of a for­
eign visitor. In the United States she was always considered Chinese. When 
interviewing her two Chinese informants, she questioned them from a base 
of knowledge and values that she had acquired in her studies in the United 
States. When interviewing her two U.S. informants, she constructed her 
questions with the practices and values in mind that she had learned in 
China. By the end of the study, she was not sure who she was, since she 
was able to view herself as both "us and them" and as neither "us or them" 
(Li, 1996, p. xiii). 

As a writer in graduate school, Li blossomed under the tutelage of Don­
ald Murray within the safety of the classroom-home setting (Li, 1999). Fasci­
nated by English idioms, she wrote a class paper on this topic, turning it in 
to Murray for "correction," which he doggedly resisted doing: "What makes 
the piece interesting, he insisted, is your unique accent, a different perspec­
tive, and a different style and voice. And he asked why I should want to 
sound like an U.S. writer" (p. 49). She explained that Murray helped her un­
derstand the concept of voice, which enabled her to view writing as more 
than emulation ("ventriloquism"—how she characterized her past activity 
as a writer for Party propaganda in communist China; p. 49). This paper be­
came Li's first publication, a newspaper item in The Boston Globe. 
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Other mentors urged Li to conduct dissertation research that drew on her 
unusual position as both insider and outsider to two very different cultures, 
and later to revise and publish this dissertation, which she did. In describing 
this process, Li refers to her "dual identity" (p. 52) that allowed her to play 
one set of values and conventions off against another regardless of the set­
ting she was in (cf. the cases of Fan Shen, 1989, and Min-Zhan Lu, 1987). 

After graduating, securing a position at a university in New York, and 
publishing her book, Li continued struggling with issues of identity. "As a 
non-native speaker of English who teaches English in an English speaking 
environment to ESL and native students alike," she tells us, "my cultural 
and linguistic identity is questionable, and so is my professional credibility" 
(Li, 1999, p. 43). Much to her surprise, the one piece of evidence that should 
have provided Li with the professional credibility she needed for promo­
tion from assistant to associate professor "created a crisis that almost de­
stroyed [her career]" (p. 52): Her book on Good Writing was rejected by the 
review committee as unscholarly, impressionistic, and unscientific, even 
though it was an ethnography that should never have been judged accord­
ing to "positivist standards" (p. 53). With the help of well-known people in 
the writing community, strong reviews of her book by people who under­
stood ethnography, as well as the nomination of her book for a prestigious 
award, a faculty review committee and the dean reversed the rejection and 
awarded her both promotion and tenure. 

As a bilingual academic now working in the United States as an English 
professor, Li continues to struggle with notions of identity and with ques­
tions about how to represent herself in her published writing (Li, 1999, per­
sonal communication at the Conference on College Composition and Com­
munication). She cannot answer most of her questions since doing so 
would require clarity and simplicity of vision and absence of dissonance 
and political interests. She found that academic writing games, and the po­
sitioning of self as an academic writer within one, to say nothing of two, cul­
tures, are characterized by none of these. 

Ulla Connor 

Ulla Connor's journey from Finland to the life of an academic in the United 
States, like Xiao Ming Li's, took place over many years with the help of sev­
eral key mentors and colleagues (Connor, 1999). As portrayed in Connor 
(1999), with the exception of one very low point after failing PhD qualifying 
exams in comparative literature, her rise to the position of a prominent 
English language voice in the second language education field seems less 
anguished than Li's development as a bilingual academic writer even though 
her literacy autobiography is filled with reflections on differences between 
Finnish and American English academic writing. 
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Connor talks of getting a great deal of detailed assistance with her writ­
ing in English from the earliest stages of her masters thesis from a Finnish 
linguist-mentor such that the strong voice that resonates in that document 
was not her own, but his (p. 31). Later, in a PhD program in comparative lit­
erature, she had no mentor in a program that seemed also to have few 
guidelines and resources to support students' learning. Devastated after 
failing her oral exams in that program, she left the school and taught as an 
ESL K-12 instructor and as a teacher of Swedish for 3 years, abandoning ac­
ademic pursuits altogether. However, she eventually found herself in a PhD 
program in Education and English linguistics that suited her need for explic­
itness and precision. This program, she relates, 

taught me new skills in statistics and research design and the orderly, coherent 
writing of research. An empirical research orientation with a strong education 
foundation gave me explicit models of good research and good writing for the 
first time. I adapted them with zeal. (Connor, 1999, p. 32) 

She also married a supportive American husband who was himself a good 
academic writer and regularly sought editorial help on all her academic 
writing from him and others. In this regard she embraced writing as an 
openly social practice. Her confidence in herself as a writer of academic 
English grew along with her increased proficiency in general English and 
her experience writing papers for her classes. Her first publication was a 
coauthored paper with one of her professors. 

Later, as an assistant professor at Georgetown, Connor worked toward 
promotion and tenure. This process is often wretchedly difficult for people 
who are working in their mother tongues as well as in second languages but 
we do not get a sense of anguish in this part of Connor's journey from her 
published story. Rather, she speaks of learning from Deborah Tannen how 
enjoyable writing could be, and how indeed she gradually learned to find 
writing rewarding (see the case of Yasuko, Chap. 2). She also relates the fact 
that she received many rejections of her applied linguistics papers when she 
submitted them for publication, and that some reviews mentioned her "non­
nativeness" (p. 33), a comment that Flowerdew's (2000) Oliver also made. 
However, we do not learn the details of what she experienced or felt in re­
sponse to these rejections. We can only guess that either Connor bounced 
back quickly or that there are more personal aspects of the development of 
her academic identity that she did not include in the public document (see 
the story of Judy in Chap. 6). We do learn that the most rewarding research­
ing and writing experiences happened in interaction with trusted col­
leagues who themselves were researching and writing. She explains that 
now she publishes more than most of her English-speaking colleagues, not­
ing that "[pjerhaps that is because I have never been shy to ask others to 
read my drafts and comment on them" (Connor, 1999, p. 36). 
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Connor's confident sense of self as a U.S. academic writer was solidified 
during her sabbatical in Finland where she was assisting some Finnish re­
searchers in the preparation of a grant proposal for a project that itself cul­
minated in a booklet in Finnish on how to write grant proposals in English. 
Connor wanted the booklet not only to explain about conventional rhetori­
cal organization in English but to demonstrate it in the writing style of the 
booklet itself. She found the first draft written by her Finnish colleagues in­
coherent: 

My point was that the book described how U.S. English writing differs from 
Finnish writing; therefore it was important to show how to state the main thesis 
at the beginning, giving examples and providing transitions, and repeating the 
main points. The Finnish researcher assistants disagreed. (Connor, 1999, p. 35) 

In spite of her suggestions, the final version did not reflect any of the major 
changes that Connor had suggested. Moreover, the Finns found her oral 
presentation style to be typical of what they believed was the norm in the 
United States. Rather than calm and measured, Connor appeared to them to 
be "hyper, out of control, an amusing curiosity" in her dramatic use of ges­
tures, tone, and facial expression (p. 36). After this experience, Connor saw 
herself in a new light, with a transformed identity as someone thoroughly 
immersed in and comfortable with U.S. academic culture. Still a Finn by 
birth and upbringing, she was not part of the Finnish academic writing cul­
ture, which "let[s] the reader create order" (p. 35). 

Oliver, Ulla Connor, and Xiao-Ming Li, all bilingual, all educated at the 
graduate level in the United States, differ greatly in their enculturation ex­
periences and in their senses of identity and comfort within their academic 
settings. They seem to have been participating in very different communi­
ties of practice, communities that were constructed not just by external dis­
ciplinary norms but also by the personalities that participated in them and 
their varying modes of participation (Wenger, 1998). Their differences high­
light the impossibility of referring to "bilingual academics" or "multiliterate 
academics" as a coherent singular group (Belcher & Connor, 2001; Braine, 
1999b). Their stories also testify to the importance of locally situated encul­
turation experiences in shaping the discoursal self. Oliver happened to 
have an article accepted in a field somewhat outside his primary commu­
nity, interacted in depth with several editors, and as a result was obligated 
to recognize the importance of professional academic literacy as a rhetori­
cal and social practice. Xiao-Ming Li happened to find her herself in a small 
community of scholars that included Donald Murray. Ulla Connor found 
herself the second time around in a PhD program that provided exactly the 
structure, guidance, and assortment of colleagues she needed to establish 
an academic home. In each of these local communities the game rules and 
advice from coaches differed. 
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But personality, too, no doubt affects a writer's predilection for prefer­
ring one kind of playing field over another. We don't know much about Oli-
ver's personality, but do know that he received some good mentoring in his 
U.S. PhD program and that he was also somewhat unprepared for the vaga­
ries of the publishing game as a young bilingual faculty member. We can 
glean a bit more from the literacy autobiographies of Connor and Li. Con­
nor seems attracted to the orderliness of much of the research in con­
trastive rhetoric and relies on contrastive rhetoric to help explain the dif­
ferences she observed in Finnish and English academic writing (Connor, 
1996). The fact that as a new graduate student Connor found the doing and 
writing of research to be "orderly and coherent" and that she continues be 
comfortable with a "direct Anglo-American" style as opposed to the less 
"reader-friendly" style of the Finns (p. 34) might reflect an aspect of her per­
sonality that thrives on system, precision, and explicitness as a means of 
solidifying her identity. In fact, much research in language education is not 
as tidy as the paradigms that Connor learned from, as she knows from sev­
eral forays into more qualitative playing fields. It seems that she found a 
way (or ways) to locate herself in a subcommunity within a very diverse ac­
ademic culture that did not force her to confront so much of the uncer­
tainty and tension faced by many other academic writers who write in both 
their first and second languages such as Li (1996, 1999). She made this sur­
vival strategy work to her benefit and found a secure community of like-
minded scholars who could work together to further each other's contribu­
tions to a knowledge pool in second language education. 

This systematic approach sets her apart from scholars such as Li, who 
had far fewer explicit guidelines and models to follow in her enculturation 
experiences such as those provided by quantitative research. I get the 
sense from Li (1996, 1999) that the most influential experiences took place 
in a much more open and free-wheeling playing field in the presence of Don­
ald Murray and others who encouraged experimentation and resisted inter­
vening. Although Li is at an earlier stage of her career than is Connor,I have 
trouble imagining Li being on a journey that has a clear and attainable des­
tination. Connor, in contrast, portrays herself at the "end of a journey" after 
her sabbatical writing experience in Finland that helped clarify her identity 
as a "U.S. writer." Xiao Ming Li is less certain of her identity and will no 
doubt spend many more years trying to figure out where she is positioned 
and how she will label herself. Like another bilingual scholar who publishes 
mainly in English, Ryuko Kubota, Li may use her writing and teaching expe­
riences in the future to try to interrogate her identities, her beliefs, and the 
cultural and linguistic assumptions in a field that is susceptible to stereo­
typing (Kubota, 1999). 

In short, the rules of the game seem much clearer to Connor than they 
do to Li, while Oliver's understanding is located somewhere in between. 
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There is truth to be found in all their stories and in none of them. Each 
young academic writer faced a challenge unimaginable to monolinguals, 
that of becoming scholars in communities where their main work of written 
communication and knowledge production was conducted in a second lan­
guage. Each dealt with the confusions and conflicts they encountered in dif­
ferent ways, constructing for themselves different identities as bilingual ac­
ademics and telling different narratives. Oliver's is a story of dislocation, 
Li's is an in-process story within her community, and Connor's is an arrival 
story. Li's is a narrative of uncertainty; Connor's is one of system and secu­
rity. Excerpts from Oliver's much more sparsely told and more event-
focused story convey a sense of growing rhetorical awareness. Li and 
Connor, by publishing their literacy autobiographies, achieved a kind of co­
herence in the construction of their academic identities that is not evident 
in the case study format used by Flowerdew (2000) to tell Oliver's story. In 
all three cases, however, the discoursal selves that are portrayed are par­
tial, including only what the authors choose to reveal and only in the ways 
that they choose to interpret the raw data of their lives (Li and Connor) or 
of someone else's life (Flowerdew's Oliver). From the autobiographies we 
can gather that Li and Connor have played their academic literacy games 
according to different rules in interactions with different kinds of team play­
ers even though both reside in university communities of language and 
composition educators. What would Connor have made of Li's academic en­
culturation experiences, and what would Li have made of Connor's? What 
would a more complexly layered look at Oliver's literacy history have told 
us about how his academic identities shifted from those associated with 
student roles to those associated with professional roles? In all three cases, 
what would more interweavings of social and political aspects of the writing 
games they were learning have revealed about their evolving identities? In 
the next section, I address some of these questions by looking at some tran­
sitional academic practices, attitudes, and identities of bilingual academics 
at a university in Japan. 

CASE STUDY: THE JUGGLING GAMES 

OF BILINGUAL FACULTY1 

When I moved to Japan in 1990 to teach undergraduate English at a new 
branch campus of a Japanese university, I had already been interested for 
some time in how graduate students acquire academic literacy and develop 
an identity within a community of scholars. It was not clear to me at first 
what aspects of this interest I could pursue in my particular undergraduate 

'Adapted from Casanave, C. (1998). Transitions: The Balancing Act of Bilingual Academics. 
Journal of Second Language Writing, 7(2), 175-203. 
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setting, until I realized on perusing our faculty profile book that a rather 
large number of faculty had been educated at the graduate level in the 
United States or Canada, and that some of them were continuing to publish 
and present papers in English. I learned from native English speaking col­
leagues at other universities that they too knew a number of bilingual fac­
ulty and that some of my native English-speaking colleagues knew Japanese 
well enough to be able to write and publish in Japanese. I began to wonder 
how bilingual faculty managed the transition from the writing life of a grad­
uate student in one country to the writing life of a university faculty mem­
ber in another country, and how they established identities as scholars in 
two different linguistic and cultural environments. What were their writing 
lives like, and how did they manage what I imagined to be a dual existence? 
How was it possible for a Japanese member of the faculty, with teaching, 
committee, and project work at the Japanese university, to participate in 
both Japanese and English worlds of academic writing? These are some of 
the questions that motivated a long-term interview project with several Jap­
anese university faculty members in which I examined the roles that writing 
plays in the lives of the informants. As is the case in the rest of the this 
book, I view writing broadly as a socially and politically negotiated game-
like practice, situated within complex environments where interpersonal 
relationships, identities, specific practices, and local contingencies—as well 
as artifacts that include actual pieces of writing—interact (Lave & Wenger, 
1991; Prior, 1996, 1998; Wenger, 1998). 

In this study, I am interested in learning about what kinds of transitional 
writing experiences, in English and Japanese, several bilingual Japanese 
scholars had after they returned to work in a Japanese university with a 
graduate degree from a North American university, and about their percep­
tions of the role of writing in their lives. I do not intend to frame this study 
as a cross-cultural comparison. The ideas that the four people in this proj­
ect shared with me and that I retell are in no way intended to represent gen­
eralizations about either Japanese or North American culture or even about 
the lives of academics. The portrayals are primarily my reconstructions of 
the stories of two key informants, and less centrally of two other individu­
als, who are working at one Japanese university. As is the case with all qual­
itative research, I urge the readers of this chapter to reflect on the issues in 
light of their own experiences in different sociocultural academic contexts 
and to make connections and comparisons where appropriate. 

Setting 

All of the participants in this project worked on the same campus—a new 
branch of an old and well-known private Japanese university from which all 
of them had also graduated with masters degrees or, in one case, a PhD. 
Just over 50% of the faculty on this campus had also graduated from one of 
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the university campuses. About one fourth of the faculty on this campus 
had done graduate work outside Japan, primarily in the United States. At 
the time of writing, all but about 8% of the 100 or so faculty members were 
men, and all but three of the tenured faculty were Japanese. (A PhD was not 
required for tenure, which was granted as part of a full-time position.) Ac­
cording to faculty annual reports, many faculty published in English (about 
25%) as well as in Japanese (about 75%), and about one third attended sev­
eral conferences per year. The foreign-educated faculty in particular at­
tended many international conferences. My own position within this setting 
at the time the research was conducted was that of tenured Associate Pro­
fessor, a post I had held since 1990. 1 was teaching undergraduate English 
content courses, writing, and applied linguistics seminars. I had picked up 
survival level Japanese and could consult minimally with students who 
could not speak English. I could read some basic kanji in addition to the two 
syllabic kana systems of writing, but was functionally illiterate. The follow­
ing case study was conducted in English. 

Participants 

To locate participants, I first sent a letter of invitation in English to all fac­
ulty on our campus who had received graduate degrees in North America 
(approximately 25 people), information that was available in a Faculty Pro­
file booklet. Five people responded positively to the letter and agreed to a 
series of interviews and to share some of their writing with me. One of the 
five later dropped out of the study. My primary informants were two of the 
younger faculty members, Mr. Fumihiko Kubo and Dr. Minami Sasaki,2 both 
at the university on 3-year research associate contracts that involved mini­
mal teaching duties. They were still finishing up dissertations or joint pa­
pers with dissertation advisors in the United States. At the same time, they 
were also starting to get involved in one or more projects in the Japanese 
setting and were looking ahead to finding a permanent job either on this 
campus or elsewhere. It was this transitional period that I was interested in 
learning about. We met over a period of about 2 years. 

Mr. Kubo was in his mid-30s when we first met. We agreed to use first 
names with each other.3 He had a warm round face, and a gentle, enthusias­
tic manner that people around him found quite engaging, and expressed 

2A11 names are pseudonyms. Certain other background information has been altered in the 
interest of confidentiality. Samples of their published writing, much of which was coauthored 
and which could potentially compromise confidentiality, are not included in my account. 

3I refer to all four of the people who participated in this project by title and last name, even 
though 1 was on a first-name basis with three of them. I hope to recognize their status at the uni­
versity, where Japanese faculty often refer to each other by last name + san (or + sensei, for 
older well-respected faculty). 
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himself easily in native-like English. His father was also an educator. His 
family had spent some time abroad while his father did research—in Hawaii 
when Mr. Kubo was an infant, and a full year in Iowa when he was 10. For 
many years he had written a great deal in Japanese—journals, diaries, es-
say-type letters to friends. In his MA program in Japan, he had read eco­
nomics articles in English. He also had attended an MA program in the 
United States in the field of communication before transferring to his PhD 
program at Rutgers, where he was currently still enrolled and trying to fin­
ish up a thesis in Communications from his base in Japan. He mentioned af­
ter our first several interviews how difficult it was to allocate time to his dis­
sertation, particularly given how much he was enjoying his interactions 
with students and in helping them learn to write and in making inroads into 
a specialized academic community in simulation and gaming. He also noted 
that he appreciated our interviews in that they gave him the chance to clar­
ify his thinking about his research topic, his problems with his dissertation 
committee, and his identity, which he saw as in transition. His personal in­
volvement in the interviews, as well as his interest in writing, contributed to 
his willingness to spend time talking on a regular basis. We met seven 
times, for about an hour each time, usually in my office (his choice). 

Dr. Sasaki, a rather tall, lanky, high-energy young woman, was also in her 
mid-30s when I began this project. She wore tiny glasses that either slipped 
nearly to the end of her small nose or hung from her neck on on a chain 
necklace-style. On days when she was not teaching she dressed casually 
and wore her long hair pulled back and fixed with a big plastic clip. When I 
met her in her office she usually had several computers going and at least 
one student research assistant hovering about, all paid for with research 
grants she had been awarded. Her English was fluent and clear, but ac­
cented. She had developed an interest in English very early, and in high 
school it was her favorite subject. As an undergraduate, she had an Ameri­
can female friend in Japan from whom she learned a great deal of English. 
She spent one summer in the United States, but had no other early travel 
experiences. Her grandfather had been an English teacher, so there were 
many English books in her environment as she grew up. She also helped 
her father, a university professor of medicine, translate some of his articles 
into English, editing them with the help of her American friend. In her MA 
program in Japan, she had done a great deal of reading in English in anthro­
pology. When we began our interviews, she had just finished a PhD in 
anthropology at a good university in the United States where she had trans­
ferred from another U.S. university, and was still connected with her advi­
sor and with a colleague with whom she was writing papers. 

She radiated an intensity that distinguished her from the more easy-going 
Mr. Kubo. She was involved in many different research projects at the same 
time, with both Japanese and U.S. colleagues, and often referred to how 
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much pressure she was feeling to finish them and get working on new ones. 
She rarely mentioned her teaching. Like Mr. Kubo, Dr. Sasaki also seemed 
to thrive on the opportunity to discuss her work and her work-related prob­
lems with an eager listener, and I looked forward to our talks as well, find­
ing solace in intellectually interesting and in-depth conversations with one 
of the few women on our campus. In addition to our substantive talks, she 
occasionally requested my help in proofreading her English when she was 
getting ready to submit something for publication. Her persona did not fit 
the stereotype of the meek and modest Japanese woman. She had a strong 
personality and was an incisive and critical thinker. We met nine times, usu­
ally in her office, and were on a first-name basis from the beginning. 

Two other faculty members, both male and more well established, par­
ticipated in this project somewhat less centrally. Dr. Mitsuhiro Matsuyama 
was in his late 30s when we began our interviews. He was one of the first 
Japanese faculty members I had met when I first arrived at the university 
and had been helpful in getting me settled in. We were on a first-name basis 
from that time. A graduate of a Japanese university at the masters level, he 
had been hired in his present job as a tenured associate professor, al­
though he indicated that his career was still in transition. His PhD in Indus­
trial and Labor Relations was from the a midwestern U.S. university and he 
had taught in North America for several years before returning to Japan. 
Short and round-faced, always ready with a smile, he radiated a cheerful­
ness even when he discussed problem areas. He had spent many years in 
the United States, beginning as an exchange student in high school, seemed 
fully bilingual in English and Japanese, and was married at the time to an 
American. We met once on campus before he left for a 1-year teaching posi­
tion in the United States. From his post there, we conducted two e-mail "in­
terviews." Dr. Yuji Ishii, a tenured full professor, was a tall, quiet man who, 
judging from his calm demeanor and apparent enjoyment of his profes­
sional and personal activities, seemed more settled into life at the univer­
sity than did the other three informants. He was in his early 50s, had a PhD 
from our university in Japan, but two masters degrees from two different 
universities in the United States, one in Communications Research, and an­
other in Law. His interests included not only culture and communication, 
but journalism (an early career pursuit) and piano. His English was very flu­
ent, but he claimed not to be fully confident in his writing, so often enlisted 
the help of a paid editor to help polish his publications. We met four times 
in my office. I referred to him as Ishii-san and he called me Chris. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The primary data for this project come from taped interviews over a 2-year 
period (1994-1996) during which I took detailed notes, filling the notes in 
later with selected quotations from the tapes. Most of the tapes were later 
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transcribed in full with the help of research assistants. I prepared three in­
terview guides, which I used for the first three semistructured interviews 
with all participants (see Appendix E). The first interview covered the in­
formants' general academic and language backgrounds, their writing back­
grounds in Japanese and English, and their current writing habits and activ­
ities. The second interview focused on the contexts for writing, and on the 
participants' attitudes toward writing and publishing. The third interview 
dealt with more detailed views of writing and publishing processes. In all 
subsequent interviews (one with Dr. Ishii and several with the central fig­
ures, Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki) I asked the informants to update me on their 
ongoing writing projects and to discuss any relevant issues that they had 
been dealing with. All interviews lasted 45 minutes to 1 hour. As I got to 
know Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki better, side discussions on other personal 
and professional issues helped build collegiality and trust. All material 
within paragraphs in quotes is taken directly from the interviews. 

I met with the two key informants at least twice a semester over a 2-year 
period, and once a semester (or by e-mail) in the cases of Dr. Ishii and Dr. 
Matsuyama. I hoped to capture a sense of their writing activities over time, 
and given that it takes many months, even years, to complete a major piece 
of writing, this timing of the interviews seemed appropriate. I also collected 
copies of some of the written work in English and Japanese by all the partic­
ipants, but did not analyze their writing, this kind of analysis not being di­
rectly related to my inquiry. Also, as I mentioned in a footnote, analyzing 
coauthored work presented a problem of confidentiality. However, the in­
terviews were sequentially linked in many cases by references to ongoing 
pieces of writing. 

Later, as I reviewed my notes and relistened to tapes, relating what I was 
learning to my own experiences and my current understandings of life in 
the Japanese university we all worked in, I began to construct the themes 
that I discuss in this chapter. The themes are not mutually exclusive; un­
avoidably, they overlap and intertwine with each other, and aspects in one 
reappear in others. I then shared an early draft of the paper with the three 
informants with whom I had met most frequently and who were on campus 
at the time (Mr. Kubo, Dr. Sasaki, Dr. Ishii) as a way to check my interpreta­
tions of these issues. However, as with all qualitative data of this type, other 
issues and themes could no doubt be identified and highlighted. I therefore 
do not consider my interpretations definitive, but in-progress. 

Finally, as is the case with other research of mine in this book, I recog­
nize that what I present here is really my own story about the stories of the 
people I spoke with. As such, the discussion represents to some extent my 
own issues, interests, and interpretations, no matter how faithfully I have 
tried to put myself in the shoes of others. 
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Balancing and Juggling Games in Japanese 
and English Academic Writing Practices 

In what follows, I look at the academic communities and practices of the in­
formants, in particular the two younger scholars, as best I can from their 
perspectives, knowing that my reconstructions of their narratives are im­
perfect and incomplete. They told me something about how they had learned 
to write in Japan and in the United States, discussed their attitudes toward 
writing with me, talked about their experiences learning to write for publi­
cation, described some of the connections they had made in their fields and 
how these connections worked, and reflected on their changing identities. 

Learning to Write in Japan and the United States. One of the similari­
ties among all of the participants in this project was that none of the four had 
taken a single writing course either in Japan or in the United States (Leki 
[1992] noted that the United States is one of the few countries of the world 
where people take classes in how to write.) Mr. Kubo described himself as 
self-taught, and both he and Dr. Sasaki claimed that what they learned early 
on about academic writing in Japanese and English was gleaned from the 
reading and translating they had done. Both had written papers in their Jap­
anese undergraduate and Japanese MA programs, but had not received 
feedback on them. They commented that papers were sometimes not even 
returned, and Mr. Kubo wondered if professors had even read them. 

As a graduate student in economics in Japan, Mr. Kubo read many arti­
cles on economics in English, as well as in Japanese. He quickly became 
aware of the specialized technical jargon of economics, and felt determined 
to "translate" some of the difficult technical concepts into easier language 
in his own writing in Japanese. As a result, his Japanese writing style in his 
MA thesis was criticized as being appropriate for a general audience, but 
not for a specialized one. Later, Mr. Kubo found in his U.S. doctoral pro­
gram that the field of communications was less "rigid" than that of econom­
ics in the sense that there was less specialized vocabulary and more flexi­
bility of style and presentation in writing. He commented that the writing he 
did in his PhD program in the United States was "freer" than that in his Jap­
anese economics MA, more related to his own interests, and based on a 
looser model than that in economics. 

Still, his first experience writing in the U.S. graduate school context—an 
MA program in communications before he transferred to the more flexible 
program at Rutgers—was both "awful" and "memorable." Having little idea 
at first what was involved in writing just a five-page paper, he described 
waiting until the last minute to do his reading and writing, and finally writ­
ing first in Japanese, then translating to English. Although there was a con­
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sultant to help students with writing, Mr. Kubo had no time to see him. He 
received a "C" on that first paper, but also a great deal of feedback from his 
professor on what he had said and how he had said it. This feedback, he 
claimed, was invaluable in helping him learn what was expected on aca­
demic papers. He began writing directly in English in his second semester, 
but also increased the number of statistics courses he took as a way to 
lessen the burden of writing. The only experience that Mr. Kubo had that 
might be considered instruction in academic writing was in his pre-Rutgers 
U.S. MA program, where he had taken an influential proseminar course that 
was designed to help students "get used to the discipline" of communica­
tion. In this course, students were required to look to journals as models 
for audience and format for their own papers in the class. The professor 
also was explicit about formal conventions ("because he used to be an Eng­
lish teacher," Mr. Kubo explained): 

He was very strict in how many inches we should have in margins and what to 
underline, and what not to underline. I think that was helpful because I had 
never done that during my first two years in the U.S. In the communication 
field, we follow APA style and right now I'm quite aware that many of the pub­
lication manual or guidelines mention the APA manual guidelines, particularly 
for the references. [...] In that particular course, he was very strict and every 
paper we submit, he'd check the small details, and the styles, put the right 
marks on it. So, I began to be aware of that style. (Mr. Kubo, Interview 2) 

One of the most valuable experiences for Mr. Kubo was to coauthor a pa­
per for publication with an advisor in his U.S. MA program. He generated 
his ideas in a first draft, and his advisor, by restructuring the draft, pro­
vided him with a template that helped him understand "how parts go to­
gether and what parts get elaborated." Commenting about the writing he 
had to do later in his PhD program, Mr. Kubo said that the PhD program en­
couraged "free form" writing, not writing based on formalities and models, 
as was the case in his U.S. MA program. He also attributed his increased 
comfort with this less structured writing to continual practice, his growing 
maturity, a greater sense of belonging to his department and graduate 
school, experience in the U.S. culture, and his contacts with other people in 
his immediate environment, all of which he believed changed his writing 
and thinking in both English and Japanese. 

As for Dr. Sasaki, she claimed that two powerful early influences on her 
graduate level writing in English were the models supplied by her reading, 
and the work she did translating and editing (with help from her American 
friend) her father's medical articles. This latter work helped her learn how 
to express nuances of meaning in English. By the time she started her PhD 
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program in the United States, she was told by professors at both universi­
ties she attended that she was a good writer—one who got the structure 
right and who made only small language errors. She attributed this to hav­
ing captured an acceptable genre style as a result of imitating published pa­
pers. But as was the case with Mr. Kubo, perhaps the most influential learn­
ing experience for Dr. Sasaki was coauthoring a number of papers with her 
advisor related to the research projects that her advisor was doing, parts of 
which formed the basis for her thesis. In fact, her advisor pushed her to 
publish in conjunction with her thesis work. Typically, Dr. Sasaki would 
write the first draft, and receive extensive feedback from her advisor. This 
process, she claimed, taught her a great deal about academic writing. More­
over, she wrote continuously in graduate school, doing almost nothing else, 
and, from her third year on, had begun doing conference publications and 
publishing coauthored papers in established English language journals in 
anthropology. Such experiences familiarized her with the critical review 
process common to these journals. She claimed that her writing in Japa­
nese, however, now influenced heavily by the expertise she had developed 
in English, had developed an inappropriate clarity and directness that re­
sulted in part from lessons she had learned about making all referents clear 
in English academic writing. Her Japanese writing, she observed, was thus 
far too redundant even for the academic reader in Japan, and she "suf­
fered" when she had to write in Japanese. She stated that she preferred 
writing in English. 

In fact, in early interviews not long after they had returned to Japan from 
the United States both Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki both claimed to find writing 
in Japanese more difficult than writing in English. They said that the difficul­
ties writing in Japanese stemmed from their awareness of nuances, subtle­
ties, and ambiguities of meaning in Japanese. Mr. Kubo also commented on 
how difficult it was to balance the Chinese kanji with the syllabic kana for 
the proper stylistic effect. They both mentioned further that the structure, 
style, and audience are much more clearly specified in English academic 
writing than in Japanese, and that the patterns and rules made the writing 
easier. 

As I gleaned from their descriptions, these young scholars learned to 
write academic English in the context of coursework and mentoring in their 
fields of study, not through instruction in ESL or EAP classes or through the 
help of writing consultants at the university. The work they were producing 
did not consist of practice pieces or simulations for the purpose of learning 
to write but graduate term papers and coauthored papers for conferences 
and publications. The extensive substantive feedback that they received on 
course papers and papers for publication contributed to their perception 
that their academic writing had quite clearly defined purposes, including: 
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to persuade (professors, and sometimes peers), to fit into a body of existing 
literature, to add to an advisor's research project, and eventually to add to 
an existing body of knowledge. 

Attitudes Toward Writing. Once back in Japan, having "been raised on 
academic English" in U.S. graduate study, as Mr. Kubo put it, it was again a 
shock for the younger scholars to find that although there was pressure to 
write in Japanese, there was little clear sense of purpose to writing as they 
had come to understand it from their U.S. graduate studies. Mr. Kubo, Dr. 
Sasaki, and Dr. Matsuyama all mentioned how important it was to "write a 
book" in order to be recognized within the Japanese community (see the 
following section on Writing for Publication), but that the particular content 
did not matter. The participants did not suggest that they were expected to 
add to a disciplinary knowledge base, or even to write for an audience of 
specialized scholars. "Avoid too much jargon," Dr. Sasaki was told as she 
was preparing a book requested by her Japanese superiors, since the audi­
ence would be "general" as well as academic. Most often published by com­
mercial presses via connections with individuals in professional associa­
tions, rather than by what are considered to be academic presses like those 
in North America, such works were side projects for the young scholars re­
cently returned from the United States. Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki noted little 
concern on the part of senior editors (usually senior faculty members at the 
same university) for dovetailing major research projects that the young 
scholars might be doing in English with particular research or writing proj­
ects being done in Japanese. 

Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki in particular, both of whom were still actively in­
volved in writing activities with U.S. dissertation committees or colleagues, 
conceptualized their writing in English as a way to contribute to a disciplin­
ary knowledge base. Recognizing that many outlets for writing existed in 
the English context, they felt the ideal kind of writing meant write-ups of re­
search that would be critically reviewed and then selectively admitted to 
academic journals. These young scholars were discovering what young 
scholars in North America discover, that this process was not only highly 
competitive, but that it was also long and tedious, requiring a tenacity, and 
a commitment to international scholarship that sapped time and energy. 
Describing what they felt to be a different attitude toward writing in their 
Japanese context, they spoke less of scholarship in Japan or of contributing 
to a disciplinary area than of recognizing the need to align themselves with 
more senior colleagues who wished to involve them in their own projects, 
to write something quickly under their auspices, and to get it into print as 
part of the social and political expectations at the Japanese university. 
Making decisions about how to fulfill these expectations did not come eas­
ily. Mr. Kubo, who enjoyed writing in Japanese, said he often wrote per­
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sonal journals and student newsletters, writings that would not really help 
him professionally in either Japan or the United States. He lamented not 
having sufficient time or self-discipline to fulfill more of the expectations he 
sensed around him. 

The two young bilingual academics in this project, then, seemed to view 
their scholarly writing in Japanese, particularly at the early stages of their 
careers, as contributing to allegiance to groups at the university, and their 
English language academic writing as contributing to international disci­
plinary scholarship, two very different writing games indeed. Nevertheless, 
in spite of the strong commitment of Mr. Kubo and especially of Dr. Sasaki 
to contributing to international scholarship, they recognized that no matter 
how scholarly and original the work their publications in English did not 
count as much at this early stage of their careers as would Japanese contri­
butions within the local context of their academic life in Japan. 

Writing for Publication. As evidence of how important writing for publi­
cation was in the lives of the four participants in this project, they claimed 
to spend from 20% to 80% of their time in writing-related activities (e.g., pre­
paring conference papers, pursuing grants, conducting research, writing re­
ports, articles, and book chapters, mulling over ideas, and consulting with 
colleagues in person and by e-mail or fax about issues that arose while writ­
ing). These activities all were intended eventually to lead to publications. 
From graduate school days in the United States and from working on re­
search projects and papers for publication with advisors there they learned 
the importance of the serious game of publishing in the lives of the people 
around them. 

During the first year of interviews Mr. Kubo, Dr. Sasaki, and Dr. Matsu­
yama all expressed uncertainty about whether they intended to stay in Ja­
pan permanently or to one day seek a position in a U.S. university. All three 
therefore believed that they needed to develop a publications list in Eng­
lish. Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki expressed more anxiety about this than did 
Dr. Matsuyama, who already had published a number of papers in English. 
Both used the expression "publish or perish" to describe their sense of the 
pressure and competition in the United States, where they saw their career 
success tied inextricably to the number and quality of papers they would 
be able to produce in the coming years. Dr. Sasaki in particular spoke of the 
"enormous pressure to write" in the U.S. context where she worked and 
studied, taking some consolation in what she saw as the strong support for 
academic publishing. Familiar with and committed to the critical review 
process, she felt determined to continue publishing in "first rate journals" 
even if she stayed in Japan. Like the others, she believed that innovative 
work that contributed to a field needed to be published in English in order 
to reach audiences of international scholars. As a recent PhD graduate and 



202 5. BILINGUAL FACULTY GAMES 

a relative newcomer to the Japanese community of scholarship, she de­
scribed her sense of what writing for publication meant to her in the two 
settings: 

Dr. S: For me writing in English is particularly important, because in my field 
most of researchers— If you want your paper read, you have to write in English. 
... other nonnative speakers also write in English. And those journals, like 
most well read journals in our field [gives examples] are published in English 
even though it's published in Europe. 

C: What about in the Japanese context? 

Dr. S: I've heard different views, so since I've just come back it's kind of diffi­
cult for me to decide. [...] It's sort... Japanese academics in my field, it's sort 
of a closed society. They are not very international.I mean some of them are, 
but I think the associations, like [gives examples] they invite foreign speakers 
but usually they don't accept English written manuscripts. [My senior] doesn't 
discourage me to write English papers, but he told me I should write Japanese 
as well, for my promotion. (Dr. Sasaki, Interview 2) 

Dr. Matsuyama, several years into his tenured job at the Japanese uni­
versity but still very involved with U.S. connections, noted that he felt obli­
gated to publish in English for two reasons. One was "to play the game" of 
tenure and promotion—since he was not yet sure whether his career would 
take him back to the United States and he thus needed to prepare himself 
to be competitive. The other was a sense of duty he felt to "help Japan," by 
"contributing to the scant research on Japanese in English." During a 1-year 
visiting position at a U.S. university, Dr. Matsuyama sent me e-mail to report 
that he was working on a paper and a book in Japanese, and six conference 
papers in English. "As you can tell," he says, "my 'writing life' has changed 
dramatically since I came to Illinois. I can devote 80% of my time to writing 
and writing-related activities. A BIG CHANGE FROM WHEN I WAS IN JAPAN" 
(caps Matsuyama's; e-mail, Feb. 1995). The communications professor, Dr. 
Ishii, well established in his Japanese university, likewise presented and 
published the majority (he guessed about 70%) of his work in English. Eng­
lish, he claimed, was "the language of international symposiums" that con­
nected Japanese and non-Japanese participants. 

But as Dr. Ishii noted, a bilingual scholar runs the risk of "weakening his 
reputation in Japan by too much international activity" and of "losing a 
strong foundation in Japan." He himself had struggled for many years to 
balance his domestic and international publishing, finding at this stage of 
his career that he was more sought after internationally than within Japan 
for contributions to conferences and books. Dr. Sasaki, particularly in the 
second year of our interviews, spoke often about pressure from her "boss" 
(a senior faculty member who was sponsoring her temporary post) to "pub­
lish in Japanese in order to become known in Japan." This man helped set 
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up some opportunities for her to work with him on research projects and to 
publish, as a way for her to get her name into print alongside those of other 
senior faculty members. "I can't say no" to these requests, the two younger 
scholars told me, referring here to the political realities of the Japanese 
workplace (see the following section on Multiple Connections). As for local 
publications such as kiyou (university journals put together by a group of 
faculty members), student newsletters such as one that Mr. Kubo edited, 
and university news bulletins, these helped make an individual visible on 
the university campus (as did the regular TV appearances on news shows 
made by some professors). But these outlets were not held in high esteem 
by several of the people I spoke with, who believed that this kind of visibil-
ity—as is the case in the United States—would contribute little to their status 
within Japan. As Dr. Sasaki put it: 

I really haven't been here long [but] I think a lot of universities just care about 
numbers. I mean a lot of people write their own technical report published by 
their own school. And there'll be no review and you'll never have a risk of a 
paper being rejected. A lot of people do that. They just write it and publish it 
from their own school journal. [...]! wouldn't do it. (Dr. Sasaki, Interview 2) 

To the younger informants, "real" publishing in Japanese meant publishing 
under the auspices of a mentor and an academic association (see the section 
on Multiple Connections). It also meant publishing a book, in the opinion of 
Dr. Sasaki and Mr. Kubo. As Mr. Kubo phrased it, the pressures to write for 
publication in Japan and the United States differ in emphasis. In Japan, 

They would think it's better to have more emphasis on writing a thick book, 
for example, rather than 10 papers. If you had the same amount of pages or 
spending the same amount of time, my impression is that publishing a real 
nice book and spending 10 years is worth writing a hundred papers in 10 
years. I do think writing books are regarded as better, or more prestigious 
(Mr. Kubo, Interview 2). 

However, writing in Japanese, whether papers for a Japanese conference 
or academic association or later a book, tended to distract the three young­
er scholars from their own research, most of which would be published 
first in English. This work had begun in the U.S. context and would perhaps 
later be transformed into Japanese. All four participants talked of time con­
straints in this regard, because preparing work for publication in English 
demanded much more time, with no guarantee of acceptance, except in the 
case of invited publications, than did preparing work for publication in Jap­
anese. In the "no review no risk" publishing environment in Japan, as a 
young trilingual research associate (not part of this project) described it, it 
was possible to get things into print quickly, particularly if one was willing 
to publish in the wide variety of acceptable formats and genres available to 
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Japanese university academics, many by invitation (e.g., invited book chap­
ters, newspaper and magazine articles, translations of books, project-spon-
sored monographs). Hence, in choosing what to write and publish in Japa­
nese, the people I spoke with usually selected something that could be 
written up rather quickly and gotten to press without much revision, such 
as aspects of their work in English that could be summarized and translated 
into Japanese. This strategy allowed them to share internationally oriented 
work with the Japanese audience without having to do totally separate re­
search projects and write-ups. Dr. Sasaki did this 2 years into her 3-year ap­
pointment, getting a book out in Japanese in time for it to be considered in 
her application for a tenured position at the university. Once it was done, 
she saw the value of this project in personal terms as well in that it helped 
her develop a vision of her overall purpose, which writing many shorter pa­
pers did not do: 

I did write the book, which was really helpful, but it isn't a research book. It's 
sort of an integration of— it really helped. Like I've done several papers, and 
when I write the papers the paper is very focused. And of course those differ­
ent papers different projects are connected for one big purpose. But when 
you write only research paper it's kind of tough to get at that. So this book 
gave me a very good opportunity. To do that. To think about what my ulti­
mate goal is. (Dr. Sasaki, Interview 7) 

Several years after our project had ended, confirming what Mr. Kubo had 
told me early in our work, Dr. Sasaki mentioned to me that this book had 
been well received and that she now saw the publication of a book rather 
than articles in Japanese as the key to her securing a tenured position. 

In short, a dilemma expressed by the participants was that publications 
in one language were not accepted by the audiences of the other. Interna­
tional publications in English added little to their prestige in the Japanese 
context, and publications in Japanese never left Japan. There was no time 
for these scholars to do parallel sets of projects and publications, yet they 
did not wish to forego publishing either in English or in Japanese. Letting go 
of the publications in English meant giving up any possibility of working in 
North America and of infusing international scholarship with what the par­
ticipants felt strongly was a needed Japanese perspective. Letting go of the 
writing projects in Japanese meant possible loss of local reputation (or in­
accessibility to a reputation), and subsequent isolation within the Japanese 
academic community.A solution in part seemed to be to write and publish 
in English, then to translate and synthesize selectively into Japanese. 

Multiple Connections. Establishing effective networks of professional 
relationships was a central feature of the writing games played by the par­
ticipants in this project. Well-connected scholars, they noted, had better op­
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portunities to establish themselves through their writing than did those 
without those connections in both the Japanese and U.S. contexts, but they 
saw the connections as working rather differently. To oversimplify from the 
participants' experiences, in the United States, they felt that they would be­
come known through their writing, and that connections to other scholars, 
writing opportunities, and jobs would build from this base. In Japan, aca­
demic writing happened most often through invitation. Hence, a rich net­
work of connections had to be established first. For those young scholars 
who had not worked in a Japanese university and who had "been raised on 
academic English" in a PhD program in the United States, this came as a bit 
of a shock, or at least a concern, that required a major reshuffling of how 
they prioritized their time and activities. 

Mr. Kubo, for one, who was working on his PhD dissertation on and off 
during the 2 years of our interviews, described the need for Japanese schol­
ars to find their way into one of the many "academic associations" in Japan 
(e.g., in "societies" in fields such as communications, cognitive psychology, 
economics, and linguistics): 

I guess this applies to Japan, I'm not sure about the U.S. There's some key 
conferences or key associations that you should be in touch with. So whether 
or not you're accepted, there are some subcommunities within those associa­
tions, subdivisions, or interest groups, so I guess once you're accepted or you 
feel like you belong to that community, that kind of moves you to another 
stage of your academic career. (Mr. Kubo, Interview 2) 

Within the association, he explained, there might be a clique of professors 
from the same university, so an initial invitation by someone inside the 
clique could assist with entry. Once inside an association, a younger mem­
ber might be assigned some routine duties as a way to demonstrate alle­
giance, and eventually would be given a chance to present a paper at a 
meeting. A publication might then result if the senior members approved of 
the work. Because he was interested in establishing himself in a relevant as­
sociation, Mr. Kubo had joined several Japanese and international sub­
groups in his field that were connected by e-mail, as well as a "New Books" 
group. Keeping track through e-mail and electronic discussion groups of as-
sociation-related events and issues including dates and deadlines for con­
ferences occupied much of Mr. Kubo's online time. Association member­
ship within Japan played important connecting roles in the lives of the 
other faculty as well. Dr. Matsuyama was working on a paper at the invita­
tion of an academic association he belonged to, one that was accepted at 
the time of invitation, before having been written. Revisions (not major, in 
the experience of Dr. Sasaki, another participant who had written for an ac­
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ademic association in her field) might later be requested by the association 
member who was editing a particular series. 

Because of the key role of such initial local connections via senior faculty 
members in helping young scholars establish "visibility" (as Mr. Kubo put 
it) through association membership and find secure employment in the fu­
ture, the two nontenured scholars I spoke with felt both obligated and torn 
by requests to participate in projects not related to their own work. Refusing 
might damage membership possibilities and job prospects, either at their 
present university or elsewhere in Japan should they decide to stay, in that 
jobs themselves were often secured through invitation and negotiation by key 
individuals in the organization rather than through open searches. Mr. Kubo 
and Dr. Sasaki thus needed to spend a great deal of time "networking" and 
complying with requests from senior faculty to participate in group projects 
set up by those faculty and to undertake committee work of various kinds in 
order to build a cadre of supporters that could open doors for them. 

The participants' connections with people in the English-speaking aca­
demic context primarily centered around writing and conference projects 
with advisors and colleagues in the United States. In addition to coauthor­
ing with her advisor, Dr. Sasaki, for one, was working closely with a small 
number of graduate school colleagues and faculty with whom she was col­
laborating on specific grants and research projects, all of which were in­
tended to lead to conference papers and publications. The work had to be 
good, Dr. Sasaki stressed, and so required great care in preparation. Regu­
lar connections by e-mail, and often phone and fax, kept work in a constant 
state of revision as she and collaborators pushed projects forward. Once or 
twice a year, moreover, she met her coauthors and copresenters at confer­
ences in the United States, thus renewing her face-to-face connections regu­
larly. Mr. Kubo, too, traveled to the United States at least once a year to 
consult with his dissertation advisor. From his base in Japan, he worked by 
e-mail with his advisor and committee members, and found these connec­
tions essential to moving his work toward completion. He also belonged to 
an e-mail list that kept him in touch with his PhD program in the United 
States, including information on their brown bag lunches. During a difficult 
period when certain ties with his dissertation committee became conten­
tious, he stopped work on his thesis until he was able to form a new com­
mittee, which he was able to do on a trip back to the United States. While 
not working on his thesis, Mr. Kubo spent many hours a week in e-mail dis­
cussion and news groups in English as well as Japanese, keeping current 
with ideas being circulated and with international conferences being adver­
tised. Some of these discussions led to ideas that would then be written up 
for conference proposals. In one project, one of Mr. Kubo's professors from 
Rutgers had requested help starting an electronic journal, plans that in­
volved ongoing e-mail discussions. However, as was the case for Dr. Sasaki 
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(and for Flowerdew's [2000] Oliver, discussed earlier), e-mail was not a fully 
satisfactory way of staying connected. As Mr. Kubo put it: 

It's pretty interesting that some people would say only e-mail is sufficient. But 
to me, it's important and useful, and I do use it a lot, but still personally, 1 
need to know that person's face, or how he or she talks, or what that person 
looks like. (Mr. Kubo, Interview 5) 

The more established scholars also maintained a network of connections 
from their Japanese base (e-mail, fax, phone) with people who helped them 
in various ways to get work in English into print. Dr. Matsuyama, who was 
just establishing a professional reputation during the 2 years of our inter­
views, spoke of working relatively alone on his writing, in the sense that 
most of his work was single authored. However, he said he sent his English 
conference papers "to colleagues in the U.S., Canada, and Japan" to get sug­
gestions for revisions and subsequent publication. He also noted that he 
had "submitted an NSF grant proposal with two researchers in the U.S., and 
worked quite intensively with researchers at the Japan Institute of Labor in 
Tokyo" (Dr. Matsuyama, e-mail, Feb., 1995). At that time, Dr. Matsuyama 
told me, e-mail was "not an essential part of my research work, unfortu­
nately," and kept him connected with only about "half of my researchers." 
In the mid-1990s, his colleagues in Japan "do not use e-mail or are not 
equipped to," so he communicated with them by fax and international 
phone calls. Dr. Ishii, too, was well connected with people outside Japan. He 
routinely asked "American colleagues" to read his papers in English before 
he submitted them for publication, and, furthermore, paid a native English 
speaking editor to help him prepare the final versions. Dr. Ishii described 
how tedious and difficult, yet how important, it was to work closely with an 
English language editor in order to ensure that his ideas were communi­
cated accurately in his English language publications. Dr. Ishii also had re­
quests from people in Europe to contribute to publications there. Unlike in 
Japan, the participants had few personal connections to the editors of jour­
nals (other than knowing some of them "by reputation," as Dr. Sasaki 
noted), so the careful preparations before submitting papers to English lan­
guage journals could not be avoided. 

As described to me by all the participants, the writing contacts they had 
with English-speaking colleagues revolved primarily around the substance 
and processes of researching and writing. Even the advisor-advisee rela­
tionship (always political) that Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki were still enmeshed 
in concerned issues in writing. Dr Sasaki, for example, was in the uncom­
fortable position of shifting her relationship with her dissertation advisor 
from one of student-professor to one of coauthor. She often expressed how 
difficult and frustrating it was deciding how to handle issues such as who 
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would be listed as first author, who would draft and revise, and generally 
how to balance the work of preparing an article for publication. Although 
her credentials in one sense minimized their status differences, power ineq­
uities remained quite visceral for Dr. Sasaki, making her negotiations prob­
lematic. 

The two younger scholars, however, did not describe many writing rela­
tionships with Japanese colleagues. Dr. Sasaki had just one ongoing and im­
portant relationship with a coresearcher and coauthor in Japan, but this 
colleague made her academic home on a different campus. Their descrip­
tions of connections with their local colleagues concerned requests from 
senior faculty to do specific tasks on project and committee work. They saw 
completing these obligations to the satisfaction of the senior faculty as a 
type of political maneuvering that would help them gain entry into groups 
and build a support network, which would then provide opportunities later 
for writing. Regardless of how they worked, connections with specific people 
within and outside of Japan allowed writing and publishing to happen, and 
they all took a great deal of time. The people in this case study project thus 
needed to decide how to make connections of different kinds work for them, 
given their limited time, not whether to establish and use connections. 

Writing and Identity. Part of the professional academic writing game in­
volves establishing an identity as a member of a community of scholars or 
as is the case sometimes in Japan as a representative of a particular univer­
sity. The process of constructing this professional identity begins in gradu­
ate school, starting with the identity of "graduate student" and gradually 
moving toward one of "novice sociologist" or other specialist (Casanave, 
1990). Part of the process involves novice scholars' recognizing changes in 
how others perceive them and in how they perceive themselves. 

Dr. Matsuyama wrote me in an e-mail interview from his year-long stay at 
a university in the U.S. that "my reputation seems to be clearly defined by 
what I publish": 

I now get calls from other universities in the U.S. to give colloquium talks. In 
most cases those who invited me have been exposed to what I publish. My 
writing (or publishing in general) has given me a strong international reputa­
tion which seems to be expanding. (Dr. Matsuyama, e-mail, Feb. 1995) 

This perspective on identity is external in the sense that it reflects what 
others perceive. Dr. Ishii, too, claimed to have established an early reputa­
tion in a certain area as a result of an influential article published in English 
in 1980. Dr. Sasaki, by committing to writing only for "first rate journals" 
when she wrote in English, expressed the desire to develop a "focused in­
ternational identity" as a scholar within her area of expertise. In Japan, 
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however, she sensed that the identities sought by some academics resulted 
from their visibility as representatives of their universities in the popular 
media: 

To a large extent publicity is favored. It's more valued than in the United 
States. I mean a lot of professors are famous for that reason. You see a lot of 
them on TV or in newspapers more than on campus. I want to be respected in 
my field, and I want to my work applied to education, you know, so I don't 
want to write papers just for the sake of accumulating numbers. (Dr. Sasaki, 
Interview 2) 

Mr. Kubo often mentioned the related phenomena of "visibility" and "fame" 
in his discussions of identity in Japan as being tied to who one knows and 
what university and organizations one belongs to, and in the United States 
as being tied more closely to the number and quality of one's journal publi­
cations within particular fields. He commented that in Japan he had ob­
served how a scholar's identity shifted as that person climbed the "ladder" 
within an academic organization. Beginning as a novice member, the per­
son is gradually given more responsibility within the organization, such as 
organizing conferences and helping editors with proceedings: 

So gradually you would become a member, or chief member, to support that 
association. I can see that's happening, even if I can't tell you about it as my 
experience, I can see their names like shifting, like first appearing in confer­
ences and then appearing in the journal as an editor, or a key person who is 
organizing an assembly for the university, then become more of a chief mem­
ber of that association. (Mr. Kubo, Interview 2) 

In her Japanese setting, Dr. Sasaki found herself nearing the end of her 3­
year contract "without an identity as a Japanese scholar" in the eyes of oth­
ers and without the promise of a job for the next year. Not heeding fully her 
faculty sponsor's early advice to "get better known in Japan," she chose in­
stead to immerse herself in the many long-term, grueling research and writ­
ing projects in English that she had already started and that were in various 
stages of completion. "Maybe I should have listened to him," she said, "but I 
didn't." Disliking intensely the political games required to make connec­
tions and become an insider in the correct Japanese circles, and complying 
only partially with the spoken and unspoken expectations, she continued to 
seek ways to gain identity as a Japanese scholar without compromising her 
goal of establishing an international identity through her work in English. 
One solution for her was to work with a small number of very good Japa­
nese scholars both on and off campus, doing joint research and writing in 
both Japanese and English. Another solution toward the end of her 3-year 
contract was, at the request of a senior faculty member, to write a book in 
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Japanese for a series he was editing for the academic association that he 
belonged to as prominent member (see the earlier section on Writing for 
Publication). Dr. Sasaki was rather easily able to summarize various as­
pects of the work she had done in English, and submit the Japanese draft 
within a year. Her only revision involved making her Japanese less techni­
cal and more accessible to general readers. This publication, along with 
much political maneuvering and a strong record of international publishing 
and conference papers, helped Dr. Sasaki secure a tenured contract from 
the university just as her 3 years there drew to a close. 

But identity is also a matter of self-perception, no doubt influenced in 
part by external labels and events. Dr. Sasaki, for example, viewed herself 
as a specialist in the U.S. context, and as more of a generalist in the Japa­
nese context, personal academic identities that reflected the kinds of work 
and writing she was doing in each context. However, in our last interview, 
unwilling to identify herself either as a Japanese or an "American-based 
scholar" she said, "You know basically I'm kind of determined to choose 
what I write. I don't want to be a researcher who is always sort of running 
after somebody" (Dr. Sasaki, Interview 7). Most important for Dr. Sasaki was 
"being one of the current" people in her field. 

Mr. Kubo's sense of identity changed greatly in the 2 years of our inter­
views, through a combination of events involving writing and political con­
nections in both the Japanese and U.S. contexts. When we began our inter­
views, he still saw himself very much as a graduate student. He once spoke 
wistfully of the simpler graduate school days, saying that he welcomed aca­
demic breaks from his work at the Japanese university so that he could "re­
cover his identity" as a graduate student by surrounding himself for days 
on end with books and papers. But over time, as he began having conflicts 
with his American advisor and as the dissertation work slowed down, he 
was becoming more involved with influential people and projects on the 
Japanese campus. He also became part of a specialized Japanese academic 
association that he believed he could contribute something new to, given 
his particular interests, and thus gain a reputation in his field. In one of our 
last interviews, he informed me that he had changed his dissertation com­
mittee, seen his first major writings in print, one in English (a coauthored 
book chapter with his advisor) and one in Japanese through his connec­
tions at the university, and—through personal connections—had landed a 
full-time job for the next year at another Japanese university. Although he 
still had to finish his dissertation, he now viewed this work as more con­
nected to his evolving identity as a scholar than to his identity as a gradu­
ate student, and indeed, claimed no longer to see himself just as a graduate 
student. For instance, because he had been hired unconditionally for his 
new job, the dissertation no longer represented to him just a required re­
search project in his role as student: 
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So it was quite interesting that all of a sudden I was trying to give different 
meaning, or a different position to writing a dissertation. Because it wasn't a 
conditional offer or something, they just gave me a position. So in a way I was 
relieved because the dissertation was no longer something that I have to do 
to get a license or something like that. It has to be something that I really want 
to write, or something that I really want to solve as my problem. (Mr. Kubo, 
Interview 9) 

In sum, the game of shaping a professional identity seemed to involve weav­
ing together internal and external representations of the self and reinter­
preting and thus redefining one's relationship with what look to be, on the 
surface, stable aspects of an academic community (e.g., a dissertation al­
ready in progress, key players in an environment, an existing "stable" aca­
demic association). In the process of identity construction local connec­
tions as opposed to broad disciplinary concerns were central in both the 
U.S. and Japanese settings. However, in the Japanese setting, the social and 
political connections apparently needed to be built first, as a way to open 
doors for professional participation in general and writing in particular. In 
the United States, to the extent that the faculty I got to know were still ac­
tively writing, consulting, and visiting with colleagues there, connections in 
actual research and writing activities (admittedly social and political prac­
tices themselves) helped the participants develop work that then appeared 
at conferences and in publications. That work led in turn to a "reputation" 
that influenced how they saw themselves. 

Conflicting Loyalties or Flexible Juggling? 

Holding visions of academic worlds where writing practices and purposes 
required different kinds of "legitimate peripheral participation" (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998), the people I spoke with in this project were 
trying to establish or maintain bifurcated loyalties. The younger and estab­
lished scholars alike devised ways to juggle time, connections, and projects 
so as to be able to write in both Japanese and English from their base in the 
Japanese university. Let me now summarize some of the "loyalty" and "jug­
gling" games practiced by the people in this project in their academic liter­
acy practices, as I understood them from the stories they told. 

1. Although the participants in the project made it clear that not all aca­
demic scholars in Japan do research and write, or do either one well (there 
being many different kinds of academic institutions, expectations, and out­
lets for writing in Japan), all claimed that in their cases, writing and writing-
related activities were central in their lives, and helped define their lives as 
professionals. All wanted more time to devote to their writing projects. 
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2. For the nontenured scholars, the process of developing identities as 
professional academics who write in both English and Japanese involved 
moving from a relatively simple writing life as graduate student (consisting 
of a small number of people, tasks, and institutional constraints) to a com­
plex writing life as a university teacher and researcher. In this more complex 
life, multiple institutional responsibilities competed for their time and en­
ergy on personal writing projects. The relationship between them and the 
people in the Japanese institution could influence their careers, and nurtur­
ing that relationship could take precedence over writing projects. Learning 
to weave one's personal writing projects into or construct them out of this 
complex environment required a major readjustment in both time and stress 
management, knowledge of clever ways to focus and dovetail work, and the 
development of political savvy for dealing with people in positions of power. 

3. All four bilingual academics in this project seemed to feel that writing 
professionally in the Japanese and U.S. contexts differed. In the United States 
they felt it involved understanding how to present one's writing in the best 
possible light to critical readers with the goal of communicating effectively 
to an international audience. To this end, the bilingual academics in this proj­
ect worked with collaborators, editors, and non-Japanese colleagues to pro­
duce pieces of writing that would be accepted by a critical audience, often 
working at a distance through e-mail and fax, and in person at conferences 
and during trips back to the United States. In Japan, it involved belonging to 
the right institution or association and knowing the right people, at which 
point opportunities became available to present and publish without severe 
criticism. The people in this project thus cultivated, to greater or lesser de­
grees, networks of contacts that helped them find their way into projects and 
environments that both supported writing and fulfilled institutional expecta­
tions. Communicating with an international audience in Japanese was not a 
consideration. 

Once established in one setting or the other, whether in Japan or in 
some other country, if their commitments remain firm to continue writing 
professionally in two languages, the academic writers I spoke with are fac­
ing a lifetime of juggling and balancing the particulars of time, project work, 
and connections in the local contexts of their specific work environments, 
and of their specific professional environments outside Japan. 

Lingering Questions 

At the conclusion of this project, I found myself asking why the people in 
this project burdened themselves with the enormously complex and time-
consuming task of writing academically in both Japanese and English. I do 
not have a definitive answer, but I believe that all four of them recognized 
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that it was bilingual Japanese scholars such as themselves who would be 
able to communicate most persuasively to international audiences about 
Japan. It must have been extremely gratifying for them to be able to help 
educate the world about Japan from this insider's perspective. Moreover,I 
sensed that they all truly liked English, respected the scholarly traditions 
they had learned, and enjoyed greatly their international travels to the 
United States, Europe, and other countries. 

I never learned, however, where the younger scholars in particular felt 
they truly belonged during their first couple of years as full-time faculty 
members. I was struck by how complex it was for them to find their way not 
just into one academic "home," but into several different kinds of homes, all 
of which involved writing-related activities. This kind of multimembership 
in different communities of practice (Wenger, 1998) is normal in monolin­
gual settings so I probably should not have been surprised, because many 
aspects of this search felt familiar to me. Some of my colleagues and I, 
whether in Japan or the United States, traveled or are still traveling simi­
lar tortuous paths, characterized by competing interests for our time, 
competing or coexisting loyalties to different institutions or associations, 
decisions about writing that affect our careers, and layers of personal and 
political connections that help determine what we write and where we 
and that writing end up. How much more confusing this must be when one 
is involved in two different kinds of academic writing games by writing 
professionally in two languages for a variety of different audiences and pur­
poses in each language. 

From a disciplinary community perspective, as suggested by Lave and 
Wenger (1991), I could not recognize a center toward which the four partici­
pants were gravitating in their respective fields, nor did any of them appear 
to be seeking a disciplinary center. It is easy to postulate that this was be­
cause their respective social science fields might be viewed as too fuzzy to 
have a center or that they had chosen to join ranks with one of multiple 
subfields, and to leave it at that. But the complexities are far more interest­
ing than this. Studies like this one demonstrate that the broad disciplinary 
community metaphor, with its implied center and notion of insider-out-
sider participation, simply does not reflect the fragmented and evolving na­
ture of all fields, even in the so-called hard sciences (Geertz, 1983). Dr. 
Sasaki, for example, had developed some insider expertise in one subfield 
in her discipline. She knew its games rules well and followed carefully its lit­
erature and research traditions only to have one of her major articles re­
jected (after our official research project had ended), even after positive re­
views, by a journal editor from a slightly different camp. In her revisions, 
with personal advice from a previous editor of the same journal, she made 
the political and rhetorical decision to angle the paper a bit more toward 
this editor's camp and eventually the paper was accepted. Likewise, the 



214 5. BILINGUAL FACULTY GAMES 

broad disciplinary community metaphor does not reflect the realities of the 
local and I believe necessarily peripheral nature of academic writers' par­
ticipation in their fields' scholarly activities. 

Not only was it difficult to identify where my informants were transition­
ing to in a disciplinary sense, it was also difficult to locate them unambigu­
ously in one cultural context. For example, even though all four faculty 
members were working at the same Japanese university, I could not in all 
fairness identify them solely by this one institutional connection. This uni­
versity, it is true, paid their salaries, provided them with a physical home, 
and was the locus of much of the work of writing, teaching, and committee 
activities they engaged in on a daily basis. But ties with other institutions 
outside Japan remained strong, particularly through continued collegial re­
lationships (electronic, paper, and face-to-face) involving projects, or addi­
tionally, as in the case of Dr. Matsuyama, through a sabbatical teaching ex­
perience in the United States. Likewise, perhaps only Dr. Ishii, the most 
senior of the four people I came to know, radiated a degree of certainty and 
security about his position at the university. Indeed, as I was finishing revi­
sions for the article version of this chapter (Casanave, 1998), Dr. Matsu­
yama informed me that he would be leaving this campus—where he had 
been feeling "somewhat isolated"—for the main campus of this Japanese 
university, a very different environment from this one. Extremely busy with 
research, writing, and conference presentations in English, he was still not 
even certain whether he would stay in Japan. Several years later, he wrote 
that he had left this university altogether for a post in another Japanese 
university that suited more appropriately his specific interests (Dr. Matsu­
yama, personal communication, February, 2001). 

A more accurate portrayal of the bilingual academic writers in this proj­
ect might be one of people struggling within a multicontextual and multicul­
tural world to develop several interrelated identities that could be juggled 
and balanced as needed to their best advantage. Viewed this way, the tran­
sition to the life of a professional bilingual academic does not mean choos­
ing Life A or Life B; rather, it means recognizing and then accepting the het­
erogeneity of their writing lives (Prior, 1996, 1998), and learning techniques 
of flexible perspective-taking. Specifically, it means coming to understand 
how to manage the competing and sometimes conflicting demands of writ­
ing in two languages within a variety of institutional and disciplinary con­
texts, most of them very local and contingent indeed. 

I have long felt that the realities of academic writing games become en­
acted for people and comprehensible to researchers only in the very local 
contexts in which writers are immersed (Casanave, 1995b). However, I real­
ized as a result of this project that the concept of "local interactions" needs 
to cover far more than interactions within close physical proximity. All four 
people in this project had what I now consider to be local interactions with 
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people half way around the globe, by means of electronic mail, fax, phone, 
and the sharing of hard copies of jointly written papers. These interactions 
were with specific people, concerning specific writing projects, and they in­
fluenced the time allocation and stress levels of the participants on a daily 
basis. 

I was also struck in this project by the extent to which the process of de­
veloping expertise in writing in a variety of academic institutional contexts 
involved the kinds of situated practices described by Lave and Wenger 
(1991) and Wenger (1998) and the kinds of construction of meaning through 
reflection and storytelling as described by Bruner (1990, 1991), Clandinin 
and Connelly (1991, 2000; Connelly & Clandinin, 1990), and others (Conle, 
1997, 1999; Giddens, 1991; Linde, 1993, Polkinghorne, 1991). As suggested by 
the stories told to me during interviews, the most powerful learning experi­
ences resulted from hands-on reading, writing, and conference preparation 
activities, in interaction with specific individuals in the roles of professors, 
advisors, and colleagues. As was the case with the successful mentoring re­
lationships between faculty and graduate students described by Belcher 
(1994) and editors and the young faculty member, Oliver, as discussed by 
Flowerdew (2000), the two younger scholars in particular benefitted from 
these truly collaborative practices in their graduate writing experiences in 
the United States, and recognized the need to build a supportive network of 
colleagues in Japan within whose realms they could practice locally appro­
priate writing-related activities. 

The act of storytelling, particularly when young scholars are making the 
transition from the life of a graduate student to that of a practicing aca­
demic, seemed to me to help the storytellers clarify and re-view complex 
and contentious issues concerning what it means to write professionally 
and to help them express and understand their own transitioning identities. 
The research process we shared figured centrally in constructing the sto­
ries that then became material for us to reflect on together. I wondered, at 
the conclusion of this project, whether a more regular and concerted effort 
at constructing the stories of my own professional life would help me locate 
my place in a fuzzy and chaotic academic world where I often seem to feel 
out of place. I agree with Lave and Wenger (1991) that what they call "pe­
ripheral participation" is absolutely normal—that the periphery, with all its 
complexity, is where many of us reside. They did not suggest that the 
periphery was a comfortable place to live. They also did not explore the con­
cepts later elaborated by Wenger (1998) of nonparticipation and marginality. 
Those on the margins, as defined by Wenger, not only do not participate 
fully, but they are not moving toward fuller participation, by choice or by 
circumstance whereas those on the periphery are on an inward trajectory. 

Finally, as discussed incisively by Spack (1997c), scholars conducting re­
search within multicultural settings risk stereotyping and stigmatizing the 



216 5. BILINGUAL FACULTY GAMES 

people and cultures they study partly as a result of the labels they use. The 
primary danger comes, I believe, when researchers, educators, and admin­
istrators carelessly use generalizations and labels, and proceed as if reality 
consists of little more. In this study, I found I could not avoid generalizing 
and labeling to some extent, nor could my participants, whose own general­
izations are reflected throughout this discussion. What I have tried to do in­
stead is to situate my views and experiences and those of my participants 
within a complex array of perspectives and identities that make up our real­
ities. I found that as I discovered and articulated the complexities and 
layerings, the generalizations did not disappear. Rather, they took their 
place as one of the many layers making up my current understanding of the 
people I was getting to know. As the one who is writing their story, I am in 
a very real sense constructing them rhetorically, as Spack and others sug­
gest (Clifford, 1986; Geertz, 1988; Rosaldo, 1987). My duty is not only to clar­
ify that the portrayals are my constructions, even when checked with in­
formants, but also to honor the complexity of their views and my own, 
and both inevitably include generalizations. By highlighting this latter fact 
I hope I can avoid the stigmatizing that often accompanies unexamined 
generalizations. 

CHAPTER REFLECTIONS 

As is often the case at the conclusion of an open-ended and exploratory 
qualitative inquiry such as this one, I am left with more questions than an­
swers about how bilingual scholars learn to write in different academic set­
tings and about how the writing games they play in their professional lives 
can be characterized. The literacy autobiographies by Li (1999) and Connor 
(1999) contribute to the richness of the questions but do not resolve them; 
Flowerdew's (2000) study of Oliver adds to our understanding by examining 
in some depth just one writing experience by a young bilingual academic 
but tells us little about how this experience or how Oliver himself was lo­
cated in the academic communities he was involved with. In my own case 
study I was afforded a glimpse of what happens to academy-bound students 
from Japan when they finish their graduate studies in the United States and 
return home. I developed a sense of the diversity of game-like skills and strat­
egies they develop in a wide variety of contexts on their way to becoming 
scholarly academic writers and how difficult it is to construct a coherent 
identity if one opens the doors to all the complexities of ways of knowing 
and researching within social science disciplines. I felt, too, that I under­
stood some of the different perceptions they had of the forms and functions 
of their academic writing and writing-related activities in English and in Jap­
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anese. But I have no idea if the experiences of the people in this project 
were in any way typical of those of bilingual writers making a transition 
from North American graduate schools to universities in their home coun­
tries. Nor do I have any clear sense of how the Japanese gatekeepers (e.g., 
the mentors, academic associations, project leaders, journal and book edi­
tors) view the role of writing in scholarly life or in the development of a 
writer's professional persona. 

When I consider that some of my own students may themselves become 
bilingual academics one day, I am also left with many questions, aspects of 
which have already been raised by others (e.g., Belcher, 1994; Hansen, 2000; 
Leki & Carson, 1997; Prior, 1996; Reynolds, 1994), about my role as a univer­
sity writing instructor interested in helping prepare students to write suc­
cessfully in graduate school and beyond. If it is the case that activities in 
EAP (English for Academic Purposes) writing classes bear little resem­
blance to the far more complex textual, sociopolitical, and locally negoti­
ated nature of writing in graduate courses and later in professional aca­
demic settings, then I have a lot more reflecting to do as I continue the 
ongoing process of constructing my own professional persona. As Belcher 
(1994) and Prior (1996, 1998) suggest, and as my own research leads me to 
believe, I should be paying as much attention to helping both first and sec­
ond language graduate students in my classes develop skills for dealing 
with the wide range of social and political interpersonal relationships that 
interact with locally situated writing activities as I do to helping them learn 
the language and style of formal academic papers (Casanave, 2001). 

One of my main goals, perhaps, should be to help raise students' aware­
ness of the extent to which they will be learning the forms and functions of 
academic writing by being immersed in local practices of writing rather 
than by learning textbook rules, and that those practices change from one 
institutional and cultural setting to another. The experiences of Li and 
Connor show just how different the institutional experiences of academic 
enculturation can be and the extent to which the personalities of key play­
ers influence how bilingual academics, indeed all academics, enact and in­
terpret their literacy practices. In other words, it seems clear from these 
studies and other studies of community enculturation (Wenger, 1998) that 
participants do not just absorb community practices through a transfer 
process, but, as they do in any serious game, contribute to the construction 
of the contexts in which they are immersed by interpreting them according 
to their own goals, personalities, and inevitably partial understandings. It is 
in the interstices of these interactions, where slippages and loopholes oc­
cur (Ortner, 1996) that change of identity happens. Although I can help stu­
dents become aware that learning to write academically in two or more lan­
guages requires the flexibility to perform a balancing act that is at once 



218 5. BILINGUAL FACULTY GAMES 

political, interpersonal, and textual (as it is for monolinguals), I am not sure 
how to help them develop an embodied sense of the "consequential transi­
tions" (Beach, 1999) they will experience if they begin writing profession­
ally, and in particular of the cultural aspects about which I may know little.I 
believe this embodied learning can happen only in situ as academic writers 
change their relationships with their communities. 

As Beach (1999) notes, the metaphor of "consequential transitions" is an 
activity-based metaphor that highlights people's changing relations with so­
cial activities within organizations that themselves are subject to change, a 
view compatible with the game metaphor that I use throughout this book. 
Transitions are consequential, he says, "when they are consciously re­
flected on, often struggled with, and the eventual outcome changes one's 
sense of self and social positioning" (p. 114). Like Lave (1996, 1997), Lave 
and Wenger (1991), Wenger (1998), and Ivanic (1998), Beach is interested in 
getting rid of the notion that learning and the construction of (professional) 
identity involve mainly transfer. With a focus on relationships among indi­
viduals, activities, and organizations, he suggests moreover that schools 
cannot be responsible for all the consequential transitions that students un­
dergo. Following Wenger (1998) he claims that schools need to find ways to 
extend their boundaries into society so that "identity-making ... can be­
come an institutionally sanctioned part of acquiring knowledge and skills in 
classrooms" (Beach, 1999, p. 132). In the case of bilingual academics who 
may be practicing professionally in a society unlike and distant from the 
one they were schooled in, graduate schools can "extend their boundaries" 
by helping students develop the reflective skills they need in order to rec­
ognize the game-like social and political nature of their literacy practices. 
Such awareness may then help young scholars understand their struggles 
later and make informed choices in their new academic environments. The 
two young Japanese faculty I worked with hinted that the long-term reflec­
tive interview process helped them see their balancing and juggling games 
in new ways and to comprehend the transitions they were going through. 
Equally important, as Wenger (1998) advises, students need to engage in 
genuine practices with experts in a field, not just with classroom teachers. 
Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki both described numerous experiences in their 
graduate programs in which they participated actively and authentically in 
the scholarship activities being undertaken in their programs by advisors 
and colleagues. These practices stood out as the ones that prepared them 
for research and writing activities as young faculty members. They rarely 
mentioned classwork. 

Finally, I believe there is an enormous gap in our knowledge about what 
happens after academy-bound students whose mother tongue is not Eng­
lish complete their graduate education in the medium of English and return 
to their home countries and begin writing professionally in two languages, 
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or what it is like for them, as second language speakers, to remain as schol­
ars in an English-medium university setting. We are beginning to close this 
gap with publications like those of Li (1996, 1999), Connor (1999) and others 
in the edited volumes by George Braine (1999b), by Diane Belcher and Ulla 
Connor (2001), by Lucila Vargas (2001), and by Stephanie Vandrick and me 
(Casanave & Vandrick, forthcoming), with more personal testimonials in 
mainstream journals by bilingual scholars such as Kubota (1999) and Spack 
(1997b), and with case study research like the present one. I am hoping in 
particular that some of those bilingual scholars who make the transition 
from Japan and other countries to English-medium university settings and 
back home again will share their stories in published form about the role 
that writing plays in their professional lives. How are they managing the 
transitions, the juggling games, and the balancing acts? What is the nature 
of their memberships in multiple academic writing communities? How are 
they going about constructing a coherent academic identity for them­
selves? There is much for those who are interested in multicultural aca­
demic identities to learn from such stories of struggle and change, stories 
that are increasingly relevant in the growing number of multicultural, multi­
lingual academic settings that characterize international scholarship. 
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6


Bending the Rules 

CONFORMING AND RESISTING 

It was during my once-in-a-lifetime year-long sabbatical in 1998-1999 that I 
realized with great clarity that I was on the other side of a long career in 
second language education. There had been signs of this before, that I no 
longer considered myself moving, or needing to move, "up" in my career 
even though there was room to do so, and that I was exploring ways to 
move in other directions (sideways? in circles? zigzag? out?). But it was dur­
ing this year that I renewed my late life commitment to bending some rules 
by conceptualizing a book (this one) that fit some of the conventions but 
not others. The construction of this book, and my reflection on the au-
thor-editor relationship in the construction of an edited book of personal 
narratives (discussed in the third section of this chapter) both brought me 
face to face with my own publishing history and the conflicted motivations 
behind it. I begin this chapter with some of those reflections as a way to in­
troduce the theme of this chapter—the tensions between adhering to and 
bending the perceived rules of academic writing games. The reflections 
have helped explain why I both like and dislike writing, why I tolerate the 
ups and downs in my mood as I write, and why I resist convention and tra­
dition yet submit to them more often than I am comfortable admitting. 

I began writing for publication in about 1980, after finishing a masters de­
gree but before beginning my PhD program. Early on I knew I wanted to 
work in a university and that teaching alone would probably not bring me 
enough satisfaction, but only later realized with clarity the extent to which 
my place as a legitimate conversation partner in my academic field was tied 
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to what I wrote. But let me state up front that I don't publish that often. By 
"that often" I confess that I mean the conventional three articles a year in 
refereed journals plus the occasional book. I am shocked at how I am still 
burdened by guilt at not living up to this arbitrary convention, established 
who knows when by patriarchically structured research universities. I have 
never had a workload typical of those at research universities (mine is usu­
ally 8 to 10 preparations a year), so it makes little sense for someone like 
me (most of us in academe) to compare myself to those who have half the 
load. Nevertheless, the guilt continues to waft about me like an unpleasant 
vapor, even when I can rationalize it away. The pull of convention and tradi­
tion in the academic games I learned is strong even though I recognize that 
one set of standards cannot not be applied to everyone. 

There is another reason why this guilt continues to puzzle me, and that 
is an aspect of my character that should make it easy for me to dismiss 
standards that don't necessarily apply to me: my resistant nature that balks 
at being told what to do. It should long ago have helped rid me of the nag­
ging sense of duty that I ought to be publishing X-number of traditional 
pieces per year. But I have not been able to escape fully the insidious 
power that the Academic World holds over me. Part of me still accepts as 
normal the authoritative male voices in the literature and in the power 
structure at the university, listens with awe as well as skepticism to the he­
roic male educators and researchers at conferences, and shrinks with in­
timidation as well as with anger at some of the marginally comprehensible 
feminist writings that paradoxically might be considered by some as having 
made inroads into the male-dominated High Theory conversations. Why do 
I continue to compare myself to game players whose turf I don't whole­
heartedly wish to inhabit and whose games I find inimical? Perhaps be­
cause as gatekeepers they continue to have power over me. I continue to 
some extent to be judged by their standards. 

I think it is not only the pull of powerful tradition on academic playing 
fields that prevents me from devoting all of my energies to teaching or from 
getting out of the game altogether. It is also my desire, since childhood, to 
produce something that could be held, contemplated in its wholeness, con­
sidered finished in some sense, and then recognized by others. My earliest 
childhood drawings filled this desire, as did later artwork in school and col­
lege, but teaching, for all its rewards, is productless and the activity of 
teaching itself goes on endlessly, without a visible conclusion in spite of oc­
casional students who later achieve goals we both worked on together. 
There has never been a point at which I could say that "Now student X is 
taught and can be considered the product of my teaching," nor has such a 
goal or view ever suited my pedagogical philosophy. Writing for publication 
gives me the sense that I am creating something that I can behold in a con­
crete way, that others can recognize. I can't explain where this urge came 
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from, but it is probably fed by my desire as a perpetually low-confidence 
person for recognition. But knowing that the empty places inside me can 
never be filled by producing a briefly recognized drawing or piece of writ­
ing has not dampened my urge to produce something; it only helps me real­
ize how misguided the effort is. 1 would therefore like to think that part of 
this urge also comes from some innate creativity on my part and the sheer 
satisfaction of working hard at something and seeing the results, even if the 
need for recognition and the fear of its absence play a part too. 

I am not unique in being partly motivated by the need for recognition, 
the need to somehow prove myself. It seems to be quite common among ac­
ademic women, who tend to suffer from low confidence even when they are 
well established in their careers. On reading Gesa Kirsch's (1993) study of 
how academic women experience their writing lives in the academy and 
how they struggle to develop an authoritative voice, I found myself nodding 
at the familiarity of it all. I felt similar connections to Jane Thompkins 
(1990), who noted that she spent 30 years with a bias against teaching be­
cause she was driven by "fear"—the need to perform in a way that caused 
colleagues and instructors to think highly of her. Teaching, she reminded 
me, does not engender the praise of the powerful voices in the academy. 
Praise comes from performing according to the expectation that one is an 
expert who says the right things. She is refreshingly honest in her charac­
terization of this fear of seeming incompetent and how it drives teachers 
and scholars in the academy to play the very serious conventional gamesof 
writing and performing in front of students according to standards that re­
ward what people say, not what they do: 

Fear is the driving form behind the performance mode. Fear of being shown 
up for what you are: a fraud, stupid, ignorant, a clod, a dolt, a sap, a weakling, 
someone who can't cut the mustard, (p. 654) 

I related to her descriptions of this fear. If I write with authority that is rec­
ognized by gatekeepers and teach by passing on my knowledge in an au­
thoritative way to students, I fit the performance model. If I include my own 
persona in my writing or teaching or if I step back from an authoritative 
stance in either activity, I do not fit that model and thus risk being margin­
alized in the conventional academic circles that judge me. Women academ­
ics and part-time and temporary academics (many of whom are women) are 
particularly vulnerable here (Cayton, 1991) and it is difficult to escape the 
feeling that we really don't belong, that we are frauds (Mclntosh, 1989). The 
fear of not being recognized by the Powers That Be, in short, prevents 
many of us from bending rules. Lillian Bridwell-Bowles (1992,1995) admitted 
that in spite of her strong support of experimental writing in the academy 
by both students and teachers, many young or insecure students and schol­
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ars don't dare take the risk. As a well-known tenured faculty member, she 
acknowledges that she takes little risk in calling for or practicing more ex­
perimental writing within the academy. When as a young scholar Cheryl 
Geisler (1992) wrote an account of her own research in an unconventional 
way that included personal reflection, she expressed the problem this way: 

As a consequence of academic conventions, whenever we venture to account 
for our research and place this account in print, we run the risk of being taken 
as less than serious, of having our claims assessed as less than valid, and of 
being accused of methodological impurity. This will happen to some extent 
no matter how good our intentions are, and it is particularly likely to happen 
when the person giving the account has not "earned" the right of personal 
reflection through a long and distinguished career, as I certainly have not. 
(p. 41) 

Bridwell-Bowles (1992) wants to "use the security [of tenure] I have to open 
doors for others, to consider new possibilities" (p. 366). Elliot Eisner (1997), 
too, notes that "opening up new ways of seeing and saying" can be both ex­
citing and treacherous. Edges, he says, "are not a bad location if one is a 
university professor—especially one with tenure!" (p. 4). Geisler (1992), on 
the other hand, wants all scholars, including young ones, to question the 
"myth of rhetorical repression." Even though we feel pressure to conform, 
she says, "[w]e should ask ourselves why, and—occasionally—do our best to 
do something different" (p. 52). 

What is it that for some years now I have wanted to do differently in my 
writing? I think that if I had to sum up my urge in a sentence, it would be 
that I want academic writers, including myself, to become more visible in 
their writings, as authors, agents, and as human beings who have a life. 
Wendy Bishop (1999) expressed my own desires in her call for more trans­
parency in our accounts of writing and more discussion of authorial perso­
nas and actual authorship (p. 29). My reading in the fields of education, 
composition and rhetoric, and English (less so in the field of second lan­
guage education) convinces me that I am in good company, and not just the 
company of women (e.g., Bleich, 1995, 1998). 

My sense, in other words, is that many researchers, teachers, and teach-
er-educators are calling for more visibility of the people who write and who 
are written about (I talk more about this in the next section). This is not to 
say that critics of expressivist pedagogies, interpretive and narrative in­
quiry, and experimentation in academic discourse have retired to the side­
lines (e.g., Bartholomae, 1995; Moore & Muller, 1999; Gardner's views in 
Saks, 1996). It is to say, rather, that the strong and persuasive voices making 
these pleas are alive and well and gaining strength as the idea that there 
are many ways to know something becomes more accepted in professional 
educational circles. The pleas are expressed and resonate particularly well 
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with women and men who are seeking ways to legitimize new academic lit­
eracy games that link their personal and professional lives and who hope to 
help their students do the same (e.g., Bleich, 1995, 1998; Brannon, 1993; 
Bridwell-Bowles, 1995; Carter, 1993; Cayton, 1991; Clandinin & Connelly, 
1991; Conle, 1996, 1999; Elbow, 1991, 1995, 1999a; Fishman & McCarthy, 1992; 
Grumet, 1988; Kilbourn, 1999; Spack, 1997b; Thompkins, 1990; Trimmer, 
1997). This list strikes me as evidence of the growing numbers of scholars 
whom I can relate to and converse with. I find comfort in these voices and 
find they give me the courage to continue finding ways to bend some rules 
myself and to help my students understand that they have choices. 

In this chapter, however, I am less interested in how to help students go 
about the bending rules of conventional academic literacy games than in 
how teachers and researchers long steeped in traditional academic prac­
tices might themselves bend some of the rules, although the connection 
with students underlies all the issues I discuss. Teachers and researchers 
are the people, after all, who model and mentor and whose adherence or 
resistance to tradition affects their students' lives as much as it does theirs. 
In my own teaching and writing, I am faced daily with the inconsistencies 
and contradictions in my beliefs and practices. I wonder how they affect my 
students and if resolving them would remove the energizing dissonance in 
my life, leaving me an untroubled but naive idealist who has Answers. 
There is no risk without dissonance, I suppose, so I guess I should not wish 
away the contradictions too hastily. 

It is the effort that teachers and researchers make at taking risks in aca­
demic writing by constructing unconventional textual identities that I con­
sider in this chapter. I do this by first reviewing several published studies 
by scholars who have mustered the courage to break some of the rules of 
the academic writing game, and who have talked about their risk-taking in 
print. I look in some depth at one of these authors, Victor Villanueva, whose 
autobiographical book Bootstraps (Villanueva, 1993) is itself an example of 
multivocalic and courageously risky academic discourse: The author him­
self uses multiple voices, all his own and all reflecting different aspects of 
his identity, to tell his story of enculturation into communities of academic 
practice. 

In the third section of the chapter, I look closely at an experience I had 
as coeditor and contributing author of a book I had originally conceptual­
ized as a rule-breaker. In this book we wanted well-known and newer people 
across subfields of language education to write about themselves and their 
careers in ways that challenged the conventions of academic discourse—to 
narrate stories that had a literary flair and that went beyond the I-did-this-
and-that-in-my-life-and-finally-got-there type of personal essay. We wanted 
authors instead to look at key issues and transitions in their careers in com­
plex ways that put themselves at the center of their discourse. With the par­
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ticipation of my coeditor, Sandra Schecter, we gave birth to this book, but it 
took 5 years (Casanave & Schecter, 1997). The stories are those of the edi-
tor-author relationship I had with several of the authors who wrote essays 
for that book and how we struggled in this relationship to bend a few rules 
by crafting selves that did not fit the conventional distanced academic per­
sona. 

PUBLISHED STUDIES 

Two perspectives on identity help me frame the discussion of the construc­
tion of unconventional textual identities in this section. One is the post­
modern view that "the problem of identity is a problem of language, and 
thus a problem of fabrication" (Britzman, 1993, p. 54). The second is that 
"viewing the self as a narrative or story, rather than as a substance" (Pol­
kinghorne, 1991, p. 135) helps bring to light one's identity (Bruner, 1991; 
Giddens, 1991; Linde, 1993). From these two perspectives it is possible to 
conclude that narrative and reflective writing deserve a central place in 
scholarly fields that purport to deal with people and their use of language, 
including how authors themselves use and select language. Even if I am por­
traying others as in case study research (Newkirk, 1992), the narratives I 
choose to listen to and interpret say as much about me as they do about 
my participants. All writing is therefore in some sense autobiographical 
(Murray, 1991), and I am heartened to discover increasing numbers of calls 
for authors in first and second language education to write more transpar­
ently about their own identities, agendas, and processes (Belcher & Con­
nor, 2001; Bishop, 1999; Braine, 1999a; Bridwell-Bowles, 1995, 1996, 1997; 
Geisler, 1992; Kirsch & Ritchie, 1995). These calls for more transparency of 
author identity accompany the push for more acceptance of qualitative and 
unconventional research methods in education and composition research 
in the face of continued resistance (Eisner, 1997; Kilbourn, 1999; Miller, Nel­
son, & Moore, 1998; Peshkin, 1993; Eisner in Saks, 1996) and in particular for 
writing that is more narrative and reflective, more multivocalic and layered 
(Barone, 1992; Cintron, 1993; Conle, 1997, 1999; Kirsch & Ritchie, 1995; Neu­
mann & Peterson, 1997; Trimmer, 1997). Nevertheless, no mode of writing is 
innocent or neutral, as Renato Rosaldo (1993) notes, and none should be 
granted sole legitimacy. In this regard I understand the calls for more inno­
vative writing in education to be calls for expanding and redefining what is 
considered "legitimate," not replacing traditional academic discourse. 

In the field of education, Patricia Burdell and Beth Swadener (1999) dis­
cussed explicitly their support of texts that "allow us to enter the world of 
others in ways that have us more present in their experience, while better 
understanding our own" and that "broaden the 'acceptable' or give voice to 
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the intellectual contradictions and tensions in everyday lives of scholar-
teachers and researchers" (p. 21). They describe what they see as an 
emerging genre in education: critical personal narrative and autoethnog­
raphy. In fulfilling such a goal, authors cannot escape the need to construct 
and expose to the public aspects of their own identities that traditionally 
are hidden behind objectivist and third-person discourse. The risk, as many 
authors have mentioned, is great for young and unknown scholars who 
need, or believe they need, to become skilled players at traditional academic 
literacy games in order to be recognized as legitimate participants in their 
scholarly communities. But I believe the risk also causes established schol­
ars to think twice before constructing a personal textual identity for others to 
see. What will be the purpose of personal disclosure and where should au­
thors draw the line between that and confession, which Bleich (1995,1998) re­
minds us is a private matter? If authors have or yearn for an authoritative 
public persona, to what extent will their construction of personal identities 
in their writing add to or detract from their authority? How can the bending 
of the rules of academic literacy games in ways that construct more visible 
personal identities benefit both readers and authors? 

In short, even though narrative and reflective writing continues to gain 
popularity and legitimacy in first and second language education publica­
tions (Connelly & Clandinin, 1990; Freeman & Richards, 1996; Schon, 1987; 
Witherell, 1991), and even though I often see lengthy passages quoted from 
the narratives of others (e.g., McLaughlin & Tierney, 1993; Witherell & 
Noddings, 1991), academic scholars less often publish their own narratives. 
Most of us have never considered the stuff of our personal and academic 
histories appropriate for the public to scrutinize. It is much safer for the 
narratives of others to be put forward. Some established scholars, how­
ever, are beginning to tell us about themselves. 

For instance, Linda Brodkey's (1996) beautifully written story of her 
background transported me into her world, just as did accounts such as 
those of Mike Rose (1989, 1995) in the popular press and portions of Mad­
eleine Grumet's work (1988, 1991). William Tierney's (1993) personal touch 
in his life story of native American teacher Robert Sunchild's battle with 
AIDS brought his issues vividly to the forefront for me. Cheryl Geisler's 
(1994) and Paul Prior's (1998) personal reflections at the end of their books 
on academic literacy connected me with their messages in more memora­
ble ways than did their thoroughly researched volumes. Stephanie Van­
drick (1999) wrote courageously about the colonial attitudes she absorbed 
as a child of missionary parents in India and their continuing influence on 
her ESL teaching. Ruth Spack (1997b) includes reflection about personal 
and ethical issues of identity, authority, and voice in her essay on teaching 
in culturally diverse classrooms. The collections in composition studies 
and education (Fontaine & Hunter, 1993; Roen, Brown, & Enos, 1999; Trim­
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mer, 1997; Vargas, 2001), in several subfields of language education by my 
coeditor and me (Casanave & Schecter, 1997), and in the second language 
education field (Belcher & Connor, 2001; Braine, 1999b) provide evidence of 
the power of first-person narratives to communicate identities and issues to 
readers in accessible, jargon-free prose. 

In composition studies, for example, I found Lillian Bridwell-Bowles's 
(1995) references to her Southern White background refreshingly honest. 
The details of her personal background and gradual political awakening, 
however, came out first in an orally delivered conference paper (Bridwell-
Bowles, 1996), then later in written form (Bridwell-Bowles, 1997). She por­
trays herself as a well-meaning educator who moved from an early stance 
of naive idealism to one in which she is more realistically aware of un­
resolvable dilemmas in her positioning of herself within a culturally and 
ethnically complex field. In a bolder example of bending writing game rules, 
Wendy Bishop (1995, 1997b, 1999) writes nontraditionally structured, mixed-
genre pieces that reflect her background in creative writing and her inter­
est in a personal presence in her writing. In the 1999 essay, among other 
things, she traces the changes she experienced over the years as a partici­
pant on the playing fields of composition studies. One of her key concepts— 
that of writer-teacher-writer—is represented by a symbol rather than word, 
and she includes a poem she wrote in order to explore the idea of "other­
ing." Her argument for justifying the role of the creative writer in composi­
tion studies, in other words, is practiced in this piece of creative and per­
sonal yet scholarly writing. 

Outside the field of language education, qualitative research in anthro­
pology and education occasionally gives us riveting first person accounts 
that demonstrate the power and theoretical and analytical potential of nar­
ratives that include the authors as central figures. Harry Wolcott's (1990) 
story of how his informant and lover Brad attacked him and burned his 
house down kept me glued to the page, causing me to reflect on the mean­
ing of validity in qualitative research and on the nature and purpose of the 
researcher-informant relationship. This reflection was precisely Wolcott's 
purpose in telling this personal story. Carolyn Ellis and Arthur Bochner's 
(1996) collection of experimental ethnographic writings shows graphically 
the variety of discourse styles authors can use to construct first person nar­
ratives, ones that are both fascinating and substantive as well as ones that 
work less well. (In the introduction to this volume [Bochner & Ellis, 1996], 
the editors experimented with a dialogue format that I feel succeeded only 
marginally; the dialogue has an artificial ring to it in its attempt not to 
sound didactic. See the case of John later in this chapter.) Likewise, Anna 
Neumann and Penelope Peterson (1997) brought together a collection of 
autobiographical writings by women researchers in education who vividly 
connected their personal and professional lives. Some academics, in other 
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words, are pushing at the gatekeepers' fences, bending rules and changing 
the playing fields. Like all good writing, the narratives written by these risk-
takers are generally compelling, thought-provoking, and absorbing to read. 
And like all good writing, they appear to have been constructed effortlessly. 

Appearances are deceiving. Perhaps constructing a personal textual 
identity for a public forum is easy for some people. My own experiences 
and those of some of the authors that I worked with in my guise as editor 
more closely reflect the following comment by Jo Anne Pagano (1991). Her 
anecdote in a published essay expresses what I and several other authors 
went through as we searched for appropriate and accurate representations 
of our professional identities: 

I recently reread an autobiographical essay that I submitted as part of my ten­
ure dossier. My assignment was to talk about the way I think about teaching, 
to develop a "philosophy" of teaching, and to evaluate my performance as a 
teacher, scholar, and citizen of the university community. I was terrified. 
Nothing I've ever written, including my PhD dissertation, was ever as difficult 
for me as that autobiographical essay. Never had 1 felt more vulnerable, (pp. 
195-196) 

She continues by describing how the ways she presented herself for public 
scrutiny in this tenure review document hid her fear of inferiority. Con­
structing a self that did not seem vulnerable was a challenge she had not 
faced in conventional academic writing, where her self was not central. As I 
read Victor Villanueva's (1993) literacy autobiography, Bootstraps, I saw 
how one courageous author handled the challenge and the vulnerability. 

Victor Villanueva 

I write about Victor Villanueva's autobiographical journey into academia, 
Bootstraps (1993), in this chapter on bending rules for several reasons. One 
is that he is a writing teacher and scholar writing about his own academic 
enculturation. Another is that his long and painful journey onto the playing 
fields of academia is so different from mine and from that of many other 
"colorless" middle-class people that contemplating it serves as a vivid re­
minder to me of how much I don't know and have not experienced about 
people's academic identities and transitions. At the same time, sensations 
of familiarity pursued me throughout my reading of his story. Third, I in­
clude a discussion of Villanueva's book because the book itself stands as a 
courageous experiment in the blending of voices and genres. Part adven­
ture story, part poetry, part academic and philosophical treatise, all the 
voices, and none, belong to Villanueva. None represents him completely, 
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yet none is inimical to the different facets of his personality and experience. 
And as much as he may wish to unburden himself of the conventional 
academic discourse he has learned to manipulate, he cannot go back. That 
voice is also now his. 

As a White Middle-Class Woman of Fluctuating Confidence (a WMCWFC-
one is compelled in academia to create ridiculous acronyms), I feel I have 
nothing to say after reading Bootstraps and am weighed down by a modi­
cum of guilt that I might think I have something to complain about in my 
own academic enculturation. I have never struggled with the issues of race, 
color, class, poverty, and family responsibility that Villanueva has. Any 
hardships I can point to in my own life come across as sounding trite, and 
make me sound whiny and ignorant of the harsh realities of others. I can 
never comprehend fully Villanueva's climb (as I drafted early versions of 
this chapter, he was chair of the College Composition and Communication 
organization, and later became the chair of a department at his university). 
But some of his experiences resonate with me, because they have to do 
with understanding that choices to follow traditional conventions in aca­
demic writing practices or to take risks and try for something different are 
in part political decisions that can affect one's career. 

Villanueva arrived in academia the hard way. A life of poverty, beginning 
in New York's Bedford-Stuyvesant district and continuing even after he fi­
nally received his PhD in composition and rhetoric made it difficult for him 
to identify himself either as middle class or as an academic. For one thing, 
academics are supposed to travel to conferences—a financial hardship on 
many. "He has made it by the bootstraps," he says in third person of him­
self, from "GED" to "Ph.D." (p. xiv), which on the surface looks like an 
"American success story" (p. xiv). The "portorican" kid who didn't even fin­
ish high school gets a doctoral degree and finds himself teaching writing to 
all kinds of students, including those much like himself. Not only does he 
find himself teaching writing. He also realizes that a life in academia in­
cludes pressures to write and publish. His lifelong love of language helped 
him achieve the goal he could never have imagined reaching as a youth, a 
PhD. But university politics, pressure to publish, and continued poverty 
gnawed away at his developing sense of identity as a scholar and at his con­
fidence that an "academic of color" could survive on a very serious aca­
demic playing field. 

Villanueva did not always lack confidence or see himself in political 
terms as a person of color in the working class. As a youth, he seems to 
have developed a great deal of strength from a close family and his love of 
language, but his confidence included his firm belief that he was not college 
material. The transitions in his academic identity began for him in serious 
in college, after a stint in the army in Vietnam and Korea, "as I attempted to 
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move within the class system, and as more of America's cultural heritage, 
seen through literature and rhetoric, became clear" (p. xii). From that time, 
continuing to the writing of Bootstraps and beyond (his keynote address at 
the Conference on College Composition and Communication in Atlanta, 
Georgia, Thursday March 25, 1999 was "The Tree and the Woods: Racism in 
Multiculturalism"), Villanueva has seen tokenism at work in the halls of 
academia, and "the liberal's fear of being honest with people of color about 
their abilities" (p. 13). He wonders about his own achievements and wheth­
er perhaps "he isn't as smart as people say he is" (p. 13). 

Villanueva narrates with passion the ups and downs in his college ca­
reer. We get to know some of his teachers and classes, and share with him 
the shock of his move from community college to university, and then on to 
graduate school. We meet the handful of people (Walter Myles, Bracy, 
"Floyd") and authors (Freire, Gramsci) who helped him develop a "critical 
consciousness" (Bootstraps, Chapter 4). We learn of his successes at the 
community college (3.8 GPA), frustrations and failures in university and 
graduate courses, and the mixed responses from professors that his writing 
generated ("too formulaic," "too novel," "nonsense," "I never saw that be­
fore"). Yet Villanueva was driven to continue pursuing a degree. "I couldn't 
get enough," he tells us, "despite the pain and the insecurity" (p. 71). The 
language, the reading, the ideas were magic. 

In order to successfully bend the rules of academic discourse, as Villa­
nueva did with Bootstraps, he had to learn the rules first and gain the stat­
ure that would persuade mentors and publishers to take a chance with him. 
From what I could glean from his story of how he learned to play the games, 
he, like many novices, learned how to write according to accepted conven­
tions well before he began to take on the identity of a "legitimate" (his 
word) member of an academic community in composition and rhetoric 
(Bartholomae, 1985). His story sounds like a detailed version of what I 
heard from many of the people I talked to in my own case study research. 
Villanueva calls his strategy of learning how to write in the university "Pro­
fessorial Discourse Analysis": 

Professorial Discourse Analysis became a standard practice: go to the library; 
see what the course's professor had published; try to discern a pattern to her 
writing; try to mimic the pattern. Some would begin with anecdotes. Some 
would have no personal pronouns. Some would cite others' research. Some 
would cite different literary works to make assertions about one literary 
work. Whatever they did, I would do too. (p. 71) 

In the university, in other words, Villanueva did not purposely bend the 
rules, but did his utmost to discover the patterns in his own professors' 
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writings and to mimic the patterns. It was a strategy that worked for the 
most part, got him his BA, and helped him get into the university's graduate 
program, with the additional help of faculty references and his "minority 
status." His pride was wounded at being labeled minority, in that he had 
earned his 3.67 GPA. 

In graduate school, more insecure than ever, Villanueva discovered that 
"there are no more overnight papers" (p. 33). He labored over papers for 
days and weeks, literally cutting and pasting, trying to figure out what the 
repeated comments in his papers ("Logic?") referred to. Until graduate 
school, Villanueva observes, he had never fully comprehended written dis­
course "of the academic variety," where logic rather than imagination or 
patterned plays of language were the focus. "When I didn't understand what 
was being argued in my Professorial Discourse Analysis," he explains, "I did 
not attempt to puzzle out the logic; my concerns were with patterns, the 
sounds" (p. 87). As an undergraduate, he wrote papers that satisfied his 
sense of pattern and sound, a strategy that did not work in graduate school. 
"That I was able to get through undergraduate school in this way," he says, 
"tells me that teachers have different expectations of undergraduates than 
of graduates" (p. 87). In graduate school, he surmises, "style must have 
taken a back seat to concept for many" (p. 87). 

Then, as is the case so often in life, a major changed happened in 
Villanueva's life fortuitously: He happened to hear a tape of Robert Kaplan 
speaking on contrastive rhetoric, and once again referring to himself in 
third person tells us that he "stumbles into his first rhetoric course" with 
Anne Ruggles Gere (p. 73). Bit by bit, by studying classical rhetoric, Villa­
nueva became aware of aspects of his own writing and learned something 
about the teaching of writing that he had not known before. Although 
Villanueva did not phrase it this way, I sense that this was the point at 
which he began identifying with past and present scholars of rhetoric and 
at which, in his own musings and writings as well as at conferences that he 
was beginning to attend, he began to "converse" with these authors and 
scholars. 

With time, practice, and reflection, and with his growing experience as a 
graduate assistant reader and teacher of writing, Villanueva learned to use 
his writing as a vehicle for his thinking and to craft it in ways that fit the ex­
pectations of different audiences, a task that never became easy: 

If I am to discover my thinking in the writing, I must give vent to my sophistic 
tendencies. This is not Peter Elbow's freewriting. I agonize over words 
choices or sentence constructions. I deliberate over opening sentences to 
paragraphs, over transitions. I backtrack and redirect. I correct. But I also 
know that I will have to go back when I am done to reconsider the logical pre­
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dispositions of my audience, make connections explicit, relegate some things 
to footnotes, delete others, even if they are significant to me. (pp. 87-88) 

And when it comes to what Villanueva calls the "scientific discourse" ex­
pected in academic circles, a discourse "never quite in my grasp to this 
day," he, as many academics do, coconstructs writing such as grants and 
journal articles with the help of others, receiving from them "long 'advice' 
on how I might revise." "My writing," Villanueva confesses, "is always sub­
ject to rhetorical 'translation' " (p. 88). 

Villanueva bent the rules when he wrote Bootstraps, from the position of 
an employed academic and with encouragement of colleagues and publish­
ers who were familiar with some of his "mixed genre" writing. It came to­
gether after a long journey, from New York to California to Washington to 
Arizona and back to Washington, but also after a long journey into himself 
and his changing identities and literacies. Villanueva was an army enlistee 
in Vietnam and Korea; recipient of food stamps as an impoverished college 
student, husband, and father, player with language, manual laborer, "read­
er" in graduate school, teaching assistant, head of a basic writing program, 
"legitimate" holder of a PhD, much sobered learner of the game of univer­
sity politics, researcher, insecure outsider, symbol to others of racial ster­
eotypes. He cannot identify himself unambiguously as "Latino" or Puerto Ri­
can, or as a member of the dominant White academic culture, or as working 
class, or as middle class. Aspects of all of these identities both fit and don't 
fit. But by the time Bootstraps was published, Villanueva was identifying 
himself as "an academic of color," as the subtitle of his book tells us. 

The genre of Bootstraps cannot be labeled, beyond calling it a "mixed­
genre" piece, even though it was published by an academic press and re­
ceived two awards for distinguished research and scholarship. The mix al­
lows us to see Villanueva in many of his guises. We see him in first person, 
more often in third person. We read punchy and poetic sentence fragments 
and conversational discourse, followed on the same page by more conven­
tional academic prose. A great deal of what Villanueva does in Bootstraps is 
storytelling, where woven into the powerful narrative are the denser docu­
mented sections culled from other more traditional pieces he has written. 
The mix for me was moving, jarring, engaging, irritating, curious, sometimes 
an effective blending and other times less so. Villanueva kept me with him 
on his journey, however, with threads of reflection, compassion, and con­
fession that exposed the games and the transitions that culminated in the 
courageous publication of this unconventional literacy autobiography. 

In the next section I discuss another kind of courageous and unconven­
tional writing and the author-editor relationships that prompted, intruded 
into, and sustained it. In this writing experience, three well-established pro­



CASE STUDY: AUTHOR-EDITOR GAMES 233 

fessionals in second language education and I struggled to construct our 
own unconventional textual identities through personal narrative essays. 

CASE STUDY: AUTHOR-EDITOR GAMES IN THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF UNCONVENTIONAL 
TEXTUAL IDENTITIES 

In the reflective writing project from which I draw the stories in this sec­
tion, undertaken by a diverse group of 17 first and second language educa­
tors between 1992 and 1997 for an edited collection (Casanave & Schecter, 
1997), my coeditor, Sandra Schecter, and I wished to turn the spotlight on 
ourselves. We asked authors to submit narrative essays that dealt with an 
important career issue or event in their professional development as lan­
guage educators in the fields of first and second language and bilingual edu­
cation. In composing their narratives (written, reconstructed retellings of 
and reflections on temporal events), the authors were faced with the task of 
constructing textual identities (Ivanic, 1994, 1998; Kramsch & Lam, 1999; 
Mckay & Wong, 1996; Peirce, 1995). We hoped that these identities would 
differ from the traditional public persona that academics put forward—the 
third-person, distanced and falsely objective self that is sanctioned as legiti­
mate by many of the gatekeepers in the academic world. Instead, we hoped 
that authors would construct selves that reflected the centrality of personal 
histories in their career paths. As I discussed in Chapter 1,I consider iden­
tity to be best construed in plural terms, the implication being that any 
representation of self whether in oral storytelling or written narrative re­
construction must be considered partial and one of many possible identi­
ties that could be crafted in writing (Kondo, 1990). 

The reflections I present here are those of the editor-author relationship 
I had with three of the authors who had great difficulty writing first person 
narrative essays for the book, as I did myself. These editor-author relation­
ships should not be considered typical of those Sandra and I had; rather, 
they represent particular relationships and personal negotiations that a 
small number of contributors had with us and with me in particular as the 
personal contact person for these three people. Sandra and I took turns 
signing our names as the main author of written communications with the 
authors. My personal contacts with them, however, in face-to-face meetings 
or through informal e-mail, reflect the playing out of our project goals 
within my particular way of framing issues and the interactions of my per­
sonality with those of the authors. 

We contacted potential contributors before we had completed an initial 
prospectus to be sent to publishers, but in our initial letter, we described 
the project as follows: 
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[In these essays] [W]e want to help bridge gaps between researcher and 
teacher, between seasoned professionals and those new to the field, and be­
tween first and second language educators. In particular, we want contribu­
tors to talk about themselves—about an issue in their own professional de­
velopment that would potentially provide insights for readers in language 
education. 

Later, once we had commitments from a core of interested authors and had 
received several drafts, we sent everyone a copy of our initial prospectus to 
help guide them toward a common goal as they drafted their essays. Here is 
an excerpt from that initial prospectus: 

On Becoming A Language Educator concerns the professional development of 
language educators. It consists of personal essays by first and second language 
researchers and practitioners in which the writers reflect on issues, events, 
and people in their lives that helped them carve out their career paths or clar­
ify an important dimension of their missions as educators. It is intended to pro­
vide students, teachers, and researchers in the area of language education 
with insights into the different struggles that characterize the professional de­
velopment of language educators. Our primary goals are that both readers and 
authors use the stories told here to view their own professional lives from 
fresh perspectives—that they are inspired to reflect in new ways on the ideolog­
ical, ethical, and philosophical underpinnings of their professional personae, 
and that they forge links between the concreteness and commonality of the 
narratives and the potentially profound meanings to be found in human experi­
ence. We believe that this kind of reflection leads us as language educators not 
only to find meaning in the narrative episodes of our professional lives, but 
also to enhance our respect for the nonstatic "ongoingness" of professional de­
velopment, as reflected in the progressive mood of our title. This we hope will 
happen as readers question and explore the mission, substance, and activity of 
language educating across a variety of first language, second language, and bi­
lingual education contexts. 

Our primary purpose, in other words, was to connect with an audience in 
language teacher education, in the belief that sharing stories about profes­
sional development can open avenues of understanding and personal growth 
that may ordinarily remain hidden behind the more conventional academic 
stances that we require from ourselves and out students. A secondary pur­
pose was to help expand the range of accepted discourse styles and models 
in academic literature in language education. 

In an excerpt from an early memo from Sandra and me to some of the 
first contributors, sent before we had completed the prospectus, we noted 
some of the problems that lay on the horizon: 

We'd like to touch bases with you as a group, as well as individually before the 
summer is over. We're starting to get pieces in for the book (thanks to those of 
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you who have sent early drafts!) and hope to finish up the prospectus within a 
month. We don't need all the pieces by then, but the more drafts we have, the 
more focused our prospectus can be. The people we've talked to so far are ei­
ther finding the more literary, personal style quite a bit easier to write, or far 
more difficult. Some are also finding it difficult to deal with the rich detail of an 
issue rather than just narrating a superficial story. At any rate, we're all con­
vinced we're going in the right direction. 

I, for one, was surprised at the time at the difficulties some people were 
having. People are inherently interested in themselves, and many of us 
claim to be committed to "personal growth" of various kinds. Hence, a book 
project that asked people to reflect on some aspect of their professional de­
velopment in a comfortable story form, I reasoned naively, should have 
generated inspired, flowing prose. Indeed, with some of the authors that I 
had extended conversations with before we all began writing, stories tum­
bled out as we talked about the project. As for my own story, I felt that 
whatever I might say was so much a part of me that I would have little diffi­
culty telling it once I could make myself sit down to do it. Perhaps this task 
was in fact easy for some people. We did get a number of first drafts that fit 
well with our vision for this book, as our early memo hints. But for others, 
including myself, this writing task turned into a kind of torture that more 
conventional efforts at writing could not match. 

In asking people to write about themselves, without needing to disguise 
agency or cite the voices of others, we were bending some rules and elimi­
nating others, on the surface making the task seem easier. But we were also 
playing new games, games of identity and relational games embedded in 
discourse, whose rules and outcomes were less clear and whose strategies 
ran the risk of wounding egos and damaging collegial trust. The stories in 
this section are my reflections on these new games, not just my perceptions 
of what the authors were going through, although their voices are also 
present. They are my perceptions of author-editor relationships, where the 
struggles of the authors I worked with cannot be separated from my role as 
editor or from my role as an author who was having equally distressing 
problems constructing an unconventional public identity. 

THE AUTHORS 

John 

When I began the editing project and my coeditor and I were beginning to 
make a list of and contact people we thought might be able to write essays 
that would fit our rather vaguely defined purposes, I immediately thought 
of John Fanselow. He was a well-established and well-known second Ian­
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guage educator who had been active in the field from his base in New York 
City for many years. I did not know him personally, had never met him, but 
knew him through his well-attended always entertaining conference pres­
entations and through his less frequent publications. In his conference pres­
entations, he often talked about and demonstrated the importance of 
changing one's routines, doing things differently, taking risks. One of his 
books on teaching, in fact, is called Breaking Rules (Fanselow, 1987). I rea­
soned that the writing task my coeditor and I had designed would suit him 
ideally, that he would probably find it both easy and enjoyable. I saw him at 
a conference and approached him about the project, wrote him the details 
later, and he accepted. 

We met in New York on one of my trips there, and began to talk about 
the project and about what issues in his teaching and writing life might 
make a suitable story. When we met and I got to sit across the table from 
him at the apartment of a friend of mine in New York, I found him thinner 
and older than I'd remembered. He had been someone I'd seen mostly from 
afar at conferences, and mostly many years ago. It was a bit like time travel­
ing. His slightly hunched shoulders, thoughtful blue eyes wandering down 
and up and sideways as he constructed thoughts, and casual dress were all 
familiar as was his distinctive voice and straightfaced humor. 

John often commuted to Tokyo, where his Japanese wife (a professor at 
a Yokohama university) and two daughters resided and where he ran the 
Tokyo branch of Teachers College Columbia University. He had been past 
president of the TESOL organization, had helped run the Teachers College 
Columbia University MA TESOL program in New York and Tokyo for many 
years, and was unflaggingly committed to helping students and teachers 
dare to take risks in their thinking and teaching practices. As I got to know 
him better through our project and by signing on to work as a weekend ad­
junct in the Tokyo MA program, I learned from some of his MA students 
that he sometimes gave them no guidelines at all about what to do in class 
on some days, and that on occasion he would even leave the room. They 
would have to set something in motion themselves. But after a lifetime of 
trying to get his students to think and act on their own, he was still treated 
as the expert whose job it was to tell students and conference goers what to 
do. It was here that I thought lay an interesting paradox that would make a 
valuable addition to our book of reflective essays. 

Denise 

Unlike John, Denise Murray was a known entity to me. I had known her for 
nearly 10 years, through regular if infrequent contact beginning at the time 
when she left Stanford University and I entered, taking over her teaching 
fellowship in the ESL support program for graduate students. Denise was 
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one of the busiest people I knew, a fact that I surmised kept her as thin as 
she always was. Constantly battling the politics at her university and very 
active in the California and national TESOL organizations, she somehow 
managed as well to receive rave reviews from her students, to whom she 
was devoutly committed. In the tiny spaces between all this activity, she 
wrote a book, attended and spoke at multiple conferences, had dinners and 
discussions with her husband, cuddled her two cats, and took trips to Aus­
tralia to visit her aging parents. In her presence, I could feel myself deflating 
as one frantic story after another poured from her. I often found myself 
wondering what I had been doing with my own time and whether my own 
lack of involvement in political activism signified that I was not fully com­
mitted to my field. (These insidious comparisons have often been the bane 
of my professional life.) 

At the time our book project was in full swing, Denise was at the pinnacle 
of her career. She had been elected president of the now enormous TESOL 
organization, had carved out a real department in her university of which 
she was chair, and had been promoted to full professor. Who better to take 
a risk with writing, to reflect on a career issue, than someone like Denise?I 
had heard a plenary talk she'd given at a conference, and it was filled with 
intense and passionate discourse about the need for changes in how sec­
ond language students were viewed particularly by state governments and 
education systems. Something in her personal history must have contrib­
uted to her reformist zeal. She agreed to join us. 

Judy 

Judy Winn-Bell Olsen was someone that, like John, I had admired from afar 
for many years in her role as a popular and charismatic conference pre­
senter at TESOL and affiliated conferences. She had always struck me as 
poised, confident, strikingly good looking, effervescent and enthusiastic, 
and an exceptionally competent and committed ESL teacher and teacher 
educator. I gleaned all this from her conference presentations, which were 
always packed with admiring teachers whom Judy treated with deep re­
spect and good humor. We spoke once many years ago about her thoughts 
of one day going back to school for her PhD, and she sought some of my re­
flections on my life in my own PhD program as an "older" student. It was 
then that I saw the cracks in the public persona that Judy shared with the 
world, and realized that here was another one of us whose lack of confi­
dence was deeply buried and disguised. At the time she may not have real­
ized that she was looking at someone of the same ilk, but she was. I was 
able with certainty to tell her that if I could do it, she could too. A reflective 
and thoughtful person by nature, if my inferences from her public presenta­
tions and my few meetings with her could be trusted, she would certainly 
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be able to construct an unconventional textual self that would make a nice 
addition to our book. In particular, I wondered how she managed a life so 
packed with teaching and conference presentations without collapsing 
from burnout. I wondered what was driving her desire to connect with and 
inspire other teachers and how she managed, or if she managed, to keep a 
positive outlook in a field known for marginalizing teachers and students. 

ISSUES 

During the long and difficult writing and revising process, a number of is­
sues emerged for me and for some of the contributors, including John, 
Denise, and Judy, as we worked at constructing different versions of our 
selves. The issues I discuss here are: 

1. The difficulty of writing in an unfamiliar genre and letting go of familiar 
conventions of writing. 

2. The purpose and ethics of disclosing personal issues in a public forum. 
3. The coconstructed nature of textual identities in edited writings. 

My observations of my relationships with the three authors need to be un­
derstood in the context of the project we were all involved in, a project that 
had a specific purpose, and whose purpose evolved in increasingly specific 
terms in my interactions with the contributors. In my discussion of the au-
thor-editor relationship in this section, I refer only to my own relationship 
with the three authors described in this chapter, and do not speak directly 
for Sandra, who worked with other authors on the project, other than to re­
fer to some written communications by her. We did, however, both read all 
drafts by all authors carefully, and agreed on all feedback before we sepa­
rately communicated with each author. 

Letting Go of the Conventions 

A number of us, all professional language educators, balked and hemmed 
and hawed (or whatever the written equivalent is of hemming and hawing) 
at the prospect of writing our own narratives for this book, skirting per­
sonal issues by hiding behind the familiar discourse and purposes of the 
academy. It was difficult to let go of our deeply ingrained training in aca­
demic discourse in order to construct an essay around the personal pro­
noun "I." For example, some authors who hesitated to use first person 
throughout their essays began with a strong personal anecdote, then 
switched to passive and third person constructions as they simultaneously 
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shifted the focus away from themselves to an issue they were interested in. 
Additionally, in early drafts some of the authors decorated their issues with 
citations, losing themselves in the words and works of others. 

I did this too. I remember how I felt about this dilemma: If I write about 
my feelings about and experiences with academic discourse (the topic of 
my essay), I want readers to know two things. First, I want them to know 
some of the background to my thinking, which has been well documented 
in the literature on academic discourse. At some level, I felt that readers 
would not fully grasp my dilemma without knowing that aspects of it have 
been written about already. Equally important was my desire to let readers 
know that I had done my homework—that I was not writing about a topic 
without having studied and paid due respect to the work of others, and that 
my essay would add to existing literature. In short, I did not want to embar­
rass myself professionally by not playing one of the academic literacy 
games that I had learned so well—that of situating my writing within existing 
literature and couching my own voice in the established voices of others. 

Another convention that some of us had trouble letting go of was that of 
using academic writing to explicate and to teach. I found that in early 
drafts, I and several other authors tended to make a point, then give some 
evidence to support that point, then explicate the point to death. We were 
trained to teach, inform, explicate, analyze, and this is what we teach our 
students to do. We were not trained to show, to demonstrate, then to step 
back and let the demonstration (in this case, the story) convey the message 
without the follow up explication and analysis. Many of us believe that writ­
ing that does not explicate and analyze is not academic writing, yet this is 
just the convention that Sandra and I as editors wished to challenge with 
this collection of essays. 

John was a second language educator known for his unconventional 
teaching style and conference presenting. He easily challenged the conven­
tional academic format in his first draft by writing a 10-page hypothetical di­
alogue between himself and two imaginary attendees at one of his confer­
ence presentations. When I first glanced at his dialogue-essay, I was thrilled. 
We had none others like this in the collection so far, and a dialogue format 
would certainly challenge existing conventions of academic discourse. But 
after reading the first few exchanges in the dialogue, I saw a problem in the 
question-answer format John had set up: The attendees were asking him 
why his conference presentations were so unconventional and he was giv­
ing them his answers. I realized that the conversation sounded explicat­
ing, self-aggrandizing, and preachy, exactly the opposite of what we were 
seeking in the book. The dialogue also misrepresented this author, I be­
lieve, in that most of his colleagues do not describe him as self-aggrandiz-
ing and preachy. Thus, as easy as it was for him to break with the conven­
tional format, he found it challenging to let go of the explicative function 
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of academic prose, particularly when he had set up a dialogue between 
himself as a knower and two hypothetical conference attendees, Jeff and 
Erica, as learners. 

On a trip back to California I talked at length with Sandra about John's 
contribution, trying to find ways John could make his dialogue technique 
work. I then met with John in person over a long lunch on my university 
campus during one of his stays in Japan. I was struck then and continued to 
be struck with what I saw could be the heart of his piece—the profound par­
adox I thought he was faced with and did not fully recognize. This paradox 
was that of not being able to escape his expert persona in order to convey 
his deeply felt message that he was not as much of an expert as people 
thought, and to convince his readers that they had to find their own way to 
their goals. After I had more conversations and e-mail exchanges with San­
dra, she drafted a long letter to John that included the following points that 
we both agreed we needed to communicate to him: 

As you know, we both have concerns about the effect created by the use of 
the dialogue technique. Perhaps this is because Erica and Jeff are clearly your 
apprentices/juniors, and their deference to you (which I understand is an ar­
tistic ploy for creating a vehicle for your perspective) causes the piece to 
sound self-serving. This is an impression that Chris and I are determined to 
avoid—it is important for us that the focus remain on issues or struggles in the 
development of a professional persona. ... To cut to the chase: My recom­
mendation for reworking the piece in order to most effectively highlight the 
central thesis is to convert the piece to essay form. ... (letter from Sandra 
Schecter, July 13, 1994) 

As Sandra pointed out in the letter and as I repeatedly stressed in my infor­
mal meetings with John, the piece needed to be about him, about an issue 
in his experience that caused him some conflict (e.g., the paradox that San­
dra and I saw), not about Erica and Jeff and their responses to him as an ex­
pert though rather iconoclastic second language educator. 

In a later taped interview I had with John, transcribed and used as a 
handout for a conference presentation by several of the authors who were 
reflecting on the writing process they had gone through ("The Challenge of 
Writing Our Own Stories," TESOL 1998, Seattle, Washington), he said that 
one problem was that 

... you are used to writing in a particular way. I mean certain articles where 
you don't use the first person and you're not supposed to show your personal 
kind of feelings, you're just supposed to stand back and have some distance. 
... Academic writing means it has a lot of jargon in it, and it's totally incom­
prehensible to anyone who reads it, including the author three or four 
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months after the author has written it. (Interview, March, 1998/TESOL 1998 
handout) 

In the first two versions of his essay, both dialogues, John was certainly us­
ing first person, but I felt he was not present even though he was the cen­
tral character in the dialogues. In spite of what seemed to him to be a per­
sonal stance, he had managed to achieve a certain conventional distance, 
to stand back, and not to show the workings of his mind and heart. More­
over, the majority of his side of the dialogue with the two naive confer­
ence goers sounded like the expert teaching the novices. The irony of 
course is that he is an expert, but one who does not want to play that par­
ticular game in front of conference goers and students, and who in fact 
does not claim to be the expert people take him for. However, the conven­
tion of explication by a distanced authoritative persona permeated John's 
early contributions. 

Two drafts later, after our discussions and Sandra's letter, John went 
back to the drawing board again, drafting a new piece altogether, in a some­
what more conventional essay form but with a distinct literary quality and 
without the more insidiously conventional overtones of explication and di­
dacticism (Fanselow, 1997). In our conference preparation interview he ad­
mitted that he had written "two versions which were very pedantic and di­
rect and unemotional. And then finally I hit upon the third version," he said, 
"which is not the third version—it is a totally different piece." 

In several other instances, in their attempts to conclude with general so­
lutions and suggestions typical of academic genres, some authors shifted 
from first person to the omniscient "we": "We need to...." "We should . . . ,  " 
"It is essential that we . . . ,  " and so on. Repeatedly, Sandra and I reminded 
authors that the conventionally structured concluding message did not be­
long in this essay. This essay, we hoped, unlike those that academics usu­
ally write, would end with the author, without an answer or a sense that he 
or she had "arrived," without a suggestion for what anyone else should do, 
but with the personal story, at its current stage, with hints of continued de­
velopments in the future. 

Denise, activist, reformer, teacher, was one of the authors who could not 
let go of her mission to teach her readership about the injustices in the 
marginalized field of English as a second language and to end with a "we 
need to" message. She did not see her role as author as one of talking about 
herself but about her field and her passionate beliefs about how positive 
change could be brought about. Denise describes the start of our long and 
difficult author-editor journey like this: 

In the fall of 1991, Chris invited me to participate in this book project, after a 
discussion about a plenary address I'd given at a [conference] in San Diego— 



242 6. BENDING THE RULES 

"Ending Marginalization: An Agenda for Change." Because all of the issues I 
addressed in this paper are dear to my heart, I thought it could be reworked 
for the book. Chris agreed. In January 1992,I received the formal letter of invi­
tation. Being pressed for time, I merely mailed off the original plenary paper 
for feedback. (Murray, 1997b, p. 209) 

This first draft did in fact use first person, and did incorporate several nar­
ratives, but they were anecdotes about other people, composites of teach­
ers she had known who worked way too hard with too little in the way of 
recognition and compensation. The core issue of professionalism in the ESL 
field came across as their issue, not hers. In my first letter to her, after dis­
cussions with Sandra, I wrote: 

[T]he theme of professionalism is great.... The substance of the paper is also 
right on track, such as your descriptions of how ESL does not enjoy the status 
of a profession. We're particularly interested in how you came to be aware of 
this as a problem, and how you have worked and are continuing to work 
through it as a driving force in your career as a language educator. 

As Denise describes it, she "could not get anywhere" with her revision, hav­
ing "no sense of audience and certainly no sense of what I wanted to tell 
them, except the pain I felt because our field was so marginalized" (Mur­
ray, 1997b, p. 210). Again pressed for time, she dabbled with the original 
paper, and resubmitted it, but the paper's conventional message remained. 
Denise was writing about a problem in her field and her ideas of how to 
solve this problem rather than about herself. My response in a letter in the 
summer of 1993 included the following suggestions, this time stated much 
more directly; 

Change title: This should not be a "We Need To ..." piece, but a personal so­
journ. 
Theme good—The field is devalued because ESL is a marginalized profession 
and because ESL learning is considered remediation and therefore looked 
down on. 

Some of the anecdotes are colorful and expressive. ... 

Avoid arguments for and against making ESL a discipline. ... 
There's a lot to work with from p. 1 to top of p. 8. After that the paper fits an­
other purpose, another audience. [Add] a very different conclusion, short, 
punchy, one that brings you back into the picture. ... 

Denise said she felt "devastated" by the letter, still unsure of where to go 
next but willing to keep working on this difficult piece of writing. In her next 
try, after we had had a long and personal discussion about her family back­
ground, Denise could still not let go of the "here-is-how-to-end-marginal-
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ization" tone, even though she was now prepared to see that she had two 
selves that somehow worked in tandem—a controlling reformer self and a 
nurturing teacher self. The title of this next draft reflected this duality but in 
third-person form and still focused on her how-to message: "Negotiating 
Standards of Professionalism: Reform or Self-Actualization?" (Murray, 1997b, 
p. 210). I once again asked her to illustrate her issues and her commitment 
to self-actualization through scenarios from her own life that illustrated the 
dilemma that she, not just the field, faced. An editor at our publishing house 
followed up on these suggestions in a detailed letter to Denise. Then, on her 
sabbatical in Australia, she created a new essay, one about her (Murray, 
1997a). "I realized I was telling MY story, MY dilemma, not advocating for 
change" (Murray, 1997b, p. 211). How difficult this was, to find the self amidst 
the issues in one's work, to let go of the need to teach, and to bend the rule 
that says that authors need to stay in the background of their writing. 

In short, some of us found it difficult to let go of the conventions of aca­
demic discourse that require writers to situate their work in a body of liter­
ature, to "objectify" the issues, to explain and analyze a point, to conclude 
with a message or implication, and to place ourselves as authors into the 
background. Even though we wanted stories that set readers up to make 
their own discoveries, extract their own implications, and construct their 
own conclusions, it was hard to let go. 

Disclosing Personal Issues in Public 

I had communicated with Judy by e-mail over several years about the evo­
lution of her essay and was surprised that she was having serious problems 
completing even a first draft for this project. 1 asked her to join the project 
because I knew her from conference presentations and brief interactions as 
a warm and humanistic teacher, and presumed that our efforts to "human­
ize" academic discourse would suit her well. We exchanged e-mail over 
many months as she sought a theme, perhaps related to burnout, that was 
both fresh and current for her and that suited what she thought we 
wanted—the search for a "me" that could be printed in a book. In May of 
1993, Judy e-mailed me about some questions I had asked her about how 
she dealt with burnout: 

Since your fax when you asked "Where are YOU in your stories of burnout? 
What happened to you?" etc. I've been struggling with the writing I said I'd do 
for you. I think I finally understand the level of personalization that you want, 
and I'm not sure I can give it to you very extensively on a topic that I've al­
ready synthesized into publishable prose.... I've put it at some distance from 
me, and after generalizing, I've lost the personal particulars. (Olsen, 1997, p. 
214) 
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Nearly a year later, still trying to figure out what to write, and what we as 
editors wanted, she e-mailed again, noting for the first time that it might be 
"tricky" to be both personal and professional in the same piece: 

I'm rather relieved to hear that many other people seem to be having a diffi­
cult time of it too. I think it's particularly hard for people who have polished 
one style and stance to be "up close and personal"—and still professional—in 
print. Trading stories over drinks is one thing—that's backstage kind of stuff. 
But anything in print with one's name attached is definitely front-and-center-
stage, and it's tricky. (Olsen, 1997, p. 215) 

Eventually, Judy sent an early draft that she titled "Focus on the Teacher," 
in which she had talked about finding what is essential in teaching and let­
ting that knowledge help teachers ride through the bad times. As was the 
case with Denise, I didn't see Judy in this early draft and urged her to focus 
more on herself. As she summarized in an e-mail to me in the summer of 
1994: 

It seems to me now that all things are cyclical and in the bad times you figure 
out what's most essential, hold on to that, and wait for the better times which 
do roll around again. Which was essentially my drift, I believe, in "Focus on 
the Teacher," which is what I thought would work for you in the first place but 
which you said didn't have enough "me" in it. 

During a conference panel in which several contributors presented early 
versions of their essays, Judy in fact found more "me" by delving deeply 
and emotionally into her family background, setting up a theme of dualities 
in her life. In her e-mail message to me after the conference, she said that 
her orally told stories that included deeply personal anecdotes about her 
father and step-father felt "true" but that "somehow it doesn't feel deeply 
right, doesn't resonate, for the theme and tone of your book" (Judy, e-mail 
summer, 1994). She continued, struggling to explain that perhaps it wasn't 
the time to "freeze" her ongoing and changing human relationships in print 
and that oral stories of disclosure could not easily be turned into written 
narratives: 

Maybe [my theme] hasn't grown enough yet. Certainly most of the principals 
in my duality theme are still living growing human beings, as are the relation­
ships with them, and freezing them in a still shot (much less letting them actu­
ally READ what I've written!) is difficult. Or maybe it's one of those elusive 
creatures that will captivate as it swims by in an oral presentation, but if you 
land it in print, the colors fade as it flops around and dies. 
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Judy was beginning to express her discomfort at the thought of exposing 
deeper layers of herself in print for the public to see. Storytelling over 
drinks was fine, and "immortalizing ourselves" (her words) in print also 
sometimes motivated our desire to write for publication. But Sandra and I 
had asked people for honest, gripping stories—ones that would inspire, and 
that readers could connect with in their own struggles to become (better) 
language educators. It turned out that the layers that we were asking her to 
peel back and commit to print may have left her too vulnerable to comply 
at that particular time. 

Later that same year, she wrote again, this time much more directly 
about her discomfort with disclosure: 

Somehow a "personal story" is not so personal when it's down there in black 
and white for anyone to read (one can no longer choose the audience, setting, 
etc., for disclosure, and degree of disclosure) and when anyone can do any­
thing with/to it, you know not what. One loses control of something very cen­
tral to oneself.... The people who do written self-disclosure best, I think, are 
the poets, playwrights, novelists—though they fashion their own veils and 
drape them just so to reveal just what they choose to. But many of the rest of 
us are at a distinct disadvantage here—not only are we not used to diving into 
our own unconscious murk for pearls, but we may not recognize them when 
we find them, and when we do, we're at a loss what to do with them. (Olsen, 
1997, p. 217) 

Judy expressed the dilemma that many academics face—that of not having 
experience in our particular academic communities of writing about our­
selves. As all of us learned in this project, one way we had to bend the rules 
was to find a way to fashion our own veils and drape them just so. In Judy's 
case, she did not find a way to do this in an essay. Instead, some of her e-
mail reflections, rather than a personal narrative, ended up in our book. 

John, too, had to sought a way to honestly portray himself as both 
expert and nonexpert and to come to terms with the fact that no matter what 
his philosophy of equality might be, he was perceived as an authority. The 
questions he asked rhetorically in our interview applied not only to his rela­
tionship with his students but to the construction of his identity in his essay: 

How honest can you be? In other words, how much do you want to be a myth 
with your students and how much do you want to kind of lord it over them 
that you know something that they don't know and how much to want to kind 
of come out and say well we're in this together.... so to me the challenge was 
can I be honest and how honest can I be—I mean how much can I reveal about 
my total inadequacy, about knowing certain things? (Interview, March, 1998) 
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In another part of our interview, he spoke of the need to find an honest 
voice in the face of convention: 

So in teaching, in writing, whether you're in a scientific area or a less scientific 
area, I think the same thing is important—what is the truth as you see it and 
how can you step back and honestly reveal to other people what you believe 
and what you think is going on in reality? And not to try to please other peo­
ple and not to try to say "Oh, I better do this because this is the kind of con­
vention." ... So my problem with this [essay] was changing the voice from 
what I was used to doing and also being honest and [figuring out] how honest 
can you be. (Interview, March, 1998) 

John dealt with his search for an honest voice with relish, returning multi­
ple times to the proverbial drawing board before drafting an essay that re­
ceived a unanimous enthusiastic response by us as editors and by his colle­
gial readers (Fanselow, 1997). 

Nevertheless, it turned out that for a number of us (all women) some of 
the truly honest stories that we might tell of incidents in our career devel­
opment touched wires that were too live and nerves that were too raw to 
set down in print, as Judy suggested in her e-mail reflections. I recall my 
lunch one day with Denise at a favorite Mexican restaurant in California 
where we sometimes met. We had been talking for more than an hour about 
her essay, in which I saw her having great difficulty getting at the heart of 
the main issue in her professional life. The pieces just didn't fit together. 
She finished her margarita and suddenly burst into tears. What followed 
then was her unedited story, one of struggle to lift herself out of a family 
where her parents had worked like dogs all their lives for little reward. 
Their passivity in the face of injustice spurred her to social and political 
consciousness of the sort she had always wished her father had been able 
to muster. Her mixture of guilt, anger, and sadness about her father's life in 
particular had driven her entire career, but she could not expose this in 
print for him and others to see. Not yet, at least, and not in this raw form. 
Denise later did choose to make this story public, in oral form at our panel 
conference presentation. She eventually revised this oral presentation into 
a short narrative for a concluding piece for the book in which she talked 
about the long and difficult process of constructing her essay and about 
what seemed to be holding her back from looking closely at her own mo­
tives and agendas (Murray, 1997b). 

In my own case, I wanted to write an essay about my long and conflicted 
relationship with academic discourse and my sense that people hid behind 
their prose (Casanave, 1997). The first rambling version was filled not only 
with broad impersonal and oversimplified references to "academic dis­
course," but also with remarks designed to express the depth of my lifelong 
lack of confidence in my intellect. The result seemed self-deprecating, and 
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even dishonest to those who know me and are not convinced that I lack ei­
ther confidence or intellect. Moreover, the image that emerged from the 
early essay was not one that I wanted to be known by, even though at some 
level it felt true. The permanent and public nature of the essay project 
shaped how I recast the image of myself, and ultimately prevented my con­
fessing my sense of inadequacy in a way that I might have over cocktails. I 
rewrote my own story several times, over a period of 2 years, with feedback 
from Sandra, John, and several other colleagues, before I found the per­
sonal angle that I could tell in public without undue shame and self-dep-
recation—the disclosure rather than the confession (Bleich, 1998). Is it an 
honest story, given that I am still periodically brought low by feelings that I 
will never match up to some mythical set of standards against which I have 
measured myself all my professional life? Perhaps it is one of the many in­
evitably partially true stories (as all stories of self in print must be) that to­
gether constitute an honest portrayal of the self. 

It may seem at this point as though this project was intended to extract 
deeply personal and painful confessions of how things really are from au­
thors, not unlike van Maanen's (1988) "confessional tales" designed for the 
same purpose in ethnographic writing. We did not conceive of the project 
in these terms, and if we had, I myself would have questioned the ethics of 
our motives. But the line between disclosure and confession was thin as 
well as fuzzy since the project did ask people to look closely and self-
reflectively at an aspect of their professional development, and to look be­
low the surface of the basic narrative. What was revealing was the extent to 
which some of our stories reached into the past and stemmed from acute 
discomforts in childhood or youth. We encouraged authors to pursue such 
stories because we believed they would resonate well with an audience of 
language educators, particularly younger ones who may not realize that to-
day's well-established educators had beginnings not unlike their own. Dis­
comfort accompanied this search process, both at the personal level and at 
the level of text construction as authors worked to find acceptable ways to 
construct a self for a public audience. Some of the stories were not ready to 
be recast as narratives for publication and may indeed be appropriate only 
as oral stories told to trusted confidants. Other stories remain untold. 

The Coconstructed Nature of Textual Identities 
in Edited Writings 

All writing is perhaps in some sense coconstructed in that it is impossible 
to write without the influence of external voices (from readings, from friends, 
students, and colleagues, from others' and one's own past voices), as Bakh­
tin told us long ago. What makes an edited project like this so interesting is 
that some of the influences on the writings that contributors submitted can 
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be traced directly to the editors because we were insisting on certain kinds 
of texts and not others. In my own case, the authors I worked with closely 
also helped me articulate my vision and expectations in ways that I had not 
done so before. When I sensed that the authors had something important to 
say, based on rambling conversations or e-mail with them, I had to put my 
finger on what that something was. Carola Conle (1996) talked about this 
when she said that she "was able to recognize the resonance among ele­
ments in [a preservice teacher's] experiential stories," enabling the pre-
service teacher to reconstruct her stories (p. 317). What was unseen, by 
both the authors and by me, came into focus. When they were having trou­
ble finding a focus or a theme or a style, I had to negotiate with them about 
some of the possible directions to take next. I asked a lot of questions, did a 
lot of listening, and sometimes even then was not able to help. However, 
without these dissonances that surfaced in some of the contributions, I 
would not have been forced to peel back some of the layers of what I later 
came to call my "agenda." In other words, the clarifications I was forced to 
make not only pushed the authors to continue, but helped me understand 
more about the project itself and about my own writing. In some instances 
actual feedback on my own essay drafts, from John and from Sandra in par­
ticular, helped me return to the drawing board more than once. 

It is probably the case that the editor-author relationship I had with John, 
Denise, and Judy differed from most editor-author relationships. Certainly in 
the several cases where I have contributed a chapter to an edited book I 
have had no ongoing discussions with editors, beyond requests for small and 
expected editorial changes in length, transitions, and so on. I had not had ex­
perience with an editor who made requests and demands on me the way that 
Sandra and I were making requests and demands on authors. The authors I 
worked with were established midcareer scholars, some of them with strong 
publication records and reputations. I am guessing that they had rarely expe­
rienced the kinds of intrusions into their writing that we made. 

Judy, Denise, and John and I, went around and around over several itera­
tions of their contributions. Judy, as I mentioned, ended up not contributing 
an essay but a selection of her e-mail musings. As I look over some of those 
messages, I realize that our e-mail conversations over several years pulled 
out ideas (and identities?) from Judy that she might not otherwise have rec­
ognized and put into words. Judy's sometimes long and rambling musings, 
likewise, helped me think about the book project and about my own writing 
in new ways. I thought initially that we were communicating about her con­
tribution to the book, that my role was to help her focus and to find the 
theme that ran through her messages. But as time passed, and as Judy her­
self became increasingly involved in the next major stage in her career 
(pursuit of a PhD), I realized that there would be no essay. Her messages 
evolved into one about the role of author disclosure in publications in the 
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field of second language education. Her own public and professional iden­
tity remained veiled in the printed musings, as did her personal identity 
and I could do no more than respect her choices and appreciate her contri­
butions to my own thinking. 

In the case of Denise, the more she and I talked, the more clearly I saw a 
dilemma that I think she did not recognize early in the writing process. It 
seemed to me that she harbored a fundamental conflict in the images she 
presented to the professional world (the image of a reformer who controls 
and the image of a nurturer who lets people discover). For this essay, she 
had to find a way to articulate sets of conflicting truths about her profes­
sional behaviors and beliefs. Attempting in early drafts to teach readers 
about political issues in the field of second language education that she felt 
very committed to, she moved in later drafts to a more insightful and at 
times uncomfortable exploration of her political-legislative self and her 
nurturing self. I think that she discovered something important about her­
self by being pushed to write this kind of essay and by negotiating the con­
structing of her public identity over time. This discovery of self did not 
evolve just through the writing process. Instead, it evolved partly in re­
sponse to aspects of her character that others saw in her and that were 
brought to light through her private reflections and through face-to-face 
and e-mail interactions with me as editor and friend. I wondered aloud to 
her about what she told me. How did she manage to reconcile her top-
down, demanding, legislative persona devoted to rectifying injustices in the 
ESL world through activist and reformist agendas with her more nurturing 
persona dedicated to helping students find their own answers? Her original 
response of "What dilemma?" evolved over time into an awareness that two 
very different forces drove her professional life and were in some sense in­
commensurable. As a writing task, this evolution required many hours of 
talk and reflection, and relatively few hours of actual drafting and revising. 
The process was difficult for Denise and me, not just because I kept prod­
ding her to look more closely at herself and at a painful past, but also be­
cause it put me in the uncomfortable role of trying to shape the work of a 
more accomplished peer. 

I was in a similarly potentially uncomfortable role with John, who was 
someone well-known in the field but known to me at first only by reputa­
tion. We talked at length several times, but I did not know how to interpret 
our conversations, which were always friendly and interesting but which 
gave me few clues as to whether I was expressing myself in a way that he 
understood my messages. I soon learned that John was exceptional in the 
sense that he seemed to go willingly and pleasurably back to the drawing 
board not once, but three times. Each new essay (they were new essays, 
not new drafts) presented different versions of himself and used different 
techniques for doing so. I do not know if all of the representations of him­
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self I saw in these essays were different selves in his eyes, but they were, in 
practice different, since each had been constructed by him after our au-
thor-editor negotiations and resulted in a different self in printed drafts. At 
no point did he submit a draft saying "Here's my latest, but it really doesn't 
feel like me." On the contrary, with each version, he sent notes saying that 
this was the most interesting and valuable writing he had done in his pro­
fessional life, and that each version had also been recognized by colleagues 
as some of his most interesting and personal work. 

What selves emerged in the writings that John submitted and what role 
did our conversations have in constructing those selves? In early versions I 
saw a teacher-preacher whose verbal message was that he could not teach 
anything to anyone, but could only work at convincing people to find their 
own way. This message actually formed the thread that united all his es­
says. However, his preachy dialogue-essays contradicted his message, con­
fusing me as to the genuineness of the message itself. He was trying to 
teach us that he couldn't teach us anything. In our conversations, how was I 
to handle the problem of what seemed to me to be the portrayal of an inap­
propriately didactic self who was sending contradictory messages? I recall 
wrestling with a series of questions and of how to pose them to John: Was 
the problem in his early drafts one of incompatible selves as it had been 
with Denise, the legislator-nurturer? Or was it problem of writing style or 
format or genre? Or was it a profound philosophical dilemma? To what ex­
tent was John aware of the dilemma and how should I best talk to him 
about what I thought 1 saw? After several conversations where I tried to fo­
cus on some of these questions, I remained puzzled as to whether we were 
connecting. I could not read John's responses the way I could Denise's; I 
could not tell whether he was listening, cogitating, or resisting, nor did I 
know how he truly had reacted to the long suggestion-filled letter that San­
dra had sent. Over time, if his subsequent drafts are an indication, I think 
we were connecting. Later versions of John's contribution continued to 
sound preachy to me, but other selves began emerging—the author as sto­
ryteller, the author as close observer of nature and people, the author as 
poet and lover of poetry. These later selves eventually took over, I believe, 
because, first, they were there waiting to emerge, and second, because his 
didactic selves had been pushed aside in the author-editor negotiations. 

I often worried that both John and Denise, and even Judy, might see me 
as an editorial bully, so focused on my own agenda that I would smother 
their voices. It is a tribute to them that these negotiations—this cocon­
struction of their identities in their final contributions—did not result in 
strained relationships between them and me, but in stronger collegial bonds 
that I was also able to benefit from in my own drafting and rewriting. Al­
ways oversensitive to criticism, I believed I was less resilient than they in 
reconstructing my own public identity. I learned from them how important 
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it is to establish a candid yet sensitive relationship with my own peer read­
ers as well as with them. John's comments in two documents, a long letter 
to me about half-way through his composing process and his conference in­
terview with me for our TESOL panel presentation more than 2 years later, 
encapsulate the best parts of the author-editor relationship and represent 
for me an ideal that I know is rare in such relationships. I mention these 
here because they reflect key issues about the coconstruction of textual 
identities that bend the rules of conventional academic discourse. 

In his 1995 letter and in our 1998 conference interview, John surprised 
me with a number of comments, the content of which he had only hinted at 
in our face-to-face conversations. In the interview, he said, curiously, that 
the feedback from his closest colleagues was not particularly helpful be­
cause they knew him too well—they were "too close and couldn't notice" that 
his early drafts did not seem honest (John's words). The author-editor feed­
back, on the other hand, including not just conversations with me but written 
feedback from Sandra, had pushed him in directions he would not otherwise 
have gone. In our early conversations he had been skeptical about the place 
of emotion and reflection in his writing. By the time he was working on his 
third version of his essay, one that was richly reflective and personal, he 
wrote this to me in a letter, expressing how much he had changed: 

I am grateful to you for the conversations we had which enabled me to pro­
duce this piece. As I pointed out to those who have read the piece, it has been 
in the making for two years and it represents a third totally different version 
of where I started my journey with you. I hope in your introduction [to the 
book] you will remind readers of the journeys you made with the authors and 
how much energy it took for us to free ourselves from the academic, dis­
tanced writing we have been "taught" to do. I mentioned the value of and edi­
tor who can be candid and of the need to be able to reject what one has writ­
ten and to start fresh over and over as part of the writing process. (Letter 
from John, December 18, 1995) 

By the 1998 interview, John was using a concept that he had not used be-
fore—that of voice. He said that he had finally gotten "his voice" in the final 
version and that as editor, "you, Chris, were able to get me to speak with a 
different voice—different from the voice that I've been trained to use and I 
think it's more my real voice" (Interview, March, 1998). (He may not know 
that he, too, with his extensive feedback on my own essay, helped me de­
velop a personal voice that I could put into print.) One of his points in this 
interview was that "everybody is giving some voice that they think should 
be their voice," not their own voice. He did not use the concept of "game" 
here, but in these comments he implicitly referred to at least two kinds of 
games. One was the game of conventional academic discourse practices, as 
he noted, those we are taught to play. The other was the delicate au­
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thor-editor relationship in which two or more personalities and agendas in­
teract to achieve one piece of writing, in this case a piece of writing that un­
conventionally fronted personal aspects of the authors' identities. It is not 
possible to disentangle the separate contributions of author and editor or 
of author and other readers who provided feedback, but I think that John, 
Denise, and Judy and I would agree that our individual contributions to the 
book would not have happened without our interacting over time and over 
our respective troubled waters. 

Ironies 

I would like to conclude this discussion of author-editor construction of 
textual identities with some observations that I cannot reconcile in a clean 
way. These have to do with the fact that in trying to dismantle one kind of 
academic writing game, my coeditor, Sandra, and I were establishing new 
games with equally constrained rules for play. A second irony has to do 
with the fact that reflective and personal narratives resulted in some cases 
from a great deal of intervention by outsiders, in some case outsiders (i.e., 
editors) who did not share a personal history with the authors. 

In the first case, I guess my point here is that selves in this project, my 
own included, were discovered and shaped in great part through the requi­
sites of a rather tightly defined writing task, one that became more pre­
cisely defined as time passed and we were forced to articulate our vision of 
what we were looking for. Sandra and I realized early in the project that it 
was not just any sort of personal narrative of professional development 
that we sought. These narratives had to match our vision for this collection, 
a vision we had articulated to some extent in our proposals to publishers, 
but that we discovered much more about along the way as we got submis­
sions that we sensed would fit or knew would not fit. Then, as our vision 
grew more detailed, we persuaded, coerced, demanded, suggested, and 
wrangled until authors' representations of their selves fit what we called 
"the spirit of the book." It was the nature of this particular writing task that 
imposed the guidelines for how this self could be storied, guidelines that 
themselves opened dozens of possibilities and angles, while simultaneously 
excluding others. 

As I struggled with my own essay and worked with John, Denise, Judy, 
and several other authors, I found myself constructing these guidelines and 
passing them on bit by bit in oral and written feedback: Present yourself as 
a fully dimensional person, not just as a scholarly academic. Refrain from 
citing your own works too much so as to avoid coming across as arrogant 
or self-satisfied. Avoid citing many works at all so that you don't bury your 
voice in the authoritative voices of others. Emphasize that you are in the 
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middle of a journey, not that you have come a long way and finally gotten 
there. Don't pretend to have all the answers. Or, if you think you have an­
swers, go back to the drawing board and look for gaps. Recognize that you 
did not learn all you know or develop all your beliefs in graduate school— 
we know your professional self began to be crafted long before that. Write 
in a way that fronts your reflective powers and your survival capabilities 
rather than in a way that makes you seem like a victim of your hard times. 
Recognize the inconsistencies in your own beliefs and practices and exploit 
these mismatches to peel back layers of self and to connect with readers 
whose professional lives are also characterized by similar mismatches (a 
normal state of affairs, we presumed). Write with flair and grace. 

More broadly, the practice of this new game involved storytelling, but 
the nature of the project determined that only certain kinds of stories 
would fulfill our purposes. The stories, written up in their narrative form, 
had to be multilayered and nontrivial, and they had to resonate with read­
ers. They had to reveal personal but not confessional aspects of the au­
thors' identities that not only resonated with readers but that helped the 
authors themselves reconceptualize their own identities and see their pro­
fessional lives in ways they may not have seen them before. They were sup­
posed to exhibit some kind of personal growth. As Jean Clandinin and Mi­
chael Connelly (1991) phrased it, "Deliberately storying and restorying 
one's life ... is ... a fundamental method of personal growth: It is a funda­
mental quality of education" (p. 259; cf. Donald Polkinghorne's [1991] notion 
of "re-emplotment"). These guidelines would not fill an APA Manual, but 
they worked to delineate some of the rules of the new game we were play­
ing and show the extent to which the author-editor game in this project in­
volved more than guidelines for textual practices. They involved guidelines 
for how to see and reconceptualize the self in interaction with an Other, an 
editor in this case, an ironic and potentially intrusive relationship. 

The second irony of the edited book project is related to this potential in­
trusion of the editors into a project whose purpose was to collect deeply per­
sonal narratives by individual authors. We did intrude in perhaps half of the 
narratives, to greater or lesser degrees, using our roles as editors to justify 
the intrusions. The nature of the editor-author relationship in the project, in 
other words, was a relationship among peers but one that was characterized 
by conventional political game rules in academia about who has the ultimate 
say in shaping a piece of writing. The academic literacy practice of producing 
an edited book thus permitted the intrusions, even into these very personal 
narratives, and resulted in the kinds of negotiations I have already described. 
Although I now find this intrusion ironic, when I consider the alternative of 
not intervening at all—of accepting all that authors submitted in the first 
round of drafts—I realize that for this project, at any rate, the intrusions were 
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justified and actually led some authors paradoxically to write essays that 
were far more personal than were their original drafts. So while we were 
bending some rules, we were adhering to other more conventional ones and 
creating some of our own, uncovering in the process many kinds and layers 
of serious academic literacy games played by established teachers and 
scholars who write as part of their lives in academia. 

CHAPTER REFLECTIONS 

After several iterations of this chapter, I am left with many of the original 
tensions that I began it with. Yes, established scholars can choose to bend 
some of the conventional rules that structure and guide their academic lit­
eracy practices, but other layers and types of guidelines including ones that 
might be considered innovative help determine what and how they write 
and how they represent themselves in their prose. Participating in different 
academic literacy practices requires that authors know aspects of many dif­
ferent writing games. I think it is within those game guidelines that change 
happens, but in ways that are negotiated, resisted, situated, and not neces­
sarily predictable (see the collection of well-known influential pieces in 
Zamel & Spack, 1998). 

One of the bright sides of my explorations in this chapter has been the 
reconfirmation of my belief that positive change can happen at any time in 
a career—that there is no such thing as finally arriving at some Utopian aca­
demic goal. I can bend existing guidelines, invent new ones, reinterpret old 
ones. I can choose dozens of ways to represent myself in my prose, ones 
that hide or reveal something about me as a person. I can use my writing 
and the decision processes that necessarily accompany my writing prac­
tices to look at my participation and positioning in those practices in new 
ways and to purposely recraft my different identities within my field. I don't 
have to see myself as a powerless victim of grand discourses whose game 
rules are set in stone. In his literacy autobiography, Victor Villanueva (1993) 
showed how different writing games can be juxtaposed—distancing games 
against connecting games—such that different layers of self move into differ­
ent foregrounds and backgrounds, creating a mosaic of academic identity. 
John, Denise, Judy, and I also constructed a composite of selves in our ed­
ited book contributions by bending some rules and discovering and follow­
ing new ones. 

At some level, I think I have been seeking a way to portray the composite 
of selves honestly and accurately in academic writing much in the way that 
researchers in narrative and interpretivist traditions conventionally hope 
to portray their informants. At some level, in other words, I worry about 
telling lies, about myself and about the informants in my research, simply 
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because the language I use and the brevity, linearity, and structure of my 
prose force fabrication. At some level I understand Howard Gardner's con­
cern for accuracy and truth in his debate with Elliot Eisner about what a 
dissertation should consist of (Saks, 1996). But I think that accuracy implies 
both a kind of completeness and a kind of consistency that we can only 
strive for in studies of academic literacy practices that portray people—oth-
ers or selves. Although some stories are clearly deeper and more complete 
than others, the story of a self is forever unfinished and therefore forever 
incomplete. Likewise, a self (an informant, an author) is characterized in 
part by inconsistencies, contradictions, and ongoing change. A detailed, 
carefully done study can capture some of these characteristics, but as Judy 
mentioned in her e-mail during the edited book project, it somehow doesn't 
feel right to freeze the picture in print. The picture represents just one of 
many possible angles that a camera could take at one of many possible dis­
tances. All selves represented in print are thus inaccurate, incomplete, only 
deceptively consistent, and necessarily partial. 

Accepting the necessary partiality of how I represent myself and others 
in print has helped release me somewhat from the very constraining aca­
demic literacy games that have pushed many of us to demand accuracy, 
completeness, and consistency, as well as distance in our researching and 
writing. Because people themselves do not behave according to these stan­
dards, they are not achievable except through an academic literacy game 
that professes them to be so. However, whether I choose to play that partic­
ular game or ones that involve bending some of the conventional rules, I am 
still left with a partial representation of my self and the informants in my re­
search, and therefore I still need to search for coherence in my literacy 
practices and in my construction and positioning of selves. As Giddens 
(1991) and Linde (1993) point out, people must find ways to make sense of 
the pieces of their lives, to do the "work of reconciliation" needed to create 
coherence from people's multimembership in diverse communities of prac­
tice (Wenger, 1998). It is to this search for coherence amidst the multiplicity 
of academic writing games we play that I turn to in the final chapter. 
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The Paradoxical Effort After Coherence 
in Academic Writing Games 

This book has been about how academic writing practices that I refer to 
metaphorically as game-like are carried out by individuals in different aca­
demic settings in higher education and how these practices are implicated 
in the construction of writers' identities and the positioning of those identi­
ties within academic communities of practice. An assumption I do not con­
test is that within academic communities the purposes for writing differ as 
do the levels of expertise of the many players and that these purposes and 
levels of expertise are not fixed. A thread cutting across all settings and 
throughout this book, therefore, is that people's identities as novices or ex­
perts and as more or less peripherally or centrally positioned change as 
their practices change or as they seek new playing fields. As their practices 
change, in other words, their understandings change (an intellectual or cog­
nitive transition) and their roles change (a social and political transition). 
The result is that they come to see themselves and be seen in new ways. 

All the themes—writing as a game-like practice, more general theories of 
practice, issues of identity, transition, and enculturation—reflect the idea 
that people who write in university settings are all trying to create a sense 
of order in their worlds. Freshman writers need to make sense of the many 
disciplines they encounter and to learn to figure out the expectations of in­
dividual professors and their assignments. Graduate students need to find 
frameworks for their writing and thinking into which initially puzzling termi­
nology, methods, and concepts fit. In the academic workplace, young fac­
ulty need to learn new academic literacy games from their positions as pro­
ducers not just consumers of knowledge and to learn to play with political 
savvy, a task begun in graduate school. Established faculty may have a false 
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sense of order in their routinized lives and need to find a way to create 
some dissonance, particularly because dissonance as well as order charac­
terize academic inquiry. They may search for new games or ways to play 
old games in ways that stretch the rules. Their need to create some kind of 
order in their teaching and research, however, remains. 

Although this book is about writing, my conceptualization of people 
striving through their writing practices to create order in their academic 
understandings and identities applies to far more than the specific task of 
constructing a written document. It is the latter task with which many writ­
ing textbooks and writing classes are primarily concerned. However, my 
view of this search for order applies additionally to writers' efforts to iden­
tify and locate themselves within relatively local academic communities of 
practice and to understand their locations as situated in broader playing 
fields. The need to create order applies as well to writers of books such as 
this one that consist of many different segments that were originally con­
ceived of and researched if not written up at different times and with differ­
ent populations of people. In each of the projects reported here I was 
broadly interested in similar themes but was also influenced by the local is­
sues, readings, teaching, and discussions that I was involved in at the mo­
ment. Becoming absorbed with local phenomena can make it difficult for re­
searchers like me to see clearly how the small pieces fit together in some 
meaningful way. The trick is to achieve a sense of wholeness amidst the 
complexity without succumbing to the lure of essences and singularity and 
without dismissing that complexity. 

Some of the complexities of academic writing games can be seen in my 
reviews of studies of academic writing and in my own case study research. 
These studies have shown that academic writing does not happen in isola­
tion, but within multicultural, social, and political networks of relationships 
for purposes that suit particular locally situated practices in college and 
university settings. These studies of individual writers and teachers of writ­
ing highlight the fact that each writer brings a history and particular sets of 
purposes and interpretations to each writing task and writing relationship— 
the relationships among students, teachers, peers, real and imagined read­
ers, and gatekeepers. Writers' and teachers' histories and purposes en­
counter other forces within academic settings, such as disciplinary, depart­
mental, and institutional influences, with which their personal histories and 
purposes may blend or clash. In short, the studies reveal some of the com­
plex ways that writing games are played in local communities of practice, 
making it difficult to generalize about the umbrella term academic literacy 
or academic writing. In the face of such complexity, three groups of people 
need to find ways to make sense of the diverse writing practices they 
encounter and to construct coherent accounts of their own involvement in 
these practices and their own identities as practitioners: researchers, teach­
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ers, and writers themselves. I label this sense-making endeavor as effort af­
ter coherence and consider it basic to how people learn to participate in 
academic writing games. By effort after coherence I refer to the idea that peo-
ple—academic writers, teachers, and researchers in these cases—need to 
find ways to construct coherent and meaningful accounts of their complex 
and chaotic worlds even if those accounts themselves are complex. They 
do this in part by narrating and describing to themselves, colleagues, and re­
searchers who they are and what their practices consist of and mean, and in 
part by learning to enact routines that reduce uncertainty and that simulta­
neously reveal openings where change and flexible participation can occur. 

However, a paradox in the idea that people in academic communities of 
practice need to find ways to construct a sense of coherence in their identi­
ties and writing practices is that one of the most serious academic literacy 
games involves trained skepticism, or the intentional search for complexity 
and uncertainty where none may be obvious on the surface.1 Although this 
intentional search for complexity less frequently characterizes undergradu­
ate academic literacy practices, in graduate programs and beyond, stu­
dents and scholars are expected to question, doubt, and even disrupt rou­
tine beliefs and practices. 

Graduate students at the MA level for example, are expected to critique 
what they read, yet paradoxically produce a written commentary that not 
only follows sometimes rigid academic conventions but that also presents a 
coherent discoursal identity to reader-evaluators. In the Monterey MA pro­
gram that I discussed in Chapter 3, Karine tried to critique Krashen, but had 
trouble presenting a convincing case because her logic in that particular 
paper was not coherent, her tone was inconsistent, and as a document the 
critique did not follow coherent conventions of form. Natsuko on the other 
hand described in her final position paper her sense of increasing confu­
sion as she became aware of the complexities and uncertainties in the 
TESOL field, but she did so in an elegant and coherent manner. PhD stu­
dents like Nate, Moira, and Virginia (Chapter 4) are trained to critique, 
question, and analyze, yet to do so within the boundaries of coherent disci­
plinary conventions that may exclude what Virginia called "ordinary lan­
guage." Later, as an established scholar, Ackerman (1995) ("Nate") was able 
to construct a more personal less conventional piece to reflect on his aca­
demic literacy enculturation, yet one that still fit within the boundaries of 
an academic book. Young scholars such as Xiao-Ming Li, Ulla Connor, and 
the bilingual academics in Japan that I worked with (Chapter 5) are simulta­
neously expected to disrupt their fields by contributing something new, yet, 
as Xiao-Ming Li discovered in her battle for tenure, to play a very conven­
tional game by conducting research and constructing written documents 
that fit within familiar disciplinary boundaries. Doing unconventional re-

'1 thank Paul Prior for helping me recognize the importance of this paradox. 
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search or writing the "wrong" kind of text always entails risk. The estab­
lished scholars that I worked with in the edited book project (Chapter 6) 
found their coherent academic identities and writing styles disrupted by 
me and my coeditor because we were seeking, as part of the mandate we 
set forth for our book, to do something a bit different. We wanted to unset­
tle some of the more traditional conventions and expectations in academic 
writing, yet we hoped that this unsettling would itself result in another kind 
of coherence within individual pieces of writing and across the essays in 
the book as a whole. The paradox is inevitable in academic writing, and per­
haps not resolvable. 

Therefore, let me clarify that the case studies that I have reviewed and 
researched, as well as my own experiences as an academic writer, suggest 
to me that in the construct of "effort after coherence" the emphasis needs 
to be placed on the effort, the search and the struggle for meaning and 
wholeness and not on the elusive goal of truth. Like Karl Popper's mountain 
top ("truth"), forever hidden in clouds but pursuable nonetheless (Miller, 
1985, pp. 185-186; Popper, 1979), I think that coherence of practice and iden­
tity can be pursued without ever being fully attained. In spite of real and in­
tellectually desirable complexity in their lives, academic writers from un­
dergraduate to professional levels behave as though coherence exists, seek 
it, and in the process go about trying to construct it. The search for coher­
ence is an ongoing endeavor, not a static goal and we seek it at the same 
time as we seek complexity and accept uncertainty. 

In this final chapter, then, I consider how these three groups of players 
in academic writing games—researchers, teachers, and writers—work to 
construct meaning and a sense of wholeness from the diversity and com­
plexity of academic writing games. I first revisit the themes of game-playing, 
transitions, and identity that I introduced in Chapter 1, focusing on some of 
the complexities facing each group. Then as a backdrop to my discussion of 
the concept of effort after coherence I review the views of Giddens (1991), 
Wenger (1998), and scholars in narrative inquiry on the construction of co­
herent identities. Following this theoretical introduction, I explore some of 
the ways that academic writing researchers, teachers, and writers con­
struct order and meaning from the complexities they face. From the re­
searchers' perspective, I comment on various ways that researchers seek 
coherence, and then consider some of the ways that teachers seek coher­
ence in their practices. I then speculate on ways that writers both reduce 
the complexity and uncertainty of their writing practices and come to ac­
cept them as normal, thus imposing on the practices and on themselves a 
kind of coherence that allows them to continue playing their serious writing 
games with a sense of meaning and purpose. I conclude by reflecting on my 
own efforts to pull together many years of my own research and writing 
into a book that has a semblance of coherence. 
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GAMES, TRANSITIONS, AND IDENTITY REVISITED 

As I have implied throughout this book, learning to play academic writing 
games is not a simple matter of learning a generic set of formal features of 
texts and applying them to writing in different disciplines. It is, rather, a 
matter of learning to perceive—through the lenses of one's own cultural, in­
tellectual, and personal history—the roles and functions of writing within 
localized disciplinary groups and, as many studies have shown, within spe­
cific courses and research groups led by individual teachers and research­
ers. Such groups are not only social; they are also political in that relation­
ships of power are reflected in how and what people write whether they are 
freshmen or faculty, or whether they are mother-tongue speakers of Eng­
lish, Japanese, Chinese, or Armenian. Learning to play academic writing 
games is, further, a matter of understanding the potential for agency that all 
writers have to influence the many different games they will encounter dur­
ing their time in academic settings. Finally, learning academic writing games 
requires that participants in academic communities reduce complexity and 
uncertainty and increase a sense of embodied practice in the process of be­
coming more proficient at some of many of the possible writing games in par­
ticular settings. The changes that accompany participants' efforts after co­
herence help writers reimagine their identities as members of communities 
of people who are accomplished in varying degrees in academic literacy 
practices or as people who wish to forge alliances elsewhere. 

Games 

In different ways the people I learned about from published studies and 
from my own work were all learning or teaching different facets of aca­
demic writing games, such as game terminology, game rules, and conven­
tions selected from a perplexing array of possibilities. They were also learn­
ing to participate, more or less strategically and with varying degrees of 
expertise, in different sets of game practices and with different sets of play­
ers. The roles they were learning to take on ranged from those of players 
on the sidelines who observed and mimicked more senior players and fol­
lowed directions from coaches to those of rule-benders, whose seniority al­
lowed them to take chances. Many of the graduate students and young fac­
ulty I worked with simultaneously played multiple roles, weaving in and out 
from positions on the sidelines to positions of greater authority and inde­
pendence. However, in the settings I became familiar with, roles and prac­
tices were not explicitly defined. Because there were few explicit and unam­
biguous rules—ones that could not be bent, stretched, or interpreted in 
more than one way—all players necessarily (from a theoretical stance at 
least) contributed to the reconstruction and reinterpretation of the game it­
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self even if they were not aware of their own roles as agents of construction 
and change. 

One consequence of the lack of absolute clarity as to the rules and of the 
unequal relations of power among the players was that the participants of­
ten enacted their literacy practices under conditions of uncertainty, ten­
sion, and frustration. Trial and error thus seemed to be an important aspect 
of the game. Many of the academic writers that I worked with and read 
about weren't sure what they were expected to do and reacted to various 
assignments and tasks with anger, confusion, resistance, cynicism, and 
avoidance. This reaction was evident not only in the novice undergraduate 
writers but also in the seasoned academics discussed in the previous chap­
ter who were writing first-person essays for an edited book. The challenge 
of learning new games can be exhilarating as well, but it helps if the partici­
pants voluntarily choose to take them up. In academic settings, of course, 
choice is a tricky concept. People enter such settings by choice knowing 
there will be new games to learn, but once in may feel trapped by rules they 
did not choose and uncomfortable with social and political role relationships 
they cannot easily escape. For instance, the young bilingual faculty I worked 
with in Japan conformed to certain games rules with their dissertation advi­
sors in the United States and with senior faculty in the Japanese university 
but not without some tension and frustration in both settings. Their sense of 
accomplishment came with effort over time, growing awareness of and famil­
iarity with local practices, and achievement of long-term goals. At the same 
time, the game players' incomplete knowledge and sense of resistance also 
contributed in some cases to their roles in changing (even if minimally) some 
of the academic literacy practices in their local communities. 

Whether or not the writers that 1 came to know in person and through 
my reading understood clearly the rules of the games they were expected 
to play, they were all required to produce textual evidence that they knew 
how to play, from inexperienced freshmen to established faculty. The tex­
tual evidence, like the trial and error learning process, was an inseparable 
requirement of all of the academic literacy games I observed and learned 
about. The visibility and pervasiveness of textual evidence in academic lit­
eracy games have understandably caused many writing researchers and 
materials developers to focus primarily on the characteristics of texts, to 
the exclusion or neglect of other less obviously textual aspects of writing 
games, such as the transitional and identity-shaping dimensions. 

Transitions 

All the people portrayed in the studies that I have discussed in this book 
were also experiencing change of one kind or another as they participated 
in the literacy practices in their academic settings. Perhaps the processes, 
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pace, and nature of change are some of the most difficult aspects of aca­
demic enculturation to track, particularly in short-term studies. The real 
changes, I believe, tend to be invisible, so tracking them requires looking at 
practices and processes that seem small and superficial, such as learning 
or teaching how to cite a source at undergraduate and MA levels, and then 
inferring change or probing in interviews for writers' self-reports of change. 
We can never be certain. These same small changes can be interpreted as 
mattering in larger ways, such as students' coming to recognize that their 
citation and referencing practices can help them situate their work in rela­
tion to other established game players, thus helping them to be perceived 
as legitimate participants in conventional academic conversations. Some 
changes might look superficial and textual in other words but contribute to 
or reflect profounder changes in how people learn to participate in literacy 
practices and in how they view themselves and others in their academic 
communities. 

Change can be experienced as exhilarating but the literature tends to re­
port it more often as a source of discomfort and frustration. Discomfort re­
sults partly from the fact that players participate in their writing games at 
first without the sense of embodied knowledge that fully enculturated mem­
bers of a community of practice possess. Newcomers to the playing field 
need to play as if they know what to do and partially enculturated players 
need to play as if they know more than they do. Change comes about as 
writers engage in repeated efforts at the games in the presence of more 
qualified players, who may or may not provide the less experienced writers 
with explicit game guidelines. Asymmetry is inherent to academic writing 
games, in other words, and contributes to change as newcomers develop 
embodied knowledge through interactions over time with more expert play­
ers. The case studies discussed in this book testify to some of the discom­
fort and excitement that the participants experienced as they changed how 
they viewed their tasks and their roles, how they actually participated in 
specific literacy practices, and how they pushed at and altered in some 
cases the conventions of style, form, and content. 

Identity 

One of the most interesting but least studied changes (most studies being 
too short) experienced by academic writers is the reimagining of their 
many identities as they learn the different games in their particular set­
tings. Much research remains to be done in this area and we can hope that 
more studies like those of Roz Ivanic (1998) and Bonny Norton (2000) will 
appear in coming years. Many of the studies I reviewed, as well as some of 
my own work, do not focus specifically on changes in writers' identities, but 
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change is apparent or can be inferred nonetheless. Undergraduates like 
Yuko (Spack, 1997a) learn that they are survivors or that they can speak 
with some authority, as did Yasuko's and David's students in the EAP class 
in Japan (Chapter 2). Masters students like those in the Monterey TESOL 
program learn to see themselves and their fields with awareness of com­
plexity they did not have before and may learn that they have something to 
contribute to their field in spite of their continued uncertainty (Chapter 3). 
PhD students like Nate, Moira, and Virginia figure out who they want or do 
not want to align themselves with professionally, learning to recognize the 
political as well as textual facets of these alignments (Chapter 4). Young bi­
lingual faculty like Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki learn how to maneuver flexibly 
among differently positioned groups, to write as needed for each, and to la­
bel themselves accordingly (Chapter 5). Established faculty may learn to 
reimagine the voices they allow themselves to share in a public forum 
(Chapter 6). 

The identities of the participants in the case studies discussed in this 
book were thus entangled in the game practices they all participated in but 
not defined exclusively by them. But, as Hirvela and Belcher (2001) point 
out, it is difficult to talk about the "academic identities" of the students and 
teachers in this book in a way that separates these identities from other 
identities (see the later discussion of Wenger's [1998] "work of reconcilia­
tion"). Even in the case of Virginia (Chapter 4), whose strong personal iden­
tity linked her academic self inextricably to her Puerto Rican background 
community in New York and who perceived an uncomfortable gulf between 
her home and academic communities, it is not possible to talk about either 
one of these identities without calling up the other. Regardless of how out 
of place she felt in her elitist PhD program, she could not make her pro­
foundly political and social as well as textual experiences there disappear. 
Even though she dropped out of the program, her identity, personal and 
professional, would always include the fact that, having finished her first 
year successfully, she now held a masters degree from this elitist univer­
sity. David and Yasuko (Chapter 2), similarly, could not undo their six-plus 
years of doctoral education and subsequent research and writing activities 
and dismiss the knowledge, values, and practices they had acquired and 
now wished to introduce to their undergraduate students—they could not 
separate their teacher-identities from their own graduate student- and re-
searcher-identities. The MATESOL students (Chapter 3) would never see 
themselves in the same way after they had completed their grueling mas­
ters degree with its heavy emphasis on establishing a professional identity, 
but also a personal one, through their writing practices. In some cases a 
field they did not conceive of before entering the program came into exis­
tence. In other cases they came to see themselves as potential contributors 
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to a field they had known about before but had participated in only from 
the sidelines. 

The bilingual academics in Japan (Chapter 5) would never be able to 
fully separate their Japanese academic identities from their identities as 
graduates from MA and PhD programs in the United States or would they 
be able to envision themselves only as participants in domestic rather than 
international academic conversations. The experienced faculty in second 
language education (Chapter 6) could neither dismiss the ingrained conven­
tions that had shaped their writing and thinking throughout their careers 
nor erase the influence of the profoundly reflective personal writing experi­
ences they had had that disrupted their more conventional scholarly writ­
ing practices. We can talk about different facets of these identities or about 
people's perceptions that they feel like two (or more) different people, but 
the different facets are inseparable even if they compete or clash. As 
Wenger (1998) pointed out, the insurance claims processor does not aban­
don that identity when the office shuts down each day. 

The studies that I reviewed and reported on in this book demonstrate 
that identities, like game-playing strategies, are always in the process of re­
constructing themselves, always in the process of transition particularly in 
settings where people are learning to participate in practices that are not 
yet routine to them. Above all, even when experienced as whole and coher­
ent, identities are never singular, but blendings of selves from different per­
sonal, work, and academic communities. Once again, as people reconstruct 
and reimagine their multiple selves, envisioning, trying out, and becoming 
accustomed to unfamiliar practices and roles within academic communi­
ties, they experience the unsettling dissonance (the often exhilarating dis­
sonance) of change. 

These particular lenses of games, transitions, and the reimagining of 
identities through which I have looked at academic literacy practices make 
the practice of academic writing look complex in different ways than do 
studies that look primarily at textual aspects of academic writing. However, 
my own work suffers to some extent because it tends to neglect detailed at­
tention to the written texts that my case study informants produce. I find 
not surprisingly that the social, political, and textual perspectives of aca­
demic writing games play off each other and interweave in ways that are 
difficult to untangle and difficult to focus on in a balanced way in a single 
piece of research. It is not my goal to try to do everything, to untangle 
something that cannot be untangled, to put artificial boundaries around 
fuzzy concepts, or to categorize the uncategorizable. Still, whether they are 
concerned with texts, people, or practices, scholars, teachers, and aca­
demic writers themselves need to make sense of their experiences, and this 
sense-making activity is always a serious game in its own right. 
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EFFORT AFTER COHERENCE 

In considering how researchers, teachers, and students work to make sense 
of their academic literacy practices, I am reminded of some of the work I re­
viewed in Chapter 1 that deals with people's efforts to construct coherent 
identities in a complex social world. Adapted to the academic setting, in a 
world where coherence, complexity, and uncertainty are expected to coex­
ist, these ideas can help us interpret the paradoxical game of effort after co­
herence. 

As Giddens (1991) discussed in his work on self-identity, the humanist 
longing for certainty, stability, and a coherent sense of self may be part of 
human nature. In my own work, I pursue the idea that a longing for a stable 
core helps drive people in their attempts to construct identities in aca­
demic settings just as it does in broader social life. I find unsatisfying the 
postmodern views of the fragmented self that do not posit ways, or even 
hope, for resolving the fragmentation. We do not need an essentialist view 
of self in order to accept a view of self that is motivated by a longing for an 
essence or a core as a way to reduce the anxiety that we all face in a world 
that is full of more complexities and options than we can ever control. How 
then do people construct coherent identities in the face of such complexi­
ties and options, and in the academic setting where we face pressure to 
complicate our thinking and our practices? Some of the strategies include 
constructing and revising our biographies (Giddens, 1991), constructing 
and revising narratives and life stories (Clandinin & Connelly, 1991, 2000; 
Linde, 1993; Polkinghorne, 1991), and doing the "work of reconciliation" 
needed to connect people's several identities from the different communi­
ties of practice that they participate in (Wenger, 1998). These ideas provide 
a backdrop for the discussion of more specific ways that researchers, 
teachers, and students seek coherence in academic literacy games. 

Giddens's Reflexive Biographies 

One of the themes that intrigues Anthony Giddens in Modernity and Self-
Identity (1991) is how people manage to construct coherent and stable iden­
tities in an age of fragmentation, insecurity, and doubt. Giddens feels that in 
today's setting of "high modernity," we face challenges that make this goal 
difficult to reach. He notes that "the self, like the broader institutional con­
texts in which it exists, has to be reflexively made," but that "this task has 
to be accomplished amid a puzzling diversity of options and possibilities" 
(p. 3). Hence the important role of routines and patterns in conjunction 
with leaps of faith made from an ontologically secure core: The routines 
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and patterns help protect people from being overwhelmed by the complexi­
ties of daily life. 

It is not only social routines and patterns that help people cope with un­
certainty and change. Giddens is also interested in the reflexive nature of 
self-identity, people's construction of their own biographies via processes 
involving mediated experiences, and the ways that this reflexive process 
simultaneously helps structure the broader social system. People make 
choices that feed back into the construction of self, and the structured and 
patterned choices that people draw from are themselves constructed, per­
petuated, and modified in the process of negotiation. Self-identity thus 
comes about as individuals continually and reflexively construct and rein­
terpret their biographies (i.e., as a result of practice in an environment of 
choices): 

In the post-traditional order of modernity, and against the backdrop of new 
forms of mediated experience, self-identity becomes a reflexively organised 
endeavour. The reflexive project of the self, which consists in the sustaining 
of coherent, yet continuously revised, biographical narratives, takes place in 
the context of multiple choice as filtered through abstract systems, (p. 5) 

The "most elemental feature of reflexive conceptions of personhood," said 
Giddens, is the "capacity to use T in shifting contexts" (p. 53), to create a 
flexible biography. In this view, people are seen to have control over the 
construction of their own identities to the extent that they reflexively and 
continually revise their own biographies. 

Giddens (1991), then, stresses the importance of a person's ability to cre­
ate a feeling of "biographical continuity" that can be apprehended reflex­
ively and communicated to others to a greater or lesser degree. He points 
out that biographies are fragile, and require active efforts to sustain: "A per-
son's identity is not to be found in behaviour, nor—important though this 
is—in the reactions of others, but in the capacity to keep a particular narra­
tive going" (p. 54, italics Giddens'). The narrative of self thus weaves con­
crete events from the past, present, and projected events from the future 
into one of the many possible stories of self that could be created (p. 55). 

Narrative and Story in the Construction 
of Coherent Identities 

As the work of Giddens (1991) suggests, narrative and story are fundamen­
tal ways that humans have of constructing order in and making sense of 
their lives (see also Bruner, 1986, 1990, 1991). Polkinghorne (1991) phrased 
the function of narrative this way: 
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Narrative structure is used to make meaningful the actions of friends and ac­
quaintances, public individuals and groups, and governments and institu­
tions. It is also used to interpret and give coherence to past episodes in our 
own lives and to configure future activities that we expect to lead to desired 
outcomes. In addition, narrative is used to give form and meaning to our lives 
as a whole, (p. 143) 

Paralleling Giddens' notion of the narrative biography of self is the idea that 
people's identities are constructed through the stories they create to link 
and explain events and experiences in their lives. Without the order pro­
vided by narrative structures, our lives can seem fragmented and devoid of 
meaning. For instance, Charlotte Linde (1993) found in her interviews with 
professional people that her interviewees constructed life stories that 
pulled together potentially disparate events, ignored ones that did not fit, 
and created explanations for their behaviors and experiences, all of which 
helped provide them with coherent identities even during times of change. 

Narrative inquiry as a research method in educational settings draws on 
this fundamental notion that people make sense of their lives, that they 
construct coherent identities, through the stories they tell and retell (Clan­
dinin & Connelly, 1991, 2000; Conle, 1997, 1999; Connelly & Clandinin, 1990). 
For example, in her autobiographical story of her experience as an adult 
learner of Chinese, Jill Bell (1997) takes readers through several stages of 
her learning process in which her stories shifted from herself as a failure at 
learning Chinese to one in which she recasts the same events in new and 
more self-confirmatory ways. The events did not change in any objective 
sense, in other words, but her construction of the stories about herself did. 
This research points out that the narrative construction of reality and of 
identity requires that storytellers flexibly adjust their narratives in times of 
change without losing the biographical continuity that Giddens (1991) re­
ferred to. In their work, Clandinin and Connelly refer to this process as re-
storying; Polkinghorne, drawing on Ricoeur (1984), refers to it as re-em-
plotment. As was the case for Linde's (1993) informants and for some my own 
studies in this book, some of this coherence is no doubt constructed as a re­
sult of the narratives that are prompted by the interview process itself, 
which demands ongoing self-reflection as interviewees tell stories to re­
searchers. 

Wenger's "Work of Reconciliation" 

Another way to view the construction of coherent identities in a changing 
and complex environment such as an academic setting is to look at identity 
as the reconciliation of the many different forms and levels of membership 
that we all have in multiple communities of practice (Wenger, 1998). Multi-
membership is a normal part of every person's life, and as Wenger points 
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out, an insurance claims processor does not construct her identity only at 
work, nor does she lose her identity as a claims processor when she goes 
home at night. To frame Wenger's ideas in a setting appropriate for this 
book, members of academic communities participate in a variety of sub­
communities in their academic settings in their roles as students, teachers, 
researchers, or administrators (and often combinations of these), but their 
identities are shaped as well by countless practices outside academia. 
Wenger asserts that only through the work of reconciliation can people ne­
gotiate a coherent identity from their different forms of membership. This 
is not just a matter of learning which sets of rules apply when, but of con­
structing an identity that can help people reconcile these different forms 
into one nexus (not meant to refer to a singular identity in any essentialized 
sense). Most pertinent for the cases I present in this book are Wenger's 
points that "[t]he work of reconciliation may be the most significant chal­
lenge faced by learners who move from one community of practice to an­
other" and that the tensions and reconciliations may never be fully re­
solved (p. 160). The work of reconciliation is ongoing, and constitutes the 
heart of what it means to be a person. 

In studies of academic literacy practices, the search for coherence, 
meaning, and identity through narrative is central to the lives of people we 
study. It is also central to the researchers who then write up the stories of 
the people they study, and to authors who write reviews of the studies of 
others (stories about stories) and in some cases, such as in this book, au­
thors who write stories about themselves. With these thoughts on coherent 
identities and with the studies I have presented in this book in mind, let me 
now look at some ways that researchers, teachers, and writers work to de­
velop a sense of coherence in their academic literacy practices. The search 
involves another kind of writing game, that of creating a look and sense of 
coherence to the processes and products of our writing games. 

Researchers' Search for Coherence 

One of the serious games that writing researchers learn to play is that of us­
ing a questioning and skeptical attitude to seek complexity where none may 
be obvious to the layperson, then imposing clarity and coherence on that 
complexity in the public documents that result from their work. For in­
stance, studies of writers and their writing practices reveal layers of com­
plexities once we look below the surface, a fact that drives qualitative re­
searchers in particular into frenzies of data management. Making order 
from mountains of intractable data challenges all researchers, novice and 
expert alike. Researchers themselves no doubt can recall their own experi­
ences of trying to make sense of the researching and writing games they 
learned as part of their own enculturation in graduate school. 
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One way that researchers have of constructing a coherent picture of the 
game-like aspects of academic writing practices is to throw out ("set aside 
for later use") most of the data they have collected to focus on just a few as­
pects of the many possible ones. For example, Connor and Kramer (1995) in 
their study of five business management students looked at how student 
writers carried out a single reading-writing task. Berkenkotter, Huckin, and 
Ackerman (1988, 1991) in their study of Nate were concerned mainly with 
the writing Nate did for just one professor. And in my study of Virginia in 
Chapter 4 I concentrated on her writing experiences with just two profes­
sors. We may not know or acknowledge how many other writing games 
these students were immersed in or how their involvement in other games 
affected the games that the researchers were focusing on. 

A related researcher game for reducing complexity is to underreport de­
tail. This is inevitable of course, but is more obvious in some cases than in 
others. Many of the studies I reported on in this book would have benefited 
from more detail on aspects of writing games that were not reported. These 
include Schneider and Fujishima's (1995) study of Zhang and my study of 
David's and Yasuko's EAP classes in Chapter 2 (Who were Zhang's content 
class teachers and what did they think of him? Who were David's and 
Yasuko's students and what did they understand about the writing games 
they were learning? What academic writing games did they play in Japa­
nese?). Other studies that would have benefited from further detail are: 
Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman's (1988, 1991) study of Nate (Who was 
Nate and what were his experiences writing for his many PhD professors?), 
Connor's (1999) literacy autobiography in Chapter 5 (What were the real life 
complexities in this tidy story?), my description of the essay-writing of es­
tablished faculty in Chapter 6 (What was left unsaid in the author-editor ne­
gotiations?), and many other published studies that do not include enough 
detail for us to get a good sense of the complexity of the different games 
that writers learn to play or of their personal histories and motivations. We 
do know, however, that researchers observe, record, think about, and ana­
lyze far more than they themselves write about for publication. Depending 
on the kind of study, some researchers incorporate great detail, particu­
larly in lengthy qualitative studies of writing. In Chiseri-Strater's (1991), 
Sternglass' (1997), and Ivanic's (1998) book length studies of undergraduate 
writers, Spack's (1997a) long article on Yuko, and my study of the MATESOL 
students in Chapter 3 I believe we have enough detail to appreciate the 
complexity of some of the writing games the students were playing in spite 
of the necessarily incomplete portrayals even in those studies. Prior's 
(1998) work too includes great detail, but usually within the context of one 
small playing field, such as one seminar, among many that students were 
probably involved in. 
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The problem with detail, of course, is that it distracts from larger poten­
tially coherent representations at the level of theory. This problem has 
been discussed by Clandinin and Connelly (2000), among others, in their 
search for ways to conduct and present research as narratives from the 
closely observed details of lived experience. Grand theory, the master 
narratives as they are sometimes called in the educational field, may be co­
herent but they get in the way of the lives and experiences of real people. 
Narrative, they and others claim, reflects the ways that people live and in­
terpret their lives and so captures in coherent story form both continuities 
and discontinuities. 

Other scholars have attempted to create coherence by constructing 
models and employing metaphors. For example, looking at the big picture 
of academic writing games within which details can fit, David Russell (1995, 
1997) and Paul Prior (1998) applied versions of activity theory to academic 
settings. Rather than growing out of sociology and anthropology, as did 
some of the theoretical perspectives I discussed in the first chapter, activity 
theory grew out of a social interpretation of psychological development as 
first set forth by Vygotsky (1978, 1986) and developed by Soviet psycholo­
gists Leont'ev and Luria (Wertsch, 1981) and later by Wertsch (1985, 1991) 
and his colleagues. Literacy scholars such as Scribner and Cole (1981) de­
veloped versions of activity theory in their work, as did Lave and Wenger 
(1991) and Engestrom (1987, 1993) among others in their studies of learning 
and interaction in work settings. Russell (1995) reviewed activity theory in a 
way that is accessible and presents a simple three-part model of writing 
practice represented as a triangle. From Engestrom (1987), he takes the ba­
sic three-part structure of an activity system: a subject (person or people), 
an object or objective (a shared goal or task), and tools that mediate inter­
actions (physical tools, semiotic and verbal signs). Russell goes on to use a 
game metaphor, as I have, as a device to construct a coherent picture of 
specific writing practices within the larger framework of activity theory (cf. 
Freadman, 1994). Wishing to illustrate that there is no generalizable or au­
tonomous skill called "writing," he notes that different ball games, for exam­
ple, may share a tool (a ball) in the way that activity systems like disci­
plines share the tool of writing. However, the kind of game changes the kind 
of ball that is used and the object of the game changes how the ball is used 
(Russell, 1995, p. 57). Knowing how to play one kind of ball game may make 
it easier to learn another in the sense that people learn the activity of play­
ing games, just as they may find it easier to learn a new kind of writing game 
once they have already acquired skills in another. The tool of writing, how­
ever, changes from one activity system to another. The Nobel laureate sci­
entist, Russell says by way of example, may have little idea of how to write 
up an account of a discovery that is suitable for a newspaper (pp. 58-59). 
Russell's model and his game analogy, in short, impose coherence on the 
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writing researcher's far more complex world of messy data and unpredict­
able human behavior. 

Prior's (1998) five-part pentagonal model imposes coherence on the com­
plex activity of writing as well, but represents more dimensions and interac­
tions than does Russell's model. This five-part model envisions the follow­
ing media through which a functional system works: persons, artifacts 
(physical objects and durable symbolic forms such as language and mathe­
matics), practices (ways of interacting with people and artifacts), institu­
tions (relatively stable social groups), and communities (potentials for 
alignment when people share experiences). Describing the interactions 
among different pieces of the activity system verbally as well as graphi­
cally, Prior is able to characterize some of the complexity of an activity sys­
tem in academic settings in ways that are less obvious in the simpler three-
part model, although his prose demands patience of the reader. These are 
some of the ways that researchers use models and analogies to impose 
clarity and coherence on the messy details of lived experience. 

The problem with a researcher's search for coherence through models 
like those of Prior and Russell is that once we are immersed in a particular 
setting populated by a small group of very diverse people, the unit of analy­
sis becomes smaller and smaller, eventually becoming unique and thus not 
easily interpretable within an abstract model. Moreover, boundaries among 
constituents are inevitable in models whereas they disappear in the intrica­
cies and ambiguities of real settings. It is detailed case studies and textual 
analyses like Prior's that bring to life a layered, multiperspective view of ac­
ademic writing practices. Case studies, in other words, recover the intrica­
cies but do not lend themselves to the researcher's effort after coherence 
through the use of models. They look static even if the label says "this 
model is dynamic." As Clark and Ivanic (1997) said of their resistance to us­
ing models in their work on academic literacy, the visual and abstracted 
models deceive in their simplicity and coherence. Still, if models can help 
us interpret detail without glossing over or neglecting that detail, they con­
tribute to reseachers' effort to make order of the bits and pieces of their re­
search. 

Teachers' Search for Coherence 

Teachers, too, whether of writing or of content courses, witness the com­
plexity of writing games on a daily basis. As the coaches of the games, they 
face new teams of players each semester and each year. If we read about a 
Zhang, a Yuko, a Lilah, a Kirsten, a Natsuko, or a Virginia,we know that the 
teachers of these students face a class full of people with diverse back­
grounds, motivations, problems, and understandings. How do teachers 
reconstruct the complex disciplinary knowledge of their fields in ways ac­
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cessible to such diverse groups of newcomers? Ideally, teachers of under­
graduates like David and Yasuko (Chapter 2), of masters students like John 
and Jean (Chapter 3), and of PhD students like Drs. Adams and Bernstein 
(Chapter 4) need to find ways to reduce the complexity of their professional 
academic worlds in order to communicate successfully with students and 
to design tasks that can be completed in a limited time. 

Specific writing tasks and projects, as can be seen from some of the case 
studies discussed in this book, select and pare down what students need to 
do from limitless possibilities within disciplines and represent a fraction of 
teachers' own knowledge and skills. The tasks also convey by their form 
and function what teachers feel to be the important skills and values for 
particular groups of students. Of the many possible research games that 
Yasuko and David could have introduced their young Japanese students to, 
each teacher chose a different game that resulted in a final paper—one ex­
periential and the other textual. The games themselves were vastly simpli­
fied versions of the kinds of research practices the two teachers them­
selves were involved in: Students had to visit one site and learn about one 
person or one set of practices in Yasuko's class and to read and summarize 
five academic articles that supported their paper topics in David's class. In 
Yasuko's class they had to become aware of and use a simple structure for 
narrating their experiences, and in David's class they had to follow just one 
of many possible systems of citation and referencing. Each teacher tried 
not to overwhelm students, in other words, although students inevitably 
struggled with the newness and complexity of even these simplified tasks. 
In the MATESOL program and in the sociology PhD program, the professors 
stipulated to greater and lesser degrees what students were expected to do 
on their writing assignments, once again attempting to impose a system, 
clarity, and coherence on practices they themselves knew were inherently 
complex and fragmented and that they understood in embodied and tacit 
ways through years of practice. From Ulla Connor's (1999) literacy autobi­
ography (Chapter 5), we can see how the systematic practices she learned 
from her mentors and practiced with her colleagues helped her construct a 
coherent understanding of her field and a coherent narrative of profes­
sional identity. Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki learned selected ways of writing 
and researching from their teachers and mentors in the United States and 
continued developing versions of the practices they learned in their own 
professional writing, juggling new games they learned on returning to Ja­
pan. In the future, students who worked with them would be similarly 
enculturated, learning from them selected, simplified ways of thinking and 
writing as represented in teaching materials and learning activities. 

The point to be taken from these examples is that the writing tasks that 
teachers design for students represent a constructed, deceptively coherent 
picture of academic communities of practice. It can be no other way, per­
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haps, because the act of teaching involves settings up comprehensible and 
feasible opportunities for students to try things they have not tried before. 
But simplified and ostensibly coherent tasks cannot fully mask the underly­
ing ambiguities, tensions, and complexities in academic fields nor do they 
capture the tacit, embodied knowledge of experienced practitioners (Lea & 
Street, 1999). Some of the ambiguities and contradictions are obvious in the 
very different approaches taken by teachers within the same department or 
program. Even faced with a step-by-step task, as were some of the students in 
the MATESOL and sociology PhD programs I observed, students struggled 
with the newness and the unresolved areas of complexity not addressed by 
individual writing assignments. Over time students become increasingly 
aware that their goal as academic writers is not to find coherence but to cre­
ate it, a process that may involve ignoring the pieces that don't fit (Linde, 
1993) as well as developing routines and patterns of thinking and writing that 
expose opportunities for change and growth within the loopholes. 

Academic Writers' Search for Coherence 

Students and faculty who write are immersed in the complexities of game 
playing and of changing practices and identities, but perceive and respond 
to the complexities differently. The case studies of undergraduate students 
reviewed in this book lead me to believe that undergraduates are immersed 
in complexity that they do not see or fully understand. None of the prac­
tices they engage in are embodied yet. They have not become routinized or 
typified in ways described by Schutz (1970) for social life more generally or 
by Miller (1984), Bazerman (1994b), Swales (1990) and others in genre stud­
ies. McCarthy's (1987) Dave, Spack's (1997a) Yuko, and in all probability the 
students in Yasuko's and David's classes (Chapter 2) knew they were in­
volved in literacy practices they had not experienced before, but saw the 
game as one of surviving the immediate demands of particular classes or of 
particular teachers. The MA students in the TESOL program (Chapter 3) 
also recognized that their survival depended on how they responded to the 
expectations of individual professors. On the other hand, they also devel­
oped awareness of the field of second language education as both more in­
tegrated and more complex than they had imagined. They were eventually 
able to make connections among issues and practices that the undergradu­
ate students were not able to make. 

The first-year PhD students like Nate and Virginia (Chapter 4) also strug­
gled within individual courses to make sense of the discipline-based lan­
guage, concepts, and practices of these courses. However, they also felt the 
need to see their fields more holistically, to integrate their personal identi­
ties and goals into their visions of their fields, and to develop a sense of 
control over their choices. Rather than a sense of awe of professors and 
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their fields (as Kirsten had described her feelings about her MA profes­
sors), Virginia, for one, developed a sense of skepticism. Having just fin­
ished undergraduate studies, she learned over the year what she was not 
being taught, and so came to see the field of sociology as much larger than 
was represented in her two theory courses. The young bilingual faculty in 
Japan (Chapter 5) had moved from focused PhD work in the United States 
to a complex social and political environment in a Japanese university 
where they could not rely exclusively on their English academic writing for 
career advancement. Given their North American graduate level educa­
tional backgrounds, their move to the Japanese setting confronted them 
with multiple demands from culturally different academic playing fields. 
Making sense out of their multicultural professional environments was cru­
cial for them to advance professionally. In the cases of the established rule-
bending faculty I discussed in Chapter 6, story, narrative, and personal re­
flection helped all the writers construct meaning and coherence from the 
complexities of their personal and professional lives without getting rid of 
the any of the complexities. 

In thinking about how academic writers try to make sense of a multitude 
of possible academic literacy practices and find ways to locate themselves 
within those practices, I now consider several arenas of practice from 
which they need to construct meaning. 

Coherence in Different Guises 
in Academic Writing Games 

Coherence in any guise is in some sense subjective and unmeasurable, 
building as it does on perceptions and interpretations of wholeness and 
continuity rather than on identifiable elements. In discussions of linguistic 
coherence, a distinction is made between cohesion, where specific linguis­
tic elements hold together a piece of discourse, and coherence, where unity 
may result from shared experiences and understandings (Connor & Johns, 
1990; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Williams, 1997). Certainly academic writers 
need to find ways to achieve both linguistic coherence and cohesion in the 
texts they write, but this is not the kind of coherence I am primarily con­
cerned with. More compatible with the stance taken in this book, although 
still mainly focused on texts, is Greg Myers's (1999) conceptualization of co­
herence in academic writing as a social relationship between readers and 
writers who share background knowledge (p. 53). Broader still are my con­
ceptualizations of coherence inspired by Giddens (1991) and Wenger (1998) 
in that I am concerned with how people struggle to construct a coherent in­
terpretation of their practices ("This practice makes sense to me") and a 
coherent academic identity ("I am a person who can participate in aca­
demic practices"). I want to conclude by returning to the efforts of real peo­
ple, to the details of their experiences with academic literacy games. 
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From the case studies in this book, we can see, for example, how writers' 
routinization of ostensibly superficial tasks can help them achieve a sense 
of coherence in their practices and how absence of routinization results in 
confusion or mindless rule-following. Learning a particular citation and ref­
erencing format well enough so it can be used automatically or learning a 
conventional structure for a specific kind of paper, as did some of the mas­
ters students in the TESOL program, eliminates other possibilities for nov­
ice writers and helps them focus on other matters. In her MA papers, 
Karine, on the other hand, had trouble routinizing some of these textual 
practices, and thus found it difficult to perceive the purposes of or consis­
tently practice such conventions. Similarly, when writers become able to 
use the specialized language (terminology) of an academic community they 
develop a sense of coherence in their communicative practices. Virginia 
struggled with specialized language all year in her first year PhD program, 
only partially achieving the ability (then giving up the desire) to communi­
cate with "the theorists." Her experiment with formal logic, which never be­
came embodied or routinized, left her feeling confused and ostracized. This 
example shows the extent to which specialized languages and ways of using 
language are associated with the concepts and values held by particular 
professors and with a local sense of coherence among people who success­
fully adjust to particular programs and classes. 

Undergraduates, too, have a particularly difficult challenge making con­
nections between the language and concepts in their classes, given the 
many "strange lands" (McCarthy, 1987) they inhabit during their college 
years. Yuko (Spack, 1997a) was nearly defeated by her early inability to find 
her way through the dense language and concepts of her readings, but 
found a modicum of coherence in her literacy practices by learning to ig­
nore what she could not understand. Even common sense concepts like "tell­
ing a good story," "response," and "interaction" take on specialized meanings 
as they did in Yasuko's and David's academic reading and writing classes. In 
some cases, expectations of what adequate responses and interactions con­
sist of remain tacit, leaving students on their own to construct meaning (not 
of language but of practice) from an overwhelming display of input from 
teachers and from readings. The efforts are not always successful. 

Some of the case studies also show how writers work to achieve coher­
ence in their literacy practices by integrating personal and previous knowl­
edge into academic literacy tasks that were otherwise too unfamiliar to 
carry out successfully. Yuko did this by contributing her own background 
knowledge to some her writing assignments, and Yasuko's and David's stu­
dents did so by controlling the topics and source material of their papers. 
In the MATESOL program, Kirsten and Kyla, both of whom had experience 
teaching in Japan, incorporated their experiences there as teachers and 
language learners into various papers and projects. Virginia sought to make 
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her writing projects in her theory courses meaningful by choosing topics 
related to Latin America and, in a course for her African-American profes­
sor, a topic on Hispanic youth. Prior's (1998) PhD student Moira con­
structed her major project work around issues of adolescent risk that Prior 
guesses stemmed from her own background. 

Attempts at coherence in another guise come from writers' evolving 
sense of their own role possibilities and the parameters of their roles (du­
ties, obligations, expectations) as well as from an understanding of who the 
key players are and what it is that identifies them, even loosely, as mem­
bers of a group. In academic literacy practices this includes knowing people 
through a literature in addition to knowing individuals personally. David's 
undergraduate students and all of the MA students that I worked with were 
gradually shifting their relationships with the authors they were reading, 
learning that they were people with whom one could disagree, have a "con­
versation," and from whom they could build their own ideas. Nate (Berken­
kotter, Huckin, & Ackerman, 1988) forged collegial relationships with the 
professor to whom he was writing his "idea" memos and with Berkenkotter 
and Huckin, with whom he also shared authorship for some of his first pub­
lications. Virginia, on the other hand, distanced herself from her two theory 
professors, choosing to align herself with others instead. Mr. Kubo and Dr. 
Sasaki were both in the process of shifting their role responsibilities and re­
lationships from their graduate school contexts to the professional aca­
demic context, loosening ties with advisors, reconceptualizing ties with for­
mer classmates into collegial and coauthor relationships, and forging new 
social and political alliances with Japanese colleagues on their campus and 
in academic associations in Japan. John, Denise, Judy, and I took on unfa­
miliar personal roles in the writing we did for our edited book, and saw our­
selves in new relationships with each other as authors, readers and critics, 
and editor. Part of achieving coherence of identity in academic writing 
games, in other words, involves coming to understand what one's relation­
ships are with the key players and to know in particular who the allies are 
(in the literature and in person). 

A sense of coherence of identity and practice also begins to evolve as 
writers develop a sense of authorship—the feeling that one has something 
to contribute to an academic conversation. This aspect of coherence was 
not very obvious in the portrayals of undergraduate writers, in spite of the 
focus on voice and authority in classes like David's. In many of the studies I 
reviewed, it appeared that the undergraduates lacked time and experience 
in a field that interested them, and they did not see their purpose as one of 
contributing to that field. Still, at the undergraduate level, Yasuko's stu­
dents all taught her something new in that they had fieldwork experiences 
that Yasuko had known nothing about beforehand, and a number of David's 
students wrote papers on topics that he knew little about. The MA students, 
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on the other hand, were learning that part of their responsibilities as cre­
dentialed MA holders was to contribute to the field of second language edu­
cation. They also contributed in some cases to their own professors' evolving 
knowledge. Some of the MATESOL professors indicated their appreciation of 
new knowledge in the kinds of feedback they provided the students. 

The students also learn that they and their teachers contribute to their 
fields with varying degrees of authority in relation to different audiences. For 
example, in David's and Yasuko's undergraduate classes, in the MATESOL 
classes, and in one of the two theory courses in Virginia's PhD program, 
peers read and commented on each other's work but not in ways that stu­
dents felt bound by. Still, in each group, students were learning to speak 
with (mimic?) authoritative voices about their classmates' writing even 
though the professors evaluated the writing of all students, holding ulti­
mate power over their success or failure. From the MA level and beyond, 
students and young faculty also became aware that gatekeepers of other 
kinds, such as journal editors and older more established colleagues, con­
trolled and evaluated the kinds of contributions their own professors made 
to professional academic conversations. Mr. Kubo and Dr. Sasaki, needing to 
construct networks of collegial relationships inside and outside Japan, were 
subject to control by dissertation advisors, senior colleagues, and journal 
editors, but both were certain they had contributions to make to their fields. 
In our book editing project, Sandra Schecter and I were in the sometimes un­
comfortable position of playing the roles of gatekeepers with faculty who 
were far more well-established than we were. Our negotiations complicated 
the issue of authorship and opened new possibilities for established writers 
to communicate with readers in ways they had not done before. 

A final guise of coherence that I end this discussion with comes from the 
sense of control that writers develop in their own writing. By this I do not 
mean that writing becomes a straightforward act of recipe-following (al­
though it may seem so to writers who have not yet developed awareness of 
the complexities of academic literacy practices), but in the sense that writ­
ers do not view their writing problems as insurmountable. Instead, they rec­
ognize, as Natsuko did at the end of her MA program, that they cannot es­
cape complexity and ambiguity and that they must develop strategies for 
trying to construct a coherent self and set of practices in spite of the impos­
sibility of finding the One Right Way. As Russell (1995) noted, they learn 
how to learn the game. 

Reflections on My Effort After Coherence 
in the Construction of This Book 

Because this book represents a decade of my thinking, reading, writing, and 
researching, one might think a coherent tome would automatically emerge 
from my millions of keystrokes and pen and pencil scratchings. After all, I 
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am one person, with an ongoing interest in academic literacy in university 
settings. I read new things each year, but without losing interest in past 
reading. I write or present something each year that draws on these ongo­
ing interests and readings. This sounds to me like a recipe for a coherent in­
tellectual life. Moreover, each chapter of a book like this represents a piece 
of a jigsaw of this life, whether that piece be a chronological thread, an is­
sue that persists in intriguing me in a variety of settings and time periods, 
or contextual continuity given that I tend not to move around much. Why 
then was it so difficult to put all the pieces together? 

As an academic writer and researcher, I faced all the difficulties that I 
have described above multiplied by the chapters in this book. Each chapter 
required its own sense of coherence, a challenging task in itself given that I 
wanted to divide each one into three quite distinct parts. The parts then 
needed to fit together somehow, and connect to a common framework, 
even though my own case studies were conducted years apart. And as do 
all academic writers, I had to imagine a variety of readers, to convince a 
publisher that the readers were actually there, and then to construct a 
piece of writing that drew on some recognizable (to publishers and read­
ers) academic conventions to demonstrate that it fit into a niche, however 
imperfectly. I never reached my goal to my satisfaction and even in final 
stages of revising continued struggling with many different writing game 
strategies. 

One of the most difficult parts however was trying to express my lived 
experience, which is chronological but nonlinear, in linear terms, one word 
after another, one paragraph after another, one chapter after another. Sen­
sation, observation, and thought are multidimensional, and writing is diffi­
cult because we try to make them linear. Speech is linear too, but more 
forgiving in its acceptance of false starts, branchings, interruptions, in­
completions, and ellipses. Interestingly, it is when I don't write that my in­
tellectual life feels relatively embodied and coherent. When I try to write 
and to squeeze thoughts through the narrowest of funnels (i.e., written lan­
guage) I often bog down. I sympathize here with my eccentric colleague at 
Keio University, Ted Nelson, the originator of the term "hypertext." Ted has 
spent his life seeking ways to make representations of knowledge and ac­
cess to it nonlinear. However, unlike Ted, I see value in the labor-intensive 
task of transforming experience into lines of words, speech or writing, be­
cause my own thinking is transformed in the process, often for the better. 
My lines of words do not represent truth, of course, but neither do Ted's 
hypertext journeys. 

A related difficulty in achieving coherence in this book had to do not 
with truth, exactly, but with answers and certainty and assertions on the 
one hand and questions and uncertainty on the other. The stereotypical 
piece of academic writing contains assertions, backed up by reasoning and 
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evidence. I did not find a way to fully escape the expectation that a book, or 
a chapter in a book, be filled with well-organized and supported assertions. 
But I wanted this book to be filled with questions and reflections on the odd 
mix of clarity, ambiguity, and paradox that characterizes my thinking about 
and relation to academic writing. I know more and more and less and less 
simultaneously. Things that seem simple are really complex, but need to be 
written about in simple and elegant ways. Creative writing and academic 
writing are often seen as antithetical, but I can't think or write academically 
without thinking and writing creatively. 

THE END AND THE CONTINUATION 

It is the struggle after coherence in the game of academic writing and the 
eventual acceptance of complexity and uncertainty that seem to me to 
characterize the phenomenon of academic enculturation and practice. The 
sense of coherence in practice is constructed from fragments of nonlinear, 
sometimes contradictory and incompletely perceived experiences rather 
than developed through pursuit of unambiguous goals. The struggle, both 
debilitating and exhilarating, is inevitable and cannot, I believe, produc­
tively be shortened, simplified, or circumvented. The participants in aca­
demic literacy games, with greater or lesser intentionality and agency but 
never without them, must continually reimagine their stories and images of 
themselves as writers. And as is clear from the approach I take in this book, 
it is the individual writer that I am interested in rather than an abstracted 
model of the activity of writing in academic settings. I am left with unre­
solved complexity and a surfeit of detail with this approach, and without 
clear answers to the questions I have raised. These questions apply to me 
as much as they do to the people I study and read about. I continue, there­
fore, my effort after coherence in my own professional life, part of which in­
volves trying to understand why I am one of those for whom academic writ­
ing doesn't seem to get easier with time. I continue as well, as Dorinne 
Kondo (1990) would say, to craft a self, in spite of the lingering questions. 
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APPENDIX A: UNDERGRADUATE COURSE IN 
ACADEMIC READING AND WRITING, GENERAL 
COURSE DESCRIPTION FOR ADVANCED LEVEL 
(CHAPTER 2) 

This course is designed to help students prepare for graduate study in an 
English-medium university graduate program. It will familiarize students 
with reading and writing in academic settings, help them develop a critical 
and analytic understanding of central arguments, and teach them strategies 
for reading academic texts and for producing an academic paper. These 
strategies include: searching for resources from libraries and electronic 
data bases, citing and referencing sources appropriately, revising, and 
learning to write with clarity and authorial voice. Students will choose an 
area of interest to them, and carry out a reading and writing project in this 
area. TOEFL 550 and above. Enrollment limited to 15. 

APPENDIX B: TWO UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT 
QUESTIONNAIRES ON ACADEMIC WRITING 
1 (BEGINNING OF THE SEMESTER) AND 
2 (END OF THE SEMESTER) (CHAPTER 2) 

(All relevant questions are translated from the original Japanese) 

280 
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Questionnaire I 

/. Background 

1. Sex 
2. Department 
3. Year 
4. Experience Living Abroad 
5. Plans after Graduation 

//. Writing 

6. Have you ever been taught how to write papers in Japanese? If so, 
when? 

7. Have you ever been taught how to write papers in English? If so, 
when? 

8. Do you like writing in Japanese? (Likert scale response) 
9. Do you like writing in English? (Likert scale response) 

10. From Grade 10 on, what kinds of writing have you done in Japanese? 
11. From Grade 10 on, what kinds of writing have you done in English? 
12. Do you read any books or magazines in Japanese other than class as­

signments? 
13. Do you read any books or magazines in English other than class as­

signments? 

///. This Course 

14. Why did you take this course? 
15. What is your goal in this course? 

Questionnaire 2 

1. What is the topic of your final paper? 
2. What was the most difficult aspect of this class? 
3. What do you think has benefited you most in this class? 
4. Was the class similar to the one you expected before the term 

started? 
5. What were the good aspects of this class? 
6. What aspects of the class should be changed for the better? 
7. If your friends ask you about this class, what will you tell them about 

the course? 
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APPENDIX C: MATESOL PROGRAM INFORMANT 
INTERVIEW GUIDELINES (CHAPTER 3) 

Interview I 

1. Is there anything from the background questionnaire that you want to 
comment or expand on? 

2. What are your memories about how you learned to write acceptable 
papers in school (e.g., high school, college)? Does any event or experi­
ence stand out for you as memorable? 

3. What is your understanding of the term academic writing? 

4. How important do you think writing is in your present MA program? Ex­
plain. 

5. When you began your MA program, did you receive any instruction, ad­
vice or handouts about writing? If so, describe. 

6. What do you think that your MA program expects you to learn about 
academic writing? 

7. In addition to any explicit instruction you might have gotten on how to 
write for your MA program, in what other ways have you been learning 
to write your papers? 

8. Briefly describe your writing routine in your present MA program. 
9. What aspects of your writing in the MA program have you found easy? 

Difficult? 

Interview 2 

Post Writing in Your MA Program 

1. Considering all the writing that you have done so far in your MA pro­
gram how would you categorize the kinds or genres of writing? (I know, for 
example, that in the MIIS program, students do "reaction papers.") In your 
view, what is the point of each of these kinds of writing? 

2. What piece(s) of writing from any previous MIIS classes stands out for 
you as memorable? (Provide copy if possible) Please describe the past as­
signment, and discuss why it was memorable. Include comments on what 
kinds of feedback you have gotten on the paper from your professors, and 
your response to this feedback. 

3. If you have other papers from some or all of the categories of writing 
that you identified from question 1, tell something about them. What kinds of 
processes did you go through in preparing the paper? What kinds of feed­
back did you receive? What was your response to that feedback? What was 
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your goal in each paper? Why was the paper easy or difficult to write? What 
is your personal opinion about each paper? 

Interview 3 

Text-based Interview: Written Feedback 
from Professors on Specific Papers 

1. What, in general, is your view of written feedback from professors in 
your MA program? What do you think they believe the function of written 
feedback is? What do you believe the purpose should be? 

2. Look at the written feedback provided to you by your professors on 
several different papers that you have given me copies of. Go through sev­
eral papers one by one with me. Give the title of the paper, and the class it 
was written for, so I can be sure to match up your comments with any copies 
I have. Explain the following, as you understand it. (In the course of our con­
versation, the items below can be combined in any way you wish.) 

a. What different kinds of feedback are there on the paper? Describe these, 
and explain what you think their purpose is. 

b. Do you think you received enough feedback on the paper? In your view, 
what is "enough feedback"? 

c. What is your response to the different kinds of feedback? What do you 
think you learned from the feedback, if anything? How did the feedback 
help or not help your writing (thinking-research-practice ...)? 

d. What other kinds of feedback would you have liked to receive on the pa­
per? (Where are the gaps, for you, in the feedback?) What feedback do you 
feel was unnecessary? 

3. In preparing each paper we talk about, what other oral or written feed­
back did you get from professors, friends, classmates, etc.? What was the 
purpose of this feedback? Did you actively seek out this feedback? 

4. Any other comments about written feedback that we have not cov­
ered? 

Interview 4 

Commentary on Professors' Written Feedback (Cont'd) 

Please refer to the items on Interview 3. Select one or more of your pa­
pers to continue commenting on, in the style of Interview 3. Be sure to give 
the title of the paper and the name of the class you wrote it for, and as you 
talk, refer to the pages of text that you're commenting on by number. Read 
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any written feedback you'd like to comment on clearly enough so that the 
tape recorder can pick it up. If you're commenting by e-mail, give the page 
number and type in the comments you're discussing. 

Interview 5 

Writing for Different Professors: Similarities, 
Differences, Issues 

In this interview, please talk about what it is like to write for different pro­
fessors in your current MA program. Some of the issues are related to your 
comments about the feedback you have gotten on your papers, so feel free to 
use your papers as a starting point for your discussion. Consider the following: 

1. Describe the expectations that different professors have for you in 
your writing. 

2. How do different professors communicate their expectations to you? 
3. To what do you attribute the differences among professors? 
4. How do you feel about these different sets of expectations? What is it 

like to write for each of these professors? 
5. Are there any other issues that seem important to you on this topic? 

Interview 6 

Perceptions of Change from First Semester to Now 

In this interview, I'd like to learn more about changes that you perceive 
in yourself, in your writing, and in your perception of the profession of 
TESOL from the first semester you entered the program. 

1. Looking back to your first semester in the MA program, describe how 
you viewed yourself (your professional identity?), and how your view of 
yourself has changed, if at all. Do you feel you are still in the process of 
changing how you see yourself in the field of second and foreign language ed­
ucation? Where do you think you would like to end up (how do you eventu­
ally want to see yourself)? 

2. Looking back to the first semester, what was it like to do your first writ­
ing for this program, and what differences do you perceive now in what it is 
like to write for your classes? Has your attitude toward your writing changed 
since the first semester? If so, in what ways? 

3. Between the first semester and now, do you perceive that your under­
standing of or attitude toward the TESOL or foreign language education 
fields has changed? If so, in what ways? 



APPENDICES 285 

Interview 7 

Current Writing Projects: Description and Update 

In this interview, I am interested in learning what writing your are work­
ing on now (or very recently, or upcoming projects). As usual, you may 
combine the following questions in any way you wish. 

1. What kind of writing is it? For what purpose? 
2. What are you thinking about as you prepare this writing? What issues 

are you dealing with? (e.g., having to do with the topic? With the proc­
ess of writing? With formal aspects of the paper? Other?) 

3. How are you feeling about your writing these days, and about yourself 
as a writer in your MA program? 

APPENDIX D: SAMPLE ASSIGNMENTS 
FROM VIRGINIA'S PhD THEORY COURSES 
(I: THEORY ANALYSIS; 2: THEORY 
CONSTRUCTION) (CHAPTER 4) 

1. Theory Analysis Assignment 
(from Dr. Adams's handouts) 

Exercise #1: 

1. Analyze Merton's "Social Structure and Anomie," in Merton, R. K., So­
cial Theory and Social Structure" (Revised ed) 185-214. 

2. In writing up your analysis, 
1. List the statements in the domain of the theory. 
2. List the basic assumptions, i.e. the underived premises, of the 

theory. 
3. List the defined terms used in these assumptions and their defini­

tions. 
4. List the statements defining the scope of the theory (if there are 

any given). 
5. Write a brief (i.e. about a paragraph) precis of the theory. 

2. Theory Construction Assignments 
(from Dr. Bernstein's and Dr. Adams' handouts) 

Working Papers 

The four working papers present a basic set of core tasks confronted by 
anyone who undertakes sociological theorizing and research (including 



286 APPENDICES 

most PhD dissertation writers, for example). As earlier noted, these papers 
are preparation for the course term paper; the working papers have a cu­
mulative character, building on previous papers and laying the foundation 
for later working papers and the final term paper. Class sessions and read­
ings will provide substantial preparation for writing the working papers, 
and ongoing assistance will be available from the instructors. 

Working Paper #/: Isolating a Problem. 

Form an analytical problem that could serve as a focus for developing 
theoretical ideas and for pursuing empirical inquiry. (In simpler words: try 
to define a good question that interests you, one that you would like to find 
or create answers for.) 

Your problem/question should be clearly and specifically defined—even 
if the question is a general or ambitious one. And your problem should not, 
in your judgment, be a trivial one. (Thus you should spend some time think­
ing about what distinguishes a good question.) 

In addition, you must isolate a problem that enables you to draw upon at 
least two published empirical studies that you find to be relevant. 

(Instructions continue with brief descriptions of 5 required elements of 
Working Paper #1: Description of problem in the form of a "Why" question; 
One-paragraph clarification of the question; One-paragraph summary of 
why the question is a good one; One-to-two paragraph sketch of an argu­
ment; Citations for the two relevant studies) 

Working Paper #2: Propositions and Conditions 

1. For the problem that you have specified in Working Paper #1, provide, 
if you have not already done so, two or three related empirical observations 
(i.e., observation statements) that represent the problem. (You may draw 
these from existing literature.) 

2. Develop three alternative knowledge claims, each of which is meant to 
represent a candidate explanation for your problem. (That is, they are com­
peting "answers" to your question.) The three knowledge claims should be 
nontrivial ones, i.e., proposition not now known to be obviously true or false. 
At least one of the three should be original. 

Theory Construction Guidelines for Term Paper 

1. You are required to: 

(a) formulate a sociological problem; 
(b) justify your problem as worthwhile to study; 
(c) relate your problem to existing theoretical and empirical litera­

ture; 



APPENDICES 287 

(d) develop knowledge claims that bear on the problem; delineate 
the scope of these knowledge claims; 

(e) use these knowledge claims to construct at least one heuristic 
explanation of two different observation statements from previ­
ous research OR two different hypotheses that you have created 
in thinking about the problems; using your knowledge claims or 
ideas from other sources, construct one alternative competing 
explanation; 

(f) demonstrate by logical analysis that the two observation state­
ments or the two hypotheses are consequences of your two 
explanans; 

(g) develop conceptual definitions of the key theoretical concepts 
in your formulations; 

(h) operationalize those key concepts that need to be operation­
alized, preferably selecting more than one indicator for each; 

(i) use your indicators to generate empirical consequences that 
will allow you provisionally to prefer one of your explanations 
to the other; 

(j) discuss possible next steps in the research process for three 
possible outcomes of an empirical test of your explanations—1) 
Explanation 1 is eliminated in favor of Explanation 2, 2) Expla­
nation 2 is eliminated in favor of Explanation 1 and 3) the research 
does not allow you to choose between the two explanations. 

(The instructions continue for another half page, explaining that the working 
papers provide most of the material for the paper, that a major literature re­
view is not expected, and that this task resembles what students would do to 
prepare a prospectus. The final piece of advice is: "Finally, we urge you to be 
as concise as is consistent with clear, intersubjective understanding of your 
paper.") 

3. Formulate statements defining the scope of each of the three knowl­
edge claims. (The different KCs may have different scope conditions.) 

APPENDIX E: GUIDELINES FOR INTERVIEWS I, 2, 
AND 3 WITH BILINGUAL ACADEMIC SCHOLARS 
(CHAPTER 5) 

Interview I: Background 

Verify and clarify information from faculty handbook. 

General Background 

• Tenured/3-year contract/other? 
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• Spouse? Japanese? 
• MA/MS degrees? Where, when, subject? 
• Length of time living abroad? When? When returned to Japan? 
• Permanent in Japan now? Other plans? 
• Frequency of university-related travel outside Japan? Purposes? 
• Conferences in Japan? How often? Language(s) spoken at conferences 

(you and other participants)? 
• Conferences outside Japan? How often? Languages spoken? 

Writing Background 

• Background in writing in Japanese and English? Any specific training in 
college or graduate school? Courses? Tutors? Seminars? 

• Anything memorable about experiences learning to writing? 
• Describe what it was like for you to write papers in graduate school in 

the U.S. and/or in Japan. 
• Recall whether there was a special way of talking and writing about is­

sues in your field in Japanese/English? Recall how you learned this dis­
course? 

• Aware of feeling like an outsider at first, then at some point as an in­
sider? In Japanese and English contexts? Describe if possible. 

• Recall your first publication? Japanese or English? Why did you publish? 
Describe the experience for first Japanese and English publications. 

• Do you like writing in Japanese? In English? 
• In your experience, what has made writing easy or difficult in each lan­

guage? 
• What types of publications have you written in last 2-3 years in Japa­

nese? English? 

• What proportion of your professional life do you estimate that you 
spend writing, or doing work related to completing a publication? 

• How much time do you spend writing each week? Regular writing sched­
ule? Sporadic? (including activities related to a writing project, such as 
reading, revising, proofing) 

• Are you working on anything now? What? (Would like to talk with you 
regularly as you work on a project.) 

• Are you willing to lend me copies of your recent publications in Japa­
nese and English so we can talk about them later? 

• Copy of CV in English? Japanese? 
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Interview 2: Contexts of Writing; Attitudes Toward 
Writing and Publishing 

• In your field, what expectations are there about writing and publishing? 
Within Japan and the Japanese university? Outside Japan? 

• Is there pressure to write and publish? If so, from where? 

• Is there university support for writing and publishing? Japan? Outside 
Japan? (financial, merit, other) 

• What kinds of publications does the Japanese university (or academic 
community) value? The American university or academic community? 
(e.g., are there publications that you do not put on your Japanese or 
English CV because they will not contribute to or may detract from your 
professional standing in Japan or outside Japan?) 

• What kind of collegial network do you have (e.g., people with whom you 
do research, write, prepare conference presentations, or generally stay 
in contact with?) in Japan? Outside Japan? 

• Mechanism(s) for maintaining network? 
• Are you aware of using specialized and nonspecialized registers in your 

Japanese and English writing? (e.g., a specialized vocab. or insider lan­
guage?) 

• If so, what is your opinion about the value and function of "insider lan­
guage"? 

• Update on writing you are working on now 

Interview 3: More on Writing and Publishing Processes 

• How did you learn to write for publication? Any transfer of training or 
experience from the American to the Japanese context? The Japanese 
to the American context? 

• Your purpose for writing and publishing in Japanese? English? 
• Your audience for Japanese and English publications? 
• Your sources of information for writing projects in Japanese? English? 

(readings, original research, discussion with others, conferences, etc.) 
What readings have you done in both Japanese and English? (Japanese 
for Japanese publications? English for English publications? Or mixed?) 

• Notes and drafts? Thinking and planning? When English and when Japa­
nese? 

• What is involved in getting a piece of writing published in Japanese? In 
English? Describe; give details about specific pieces you've had pub­
lished. 



290 APPENDICES 

• Review processes? Gatekeepers? 
• Update on current work. 

Interview 4 (ff.): Updates on Work; Current Writing 
Issues 
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